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Abstract 

Cities are increasingly disconnecting from nature, with decreased nature spaces while 

populations are discovering their surroundings through technological devices. This thesis 

aims to understand the dynamics involved in hybrid place experiences that combine 

physical and digital layers of meaning in public spaces through digital placemaking as a 

place branding strategy in nature for wellbeing. The thesis addressed gaps in current 

knowledge on hybrid space effects in community dynamics.  

Adopting a critical realism approach, the researcher aims to comprehend how the 

relationships between digital placemaking, nature and wellbeing are developed. A mixed 

methods study following a modified Delphi method gathered insights from 26 expert 

participants in digital placemaking and related fields. Data was collected through three 

rounds: qualitative semi-structured interviews, and two consecutive rounds of 

questionnaires to achieve consensus.  

The findings present and test a conceptual model of digital placemaking as a place 

branding strategy in nature for wellbeing. Drawing on place attachment theory, place 

branding, Social Identity Theory and nature connectedness, the model elucidates key 

dynamics involved in digital placemaking. Four propositions are confirmed: i) Social 

Identity Theory act as a binding agent, where online place attachment and community 

nature connectedness are interlinked; ii) place branding in digital placemaking is 

expanded, where marketing and communications shape place branding and identity; iii) 

inclusion and accessibility are essential to ensure  the multiple identities of a community 

are considered; iv) digital placemaking fosters feelings of belonging with the place, with 

others and with nature supporting wellbeing, enhanced through place attachment, social 

identity and nature connectedness. 
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The study advances understanding of digital placemaking’s conceptualisation, maturity 

and practical applications in nature for wellbeing. It confirms the role of hybrid spaces in 

reconnecting communities with nature and offers actionable insights for scholars and 

practitioners, particularly in using digital placemaking as a strategy to promote wellbeing.  
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Glossary 

Augmented reality (AR): A technology that superimposes computer-generated visuals or 

data onto the real-world environment of the users, enhancing their perception (Clarke, 

2021). 

Digital placemaking: The use of digital media to foster a sense of place for oneself and/or 

others, embracing digital tools affordances to strengthen or maintain a sense of attachment 

to place (Halegoua & Polson, 2021). 

Gentrification: A process by which underinvested neighbourhoods are redeveloped to 

increase affluent newcomers, often driven by market forces that can displace long-

standing communities (Bronsvoort & Uitermark, 2022). 

Hybrid experience: A phenomenon where physical experiences are intertwined with 

digital elements. The physical experience is mediated with a digital layer such as an AR 

app or using Google Maps to navigate a space (Hespanhol, 2022).  

Nature-based solutions: An environmental management approach inspired and supported 

by nature to build resilient cities and biodiversity (European Commission, 2015; 2016).  

Nature connectedness: A psychological construct that assesses an individuals perceived 

emotional and cognitive connection to nature (Capaldi et al., 2014). 

Place attachment tripartite: A three-component framework created by Scannell and 

Gifford (2010a) that conceptualises place attachment as a multidimensional construct, 

incorporating the person, psychological process and place dimensions. 

Place attachment: The emotional and psychological bond between an individual and a 

specific location (Debenedetti et al., 2014). 
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Place branding: A strategic communication tool aimed at shaping the perception of a place 

identity and image of a location. It involves developing branding strategies to build an 

advantageous place-brand architecture (Zenker & Braun, 2010). 

Placemaker: A professional specialised in the process of placemaking.  

Place management: A strategic practice aimed at enhancing the quality, functionality and 

experience of a location (Keegan, 2021). 

Place manager: A professional responsible of the management of a place. 

Place marketer: An expert on place marketing. 

Place marketing: A branch of traditional marketing that refers to a location as both the 

product and the place (Kavaratzis et al., 2017). 

Placemaking: A participatory approach to shaping public spaces to meet the needs and 

aspirations of the communities that use them (PPS, 2004). 

Social identity: A sense of group identification and belonging that an individual 

experiences due to group membership. 

Social Identity Theory: A group process and intergroup relations theory that refers to the 

sense of belonging and identification to a social group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). 

Urban nature: The presence of nature within the urban environment, such as urban parks, 

green corridors or water bodies integrated in the city. 

Virtual Reality (VR): A three-dimensional computer-generated simulation of the 

environment creating a sense of realism for the user (Litleskare et al., 2022). 

Wellbeing: A multidimensional concept encompassing both hedonic wellbeing 

(Kahneman et al., 1999) and eudaimonic wellbeing (Ryff & Singer, 2008). Hedonic 

wellbeing focuses on pleasure attainment and pain avoidance, also known as subjective 
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wellbeing (Kahneman et al., 1999). The eudaimonic wellbeing emphasises personal 

growth, self-realization and holistic functioning (Ryan & Deci, 2001). 



 1 

Chapter 1. Introduction 

‘Making peace with nature is the defining task of the 21st century (…). Now is the 
time to transform humankind’s relationship with the natural world – and with each 
other. 
And we must do so together.’ 

António Guterres, UN Secretary General (United Nations, 2020) 

 

This quote by UN Secretary-General António Guterres represents the crucial need to 

transform our relationship with nature and how international organisations and 

institutions are combining their efforts to ensure nature is the central focus of our 

strategies. Following this call, this chapter provides an overview of the rationale for the 

study. The chapter outlines the major themes underpinning digital placemaking in nature 

for wellbeing. It outlines the aims and objectives of the study as well as an overview of 

the chapters in the thesis.  

1.1. Research Overview 

This mixed method study adopts a critical realism perspective to investigate the 

phenomenon of the use of digital placemaking to address the human-nature disconnection 

in cities. Three major themes guide this study: digital placemaking, nature and wellbeing 

and place branding. In this thesis, a novel combination of the three themes helps 

understanding the implications of hybrid environments as a branding strategy that uses 

digital technology and physical experiences in reducing the human-nature disconnection. 

Through a modified Delphi study, semi-structured interviews and questionnaires with 

both experts in digital placemaking and expanded experts in related fields were 

conducted, providing insights in relation to digital placemaking and its use in nature for 

wellbeing. Alongside the prior research in this domain, a proposed conceptual model was 
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created and tested through the modified Delphi method, resulting in a number of 

contributions which develop the initial model into a revised and confirmed final model 

presented. The modified Delphi method combined an initial qualitative round of semi-

structured interviews with two rounds of questionnaires with a panel of experts and 

expanded experts in the field of the topic investigated. This is the first model that 

specifically explores the dynamics and processes involved in digital placemaking in 

nature for wellbeing as a place branding strategy. In doing so, connections between place 

attachment, place branding, nature connectedness and Social Identity Theory are 

identified. Specifically, social identity is found to act as a binding agent among all 

processes to specifically foster nature connectedness, place attachment and wellbeing 

outcomes (Figure 6.13). The study affirms the current emergent state of digital 

placemaking as a concept and its implications in nature for wellbeing, as well as 

confirming the conceptual model presented and revisited throughout the investigation. 

This PhD thesis offers new perspectives and insights that emerged from the analysis of 

the different modified Delphi rounds with contributions to theory and practice.   

1.2. Rationale for Study 

Urban environments are constantly growing, with the prospect of 68% of the world’s 

population living in cities by 2050 (United Nations, 2018) and the human population 

predictably peaking at about 10.4 billion by 2100 (Clark & Gille, 2024). However, the 

deterioration of public spaces in cities has been evident since the industrialisation process 

(Paquin, 2019). Many studies are describing the loss of public life and valuable public 

spaces (Imara et al., 2024). This can be connected with the decrease in opportunities to 

engage with natural environments and its negative health impact, were up to 43,000 

premature deaths could be prevented if cities followed the WHO recommendations 

regarding residential proximity to green space (Pereira-Barboza et al., 2021). Despite the 
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well-known benefits for communities of engaging with nature for health and wellbeing 

(Heckert & Bristowe, 2021; Tomasso et al., 2021) and their essential role in sustainability 

and climate resilience (Gulsrud et al., 2018; Kotus et al., 2022), the decrease of urban 

nature spaces is related to a number of negative impacts in people’s health (Bashan et al., 

2021; Pereira-Barboza et al., 2021). The disconnection from nature happens beyond 

ecosystem potentials and is also due to the interlinkages between social, cultural, and 

political processes (Beery et al., 2023).  

The cultural shift away from nature is found as a result of the urbanisation process and 

the increased use of technology (Kesebir & Kesebir, 2017). Technology is described as 

an element of disconnection in the human-nature relationship (e.g., Shih et al., 2021; 

Vanderburg, 2000). Urban communities explore and discover their surroundings through 

digital devices that are embedded in their daily routines (Naji & Rzeszewski, 2022; 

Toland et al., 2020), such as electronic transport tickets, mobile apps, smart cards, 

checking the weather online or digitally connecting and communicating with others. 

Therefore, technology is changing how people experience spaces and places (Dai & Liu, 

2024). However, despite the numerous studies describing the negative effect of 

technology on the disconnection of people from their place and their reality (e.g., 

Richardson et al., 2018; Shih et al., 2021), technology has been demonstrated to benefit 

wellbeing when involving indirect nature experiences (e.g., Cox et al., 2017) and can 

benefit communities by developing places that incite social interactions and improve the 

overall physical experience (Najafi et al., 2022; Nikšič et al., 2023).  

Scholars have called to rethink the human-nature disconnection and the role of nature in 

human wellbeing (Riechers et al., 2021) and to embrace the increased use of technology 

in people’s lives to help them engage with nature (Richardson et al., 2018). In the current 

augmented interest in implementing nature-based solutions in cities to help mitigate the 
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climate challenges (e.g., WHO Regional Office for Europe, 2021), the incorporation of 

technology can help augment and expand these solutions (Mahmoud et al., 2024).  

In this context, digital placemaking has the potential to act as an interdisciplinary practice 

that helps communities create place experiences in the urban environment to reconnect 

with nature using digital media. Despite increasing interest in the role of digital 

technologies in urban spaces, there is limited research on how digital placemaking 

strategies can be used to promote nature-based experiences to support wellbeing within 

place branding. Existing studies primarily focus on the aesthetic or economic aspects of 

place branding (Farhat, 2019; Razi & Ziminski, 2022), with scant attention to the 

integration of environmental wellbeing or the use of digital tools to enhance public 

engagement in natural spaces. In light of the growing global concerns about urbanization, 

mental and physical wellbeing, and climate change (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change, 2022; Ochnik et al., 2024; United Nations Development Programme, 2024), 

while cities and regions seek to promote sustainability and improve the quality of life for 

their communities (e.g., Bansard, 2022; United Nations Human Settlements Programme 

(UN-Habitat), 2020; World Bank Group, 2023), there is a pressing need for innovative 

approaches that integrate nature and wellbeing into urban experiences to effectively 

engage communities. Digital placemaking offers a unique opportunity to enhance public 

interaction with natural spaces while fostering a stronger sense of community to support 

wellbeing. The rationale behind the concept of digital placemaking, its implementation in 

nature for wellbeing, and the place branding strategy perspective will be discussed in turn. 

Why digital placemaking? 

Digital placemaking is an interdisciplinary concept that appeared in 2011 (Latorre, 2011), 

related to placemaking. Placemaking is an urbanism concept that has been practised since 

the 1960s in urbanism and architecture (Paquin, 2019). It is based on the works of Jane 
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Jacobs, Kevin Lynch and William Whyte and it refers to the process through which 

communities transform public locations into places for socialisation (Project for Public 

Spaces & MacKenzie 2015). Placemaking has been applied beyond urbanism, to tourism 

(Lew, 2017) or arts (Markusen & Gadwa, 2010). With the constant increase of technology 

usage, the concept has evolved into digital placemaking, a process that uses “digital media 

to create a sense of place for oneself and/or others – to embrace digital affordances in 

order to cultivate or maintain a sense of attachment to place” (Halegoua & Polson, 2021, 

pp. 574).  

Digital placemaking can foster meaningful place experiences for communities through a 

number of innovative digital technologies, from social media (Breek et al., 2018; 

Sugangga et al., 2021), to mobile games (Qabshoqa, 2018), pop-up furniture (Fredericks 

et al., 2018) or virtual guides (Her, 2021). The emergent concept of digital placemaking 

has increased interest in literature (Basaraba, 2021), with recent studies describing 

different frameworks and perspectives on its use (e.g., Chen et al., 2022; te Lintelo et al., 

2024). While the body of research on digital placemaking is growing, there are many 

areas that are currently under-researched. The concept is fragmented, and scholars have 

described its definitional dilemmas (Basaraba, 2021; Chen et al., 2022; Główczyński, 

2022). The lack of agreement on an operational definition and the broad spectrum of 

technologies implemented generates a general confusion on what digital placemaking is 

and how it can be applied.  

In related types of placemaking such as creative placemaking, scholars have collected 

industry practitioner knowledge to investigate its processes (Salzman & Yerace, 2018; 

Vaughan et al., 2021; Zitcer, 2020). This programme of research will extend this method 

to digital placemaking through a mixed method approach that combines interviews and 

questionnaires with expert participants. Therefore, the research seeks to understand the 
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concept of digital placemaking by combining industry practitioner knowledge with 

academic knowledge, which is a unique perspective in the body of literature that would 

benefit the conceptualisation of digital placemaking involving its processes and outcomes 

and its application in nature for wellbeing.  

International organisations, place managers and urban experts are increasing their interest 

in the implementation of technology for climate resilience and community benefits 

(UNFCCC, 2024), describing the use of technology in this context as ‘the new normal’ 

(World Economic Forum, 2024). Many organisations and municipalities are applying 

digital placemaking to engage with communities and foster belonging feelings with urban 

spaces. In particular, digital placemaking offers new ways to engage with these 

communities by implementing innovative technologies (Hespanhol, 2022). It is 

specifically used to promote sense of place or place attachment, which means individuals 

create belonging feelings with the place (Chen et al., 2022; Rutha & Abbas, 2021). 

Moreover, it offers unique ways to engage with communities, fostering engagement and 

social belonging (Paraschivoiu & Layer-Wagner, 2021; Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020b). 

Finally, its digital dimension opens new opportunities for inclusion and accessibility 

(Clarke, 2021; Foth, 2017b).  

Digital placemaking has been approached from a number of disciplines, from urban 

studies (Moodley & Marks, 2023), to education and pedagogy (Frith & Richter, 2021; 

Petrovski et al., 2024), creative arts (Razi & Ziminski, 2022), or heritage projects (Devine, 

2017). It can also allude to different purposes, from promoting social change (Foth, 

2017a), to empowering refugee communities (Sacramento et al., 2022), or to increasing 

economic gain in the area (Morrison, 2021). However, different challenges and risks from 

its implementation need to be accounted for, such as privacy concerns (Y. Li & Alencar, 

2022), or gentrification (Bottero et al., 2022).  
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Thus, the novelty of this programme of research resides in the investigation of digital 

placemaking as a place branding strategy to create experiences in nature spaces to support 

community wellbeing, which is an area that has not been thoroughly explored. This novel 

approach that combines interviews and questionnaires with experts and practitioners in 

digital placemaking provides potential implications for place managers and urban 

planners, place branding professionals, policymakers, and placemaking practitioners. 

This research is significant for several reasons. Academically, it fills a gap in the literature 

by linking digital placemaking with place branding, nature, and wellbeing. Practically, it 

offers insights for urban planners and place branding professionals seeking to create 

sustainable and health-enhancing spaces. The findings could inform policy decisions 

related to urban development, particularly in cities looking to integrate nature into their 

digital placemaking strategies to improve the quality of life for place consumers. 

Why nature and wellbeing? 

There is an increased interest in enhancing nature spaces in cities, referring to blue and 

green spaces, due to their positive effect on communities’ health and wellbeing (WHO 

Regional Office for Europe, 2021). As the WHO Regional Office for Europe (2021) 

defines, green spaces are formed by urban forests, parks or urban farming locations, 

among others, whereas blue spaces refer to lakes, ponds and rivers. Nature spaces in urban 

environments are essential for the improvement of quality of life (Hassan et al., 2023), 

physical health (Cornax-Martín et al., 2024), and fostering biodiversity (Bonthoux & 

Chollet, 2024). Therefore, nature spaces in urban environments contribute to benefit the 

community wellbeing and overall sustainability.  

Urban nature spaces are essential for the creation of liveable, sustainable and resilient 

environments (Hassan et al., 2023). Nature-based solutions are inspired and supported by 

nature to help build resilient cities and benefit biodiversity and ecosystem services 
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(European Commission, 2015; 2016). They challenge and re-frame conventional 

environmental management methods by focusing on socio-ecological principles as the 

main strategies (Gulsrud et al., 2018). Nature-based solutions employ existing natural 

solutions or mimic nature through a variety of implementations, from planting trees to re-

vegetate spaces or planting green roofs (European Commission, 2015; Giachino et al., 

2021). More recently, nature-based solutions have explored technological tools to support 

its efficiency. Technology can enhance ecosystems (Galle et al., 2019), monitor their 

management (Li & Nassauer, 2021) and augment its results in nature-based solutions and 

for nature-based solutions (Mahmoud et al., 2024). Therefore, digital placemaking can be 

implemented as an augmented nature-based solution to help enhance its results using 

digital media. 

Especially in the current climate crisis, nature spaces in urban environments can have 

positive environmental impacts, promoting biodiversity through the support of diverse 

ecosystems (Bonthoux & Chollet, 2024) and reducing air and noise pollution (Bloemsma 

et al., 2022). Biodiverse and rich urban nature areas provide spaces beyond mere 

ornamental tools in urban planning, but an oasis for rich ecosystems specifically 

developing relational benefits for human-non-human cohabitation (Bonthoux & Chollet, 

2024). However, as described earlier, nature spaces in cities are deteriorating and urban 

communities are decreasing their opportunities to engage with these places. Thus, digital 

media can provide answers that not only augment the potential results of nature-based 

solutions but also help the community engage with the public space. 

When exploring wellbeing, comprehensive wellbeing is a common approach in public 

policy that involves both objective and subjective wellbeing indicators (White, 2016). 

This approach to wellbeing comprises three elements: the breadth and promotion of a 

broad range of wellbeing indicators beyond economic growth when measuring societal 
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progress, the relevance of statistics that reflect what is important to people, and the 

increased addition of subjective elements along objective metrics (White, 2016). In this 

programme of research, wellbeing is understood as a broad concept that combines health, 

positive affective states, social engagement and other wellness indicators (Shankardass et 

al., 2019). This broad approach is commonly used in digital placemaking studies that 

specifically mention wellbeing (e.g., Marshall, 2021; Shankardass et al., 2019). 

Nature spaces in cities help promote physical activity and mental wellbeing, encouraging 

outdoor activities that are linked to healthier lifestyles (Cornax-Martín et al., 2024), as 

well as aiding in reducing stress and improving emotional health (Hassan et al., 2023). 

Moreover, nature spaces can foster social cohesion through community interactions, 

which promotes community ties and inclusion (Hassan et al., 2023). Studies have 

demonstrated the positive impact of nature spaces on general wellbeing (e.g., Kirby & 

Scott, 2023). In their assessment, Kirby and Scott (2023) assess the current knowledge 

on green and blue infrastructure on people’s health in the UK, finding evidence of 

increased physical activity, improved wellbeing, positive mental health impact of direct 

pathways, and limited knowledge on indirect pathways. Similarly, international 

organisations are increasing interest and calling for implementing plans for integrating 

wellbeing and including innovative ways to foster health through nature (e.g., World 

Health Organisation (WHO), 2024), specifically discussed in the 28th UN Climate 

Change Conference (COP28) or the 77th World Health Assembly. In one of their latest 

frameworks, the World Health Organisation (WHO) (2023) describes the need to 

implement wellbeing in public health and how supporting a harmonious human-nature 

relationship is essential as a strategic direction.  

Therefore, the intrinsic connection between wellbeing and nature, broadly demonstrated 

in the literature, is currently an essential strategy to help mitigate and adapt to the current 
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climate crisis. The growing demand for this integration calls for frameworks and practical 

insights that will facilitate its implementation in urban environment which can benefit 

from the implementation of digital technology through digital placemaking. There is 

potential exploration and understanding of how digitally mediated experiences could 

enhance the effects of nature experiences for wellbeing. 

Why a place branding perspective? 

Placemaking and place branding have been interrelated as they both refer to place 

experiences and what they mean and leave in the community. Place branding derives from 

place marketing and refers to the application of branding principles to places (Reitsamer 

& Brunner-Sperdin, 2021). Despite differences in many levels, place branding and 

placemaking are interconnected and complement each other as place branding can 

amplify the placemaking narrative and enhance the revitalisation of an area (Ebaid, 2023). 

Specifically, Richards (2017) explores the role of events in the evolution of place 

branding to placemaking, where the holistic approach to placemaking resides in three 

elements: the physical aspects of the city, the lived experience shared among place 

consumers, and the symbolic image and brand of the city created. Placemaking and place 

branding are described as “the public face of the city and its projection to its residents and 

other dwellers” (Evans, 2015, pp. 142). The endurance of a place brand that is shared and 

differentiated in the communities creates a collective identity of the city and pride (Evans, 

2015).  

However, these intrinsic elements that tie place branding and placemaking together have 

been overlooked in the literature. Place branding usually illustrates a shift to a 

consumption-oriented economic development (Farhat, 2019), where the place branding 

perspective of placemaking tends to focus on economic growth from tourism (Lew, 2017; 

Nursanty et al., 2024). Farhat (2019) refers to reframing the role of place branding as a 
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meaning-making, placemaking and economic development endeavour. Despite the 

importance of the economic effect of any place experience being important, the potential 

of the place branding perspective in placemaking and its digital evolution can help create 

place experiences that shift the brand image and perception towards societal positive 

outcomes. In Ebaid’s (2023) study, the interconnections between place branding and 

placemaking suggest the potential to improve the quality of life of a city while focusing 

on distinctive attributes to determine the city's identity, which should be aligned with the 

social interest. Scholars have described placemaking as a new aspect of city branding that 

creates organic and authentic experiences (Evans, 2015). Moreover, brands can be 

understood as culture source materials with civic responsibilities (Holt, 2002). Therefore, 

brands can contribute beyond the economic growth and attractiveness of a place but 

forming places that are meaningful and positive on many levels to a community.   

When exploring the connections between digital placemaking and place branding, digital 

placemaking has been identified as part of the place branding trifecta (Keegan, 2021). 

The tourism-focus trend is also found in this interconnection (e.g., Sugangga et al., 2021; 

Törnberg, 2022). Similarly, a place branding perspective of digital placemaking can 

support goals to empower community voices that contribute to creating links between the 

place and the people, fostering the place identity while promoting the specific place 

experience (Razi & Ziminski, 2022). 

In this context, and following the described climate challenges faced, place branding 

could be implemented as a strategy to help create experiences that are unique, attractive 

and meaningful for city communities. Policies can benefit from implementing a 

communication and branding perspective to ensure community engagement. Place 

branding, specifically its participatory approach (Zenker & Erfgen, 2014), can enhance 

digital placemaking as a potential strategy for creating place experiences that could 
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promote pro-environmental behaviours (Paraschivoiu & Layer-Wagner, 2021). 

Specifically addressing the human-nature disconnection, nature could be fostered as part 

of the community’s identity in urban environments, generating a stronger and closer 

relationship. Scholars have explored the effects of natural environments on people’s 

identity, which leads to incorporating nature into people’s self-concept (Clayton & 

Opotow, 2003). Therefore, nature could be fostered in a community identity and place 

brand, and it would also benefit from incorporating digital mediums through digital 

placemaking. Digital placemaking can create urban nature experiences for and with the 

community, where nature is a key actor. While there is substantial research on place 

branding and traditional placemaking (Balsas, 2021; Ni & Say, 2022), little attention has 

been given to the role of digital placemaking in fostering connections to nature and 

promoting wellbeing. This gap is particularly significant given the increasing interest in 

sustainable urban development and the need for innovative approaches to improve 

community health and engagement through place branding strategies. 

1.3. Aims and Objectives 

The research aims for this thesis are as follows: 

Aim 1: To incorporate digital placemaking as a place branding strategy to help 

reframe the human-nature relationship enhancing urban nature experiences, 

supporting wellbeing. 

Aim 2: To understand how digital placemaking can be implemented from a place 

branding perspective to promote hybrid place attachment in urban nature spaces, 

fostering community nature connectedness, and supporting consumer wellbeing. 

The research aims are supported by the following research objectives: 
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1. To review the various literatures for knowledge, theory and practice in digital 

placemaking, nature and wellbeing. 

2. To investigate how digital placemaking as a place branding strategy can promote 

place attachment processes, foster community nature connectedness, and support 

consumer wellbeing. 

3. To understand the interconnected dynamics of digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing, generating the core components for the development and test of a 

conceptual model. 

4. To provide strategies and solutions to reframe the human-nature disconnection 

and enhance urban nature experiences. 

5. To advance assessment methods on digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing 

Research Aim Research Objectives 

1: To incorporate digital 
placemaking as a place branding 
strategy to help reframe the 
human-nature relationship 
enhancing urban nature 
experiences, supporting 
wellbeing. 

1: To review the various literatures for knowledge, 
theory and practice in digital placemaking, nature 
and wellbeing. 
2: To investigate how digital placemaking as a 
place branding strategy can promote place 
attachment processes, foster community nature 
connectedness, and support consumer wellbeing. 
4: To provide strategies and solutions to reframe 
the human-nature disconnection and enhance urban 
nature experiences. 
5: To advance assessment methods on digital 
placemaking in nature for wellbeing 

 

2: To understand how digital 
placemaking can be implemented 
from a place branding 
perspective to promote hybrid 
place attachment in urban nature 
spaces, fostering community 

1: To review the various literatures for knowledge, 
theory and practice in digital placemaking, nature 
and wellbeing. 
2: To investigate how digital placemaking as a 
place branding strategy can promote place 
attachment processes, foster community nature 
connectedness, and support consumer wellbeing. 
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nature connectedness, and 
supporting consumer wellbeing. 

3: To understand the interconnected dynamics of 
digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, 
generating the core components for the 
development and test of a conceptual model. 
5: To advance assessment methods on digital 
placemaking in nature for wellbeing 
 

Table 1.1. Interconnection between research aims and objectives. 

Considering the described research aims and objectives, the rapid contemporary urban 

environment and technological integration, and the increased disconnection from nature 

posing significant challenges to individual and collective wellbeing, the primary research 

question of this thesis is: 

How does digital placemaking as a place branding strategy promote place 

attachment processes to foster community nature connectedness to support 

consumer wellbeing? 

The research philosophy that guides this thesis is critical realism, emphasising the 

understanding of the interplay of structures and mechanisms of the phenomena, 

influencing the frame of the research questions. This programme of research focuses on 

uncovering and explaining the dynamics involved in digital placemaking as a place 

branding strategy in nature for wellbeing.  In order to analyse the primary question and 

identify its underlying components, such as theoretical frameworks, methodological 

considerations, or contextual specifics, secondary questions are also presented. Three 

secondary questions are defined to examine the reframing of the human-nature 

disconnection, understanding the interconnections in the process and assessing the 

wellbeing impacts: 

1. How can digital placemaking reframe the human-nature disconnection affecting 

urban consumers? 
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2. How the dynamics involved in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing are 

interconnected? 

3. How can the wellbeing impact of digital placemaking practices in nature be 

assessed? 

To conclude, this programme of research seeks to confirm that digital placemaking as a 

place branding strategy could promote place attachment and nature connectedness in 

communities by creating hybrid place experiences to support consumer wellbeing. 

1.4. Structure of the Thesis 

This PhD thesis explores the concept of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing from 

a place branding perspective to help reframe the human-nature relationship in cities and 

to understand the dynamics involved in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. It 

explores existing evidence from digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing to then arrive 

at a consensual state on its implementation for future practice and research. The 

involvement of place attachment, place branding, Social Identity Theory and nature 

connectedness is tested through the conceptual model presented. This PhD thesis aims to 

address the above questions through a modified Delphi study (Figure 1.1).  

Chapter 1 – Introduction 

Chapter 1 introduces the research topic, rationale, aims and objectives. The three major 

themes of this thesis are described and its structure is outlined.  

Chapter 2 – Literature Review 

Chapter 2 presents a systematic literature review that investigates the use of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing. The chapter is divided in two parts. Part A presents 

a systematic literature review which was published in Urban Forestry and Urban Greening 
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Special Issue “Augmented Nature Based Solutions (NBS) for Cities: Embedding 

technologies for improving NBS performance and fostering social inclusion in urban 

greening strategies” in 2023. The published protocol for this study is registered and 

presented in Appendix A (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2022). Part B describes an 

update of the systematic literature review article to consider the key literature published 

from the article publication to the thesis submission, among other criteria. 

Chapter 3 – Conceptual Model 

Chapter 3 reports the theoretical perspectives of digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing, describing the processes and dynamics involved. Specifically, place 

attachment theory, place branding, nature connectedness and Social Identity Theory 

informs the process through which digital placemaking can support wellbeing in nature 

spaces in the city. The chapter is also divided in two parts. In Part A, these dynamics are 

considered in the proposed modified place attachment tripartite as the conceptual model 

that guides this PhD thesis. This conceptual model was published in Technological 

Forecasting and Social Change in July 2024. Part B presents an update of the conceptual 

model to consider key literature from the publication date of article to the thesis 

submission, among other criteria.  

Chapter 4 – Methods 

Chapter 4 describes and discusses the chosen methodological approach. The nature of 

mixed methods and the research philosophy of this study are outlined. This PhD thesis 

adopts a critical realism philosophy which is discussed in terms of ontology and 

epistemology. Research sample, method and analysis are also outlined, as well as the 

reliability and validity of the data collection. Three rounds of the modified Delphi method 

were performed to explore digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. The initial 
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qualitative round of semi-structured interviews informs the consequent two questionnaire 

rounds with the panel of experts in digital placemaking and expanded experts in related 

fields. Limitations and ethical considerations are also described in this chapter.  

Chapter 5 – Findings 

Chapter 5 presents the findings from the modified Delphi study in terms of the processes 

and outcomes of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. This chapter is divided in 

two parts: a manuscript submitted for publication with the main contribution of this thesis 

in Part A, and other complementary findings from the modified Delphi method that are a 

valuable addition advancing the concept of digital placemaking, the dynamics involved 

and forecasting its use in nature for wellbeing in Part B. The findings comprise the 

outcomes from the analysis of the first qualitative round of semi-structured interviews, 

resulting in five thematic results, and the outcomes from the two rounds of quantitative 

questionnaires, resulting in the final consensual items.  

Chapter 6 – Discussion 

Chapter 6 is an in-depth discussion of the research findings described in this programme 

of research. The primary contributions to knowledge are organised into four major 

contributions and two additional sub-thematic contributions. The chapter highlights key 

theoretical and practical contributions and implications for implementing digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing. A final version of the conceptual model of this thesis 

is also presented. 

Chapter 7 – Conclusion 

Chapter 7 provides the conclusion of this PhD thesis through an overview of the 

accomplishment of the research objectives of the thesis detailing the contributions to 
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theory and practice. Limitations, future research directions and conclusions are also 

provided.  
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Figure 3.1: Overview of the PhD thesis structure. 
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1.5. Chapter Summary 

This chapter outlines the rationale of the PhD thesis, aims and objectives for the research 

as well as an outline of the structure of the thesis. This study addresses a significant gap 

in the literature by exploring the role of digital placemaking in nature-based place 

branding strategies aimed at enhancing community wellbeing. As urban spaces continue 

to evolve in the digital age, understanding how these strategies can be effectively 

implemented is crucial for fostering sustainable, health-promoting environments. 
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Chapter 2. Digital placemaking, health & 

wellbeing and nature-based solutions: A 

systematic review and practice model (Part A). 

 

The following publication was incorporated into this chapter. 

 

Fernandez-Osso Fuentes, M. J., Keegan, B. J., Jones, M. v., & MacIntyre, T. (2023b). 

Digital placemaking, health & wellbeing and nature-based solutions: A systematic review 

and practice model. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 79, 127796. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2022.127796  

 

 

Maria Fernandez-Osso Fuentes: Conceptualisation, Methdology, Search and Data 

Extraction, Analysis, Manuscript Drafting. Brendan Keegan: Review and Editing, 

Supervision. Marc Jones: Review and editing. Tadhg MacIntyre: Review and Editing. 
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2.1. Preface 

Chapter 1 presents the introduction to this research of digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing and the human-nature disconnection that affects cities. Chapter 2 Part A is the 

first study of this programme of research, presenting a systematic literature review and 

practice model on digital placemaking, health & wellbeing and nature-based solutions. 

This study provides a comprehensive review, synthesizing the existing evidence on the 

associations between digital placemaking, mental health and wellbeing and green and 

blue spaces while exploring successful case studies. The systematic literature review 

aligns with the overall aims of this PhD thesis in exploring the role of digital placemaking 

in nature for wellbeing and identifies gaps in the literature to further research. The study 

results address the gap in the literature and provides a critical and evidence-based 

direction for this PhD thesis as well as an initial model.  

The following chapter is comprised of two parts. Part A illustrates a systematic literature 

review that was published in Urban Forestry & Urban Greening Special Issue on 

“Augmented Nature Based Solutions (NBS) for Cities: Embedding technologies for 

improving NBS performance and fostering social inclusion in urban greening strategies” 

in 2023 (pre-publication in November 2022), (Appendix A). Part B is an update to the 

published review. Chapter 2 concludes with an overall summary of the combined findings 

from the two reviews. These main findings of the published article led to the development 

of the second study of this PhD thesis (Chapter 3). Figure 2.1 shows a summary of the 

respective reviews. 

The PhD candidate undertook all database searches, article screening, data extraction, 

quality assessments and manuscript draft of all articles. Co-authors reviewed the data, 

analysed quality assessments and reviewed and edited the manuscript.  
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Figure 4.1: Summary of the systematic literature review and review update of digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing 

 

2.2. Abstract 

Technology implementations in the urban environment have the potential to reshape how 

communities experience places, specifically providing a potential enhancer for nature-

based solutions in the city. Urban spaces are facing a number of challenges from climate 

mitigation to negative effects on communities. In this context, nature-based solutions aim 

to promote nature as an answer to the current climate challenge, linking positive outcomes 

for society in a cost-effective way. Urban nature could benefit from the implementation 

of technology to enhance nature experiences and nature's impact on the community. This 

study aims to review and synthesise existing literature focusing on the associations 

between digital placemaking, mental health and wellbeing impact and the use of green 

and blue spaces while exploring successful case studies. Hundred and seventeen studies 

met the eligibility criteria, most of them used qualitative methods. The findings provide 

insights into the potential impact of digital placemaking practices for urban nature on 

citizens’ wellbeing and mental health. Our results indicated an absence of agreement on 

the concept of digital placemaking, and a lack of blue space research while nature was 

presented as a context and passive element. Mental health and wellbeing are mostly 

Initial Systematic 
Literature Review

Timeframe for articles: 2011-Oct 2022

Number of articles included: n=117

Chapter 2 Part A in the thesis. Output: 
Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al. (2023b)

Systematic Literature 
Review Update

Timeframe for articles: Oct 2022-
August 2024

Number of articles included: n= 36

Chapter 2 Part B in thesis
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approached without specifically examining health indicators or assessing the health 

impact of these practices. Our study proposes a model offering insights into the broad 

range of best practices for implementing digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing and 

represents a key contribution to understanding the innovative application of augmenting 

NBS through digital placemaking impacting the wellbeing of citizens 

2.3. Introduction 

Surroundings impact a person’s quality of life. The value and effect of public spaces have 

been broadly studied, especially by authors such as Gehl, Jacobs and Whyte who 

defended the importance of adopting a people-first approach to urbanism, which places 

people at the heart of the design of public spaces. These concepts are the foundation for 

placemaking (PPS, 2004). To promote connections with environments and create 

meaningful places, placemaking was first discussed in the 1960s (Abdel-Aziz et al., 

2016). It seeks to improve the quality of public spaces for communities, which is 

imperative for increasing social bonds and wellbeing (Courage, 2021).  

Placemaking has been applied to many different concepts and areas, from urban nature 

and community gardening (Truong et al., 2022), to participatory planning (Huang, 2019), 

tourism planning (Lew, 2017), as well as the shift from placemaking to place-keeping 

(Mattijssen et al., 2017). Part of the debate around placemaking is the use of augmented 

technology and digital applications to improve communities’ relationships with public 

spaces, specifically those that follow urban greening strategies and nature-based solutions 

(NBS) (Tsekeri et al., 2022). 

Digital placemaking is the implementation of technology in placemaking practices, from 

using mobile games to explore the environment (Hjorth & Richardson, 2017; Qabshoqa, 

2018) to the role of social media in allowing communities to connect in digital and 
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analogue ways with their surroundings (Breek et al., 2018). Digital placemaking has the 

potential to benefit communities by adding value to public spaces, economic growth, 

cultural wealth, and overall better community life (Morrison, 2021). It could reconvert 

urban areas into community hubs, revitalising its heritage and experiences through social 

media and place branding (Soedarsono et al., 2021; Sugangga et al., 2021). This 

technological application to placemaking practices can enhance the impact in cities and 

public spaces, not only generating a stronger sense of place and belonging within 

communities (Halegoua & Polson, 2021) but also making spaces more accessible and 

inclusive to all (Bedford et al., 2022; Szaszák & Kecskés, 2020) 

Despite the benefits of these practices, it is important to also address potential risks and 

impacts that have been reported on digital placemaking practices, such as gentrification 

(Bottero et al., 2022; Bronsvoort & Uitermark, 2022), the environmental harm from e-

waste (Bedford et al., 2022), exposing pre-existing inequalities and exclusions (Halegoua 

& Polson, 2021), light pollution (Foth & Caldwell, 2018), or projects not genuinely 

engaging and putting the community first (Foth et al., 2018; Kamols et al., 2021; Monno 

& Khakee, 2012).  

Digital technology affects how we experience our surroundings. From a study by Prescott, 

(2019), almost all adults aged 16 to 44 years used the internet daily (99%) in the United 

Kingdom, while 87% of the population own smartphones (Deloitte, 2021). Most citizens 

interact with the environment through some type of digital device. Thus, digital 

placemaking has the potential to shape reality in urban spaces, potentially helping people 

connect with nature for example through augmented reality (Clowater, 2021). When 

applied to the management of urban nature spaces, it can benefit from measuring 

performances, supporting decision-making and connecting communities with the spaces 

in the world of the internet we are living in. 
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Specifically, digital placemaking could be a key approach to improving public spaces and 

urban nature environments, since sixty-eight per cent of the world’s population will live 

in urban areas by 2050 (United Nations, 2018). Since the industrialisation process cities 

have suffered a loss of public spaces (Paquin, 2019), diminishing the opportunities for 

engagement with natural environments, which has potential negative impacts on 

communities’ health (Bashan et al., 2021). Despite the positive effects of urban 

development on issues such as poverty or inequality (United Nations, 2008), urban 

environments’ negative consequences on citizens’ wellbeing (e.g., social isolation) have 

also been illustrated (Marshall, 2021). These concerns were amplified by the COVID-19 

pandemic (Zacher & Rudolph, 2021), raising awareness of the importance of urban green 

spaces in peoples’ mental health and wellbeing (Heckert & Bristowe, 2021; Tomasso et 

al., 2021). Nature is proposed to have a positive effect on citizens’ health through 

increased opportunities for physical activity, greater social interaction, protection from 

pollutants and stress reduction (Bowler et al., 2010; Hartig et al., 2014). There is extensive 

empirical literature on the benefits of nature exposure for health (Bratman et al., 2019; 

Jimenez et al., 2021). However, the wellbeing impact of digital technology as a mediator 

between nature and citizens has not been fully addressed (Van Houwelingen-Snippe et 

al., 2020). 

The need for the inclusion of nature in cities has been highlighted for several years, most 

recently in a report by the WHO Regional Office for Europe (2021) presenting the 

beneficial impact on health and wellbeing of nature, specifically the crucial role of green 

and blue spaces for urban planning and climate change through NBS. The report 

differentiates green space and blue space, where green space is understood as “urban 

forests, parks, playgrounds, allotments and urban farming locations” (p. 8), and blue 

spaces are “coasts, lakes, ponds and pond systems, wadis systems, artificial buffer basins 
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and water courses” (p. 24). Regarding NBS, these practices aim to promote nature as an 

answer to climate mitigation and adaptation (Nesshöver et al., 2017) in a cost-effective 

way. The implementation of NBS in international policy and business discourses is 

spreading and gaining relevance (Seddon et al., 2020). NBS promote the maintenance, 

restoration and enhancement of biodiversity and ecosystems as a way to address 

environmental challenges, while also being a design and planning tool (Giachino et al., 

2021). Furthermore, they provide several benefits such as the health and wellbeing of 

citizens (European Commission, 2016). Recent studies have highlighted the value and 

importance of implementing digital technology in NBS, enriching their potential effects 

while increasing citizens’ awareness (Tsekeri et al., 2022). These innovative and 

integrative tools could bridge the gaps and limitations of NBS while supporting decision-

making and governance (César de Lima Araújo et al., 2021). Smart technologies applied 

to NBS are proven to facilitate the management and awareness of these practices, but it 

is also crucial to address their potential risks (Li & Nassauer, 2021). 

The incorporation of digital innovation in the citizens’ wellbeing-nature equation would 

benefit from ‘indirect interactions’ with nature, which have beneficial evidence for 

communities increasing their wellbeing and reducing stress levels (Cox et al., 2017). 

Digital placemaking could assist in establishing these interactions by creating hybrid 

experiences in a place. Moreover, the increased attention to nature-based technologies 

and the implementation of digital tools to enhance design solutions for healthy 

environments (WHO Regional Office for Europe, 2021) support the potential synergies 

and benefits from the implementation of digital technologies as enhancers and facilitators 

of urban nature. Technology could act, not only as a tool within NBS but also as an 

enhancer of its long-term relationships and impacts on the community. Digital 

placemaking is presented in this study as a novel approach to NBS that could increase the 
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environmental performance and social impact of these practices in the cities while 

supporting the mental health and wellbeing of their inhabitants. Aside from digital 

placemaking as an NBS tool, there is scope for it to create positive effects such as co-

created activities that augment the sense of belonging within communities, as well as 

other key contributions that have not been explored yet. 

Bill Gates famously said that the Internet is becoming the town square for the global 

village of tomorrow. Media and electronic technologies have made this idea of the ‘global 

village’ possible, changing the ways we perceive and think about our surroundings 

(Relph, 2007). This quote illustrates how technology can draw on characteristics of the 

physical world, and in relation to NBS there is the possibility to create hybrid urban nature 

environments through digital placemaking that improve the wellbeing of citizens. 

With the present study, we are exploring how digital connectivity can help increase the 

sense of place in urban nature environments when introducing technology within NBS. 

Risks of digital solutions in urban greening strategies within NBS and the ability of this 

technology to connect communities are addressed. The study systematically review and 

synthesise the existing literature focusing on the impact of digital placemaking on mental 

health and wellbeing through green and blue space connections, offering an insight into 

the broad range of best practices of digital placemaking when enhancing the performance 

and impact of NBS. We introduce an innovative technique, that of digital placemaking, 

to augment the application of NBS, thus potentially impacting the wellbeing of citizens. 

A model for implementing digital placemaking for nature connections and psychological 

wellbeing in communities is also proposed, offering a thorough understanding of the 

potential of embedding technologies inside NBS to increase their performance, while 

fostering social inclusion and cohesion in bringing nature into the urban environment.  
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2.4. Materials and method 

This systematic review was performed and is reported following the Preferred Reporting 

Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) guidelines (Page et al., 

2021). The protocol for the review was registered with PROSPERO an international 

database of literature reviews created by the University of York 

(https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/) (registration number: 2022 CRD42022316039) 

(Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2022). 

2.4.1. Search strategy & study identification 

The literature review focuses on published articles in the following databases: Web of 

Science, Scopus, Emerald, ACM DL (Association for Computing Machinery Digital 

Library) and Google Scholar. An initial search was conducted between the 30th of 

November and the 1st of December 2021. The dataset was updated on the 5th of October 

2022. 

An initial search was conducted (Health and wellbeing AND digital AND “green space” 

AND placemaking) to create a keyword bank that informed our final search. The final 

search was grouped into three themes and two tiers (see Table 2.1). A number of 

synonyms of digital placemaking, mental health/wellbeing and green/blue space were 

included to ensure any relevant publications were not overlooked (Jalali & Wohlin, 2012). 

The review process followed similar works in cognate disciplines. The process identified 

relevant articles through the following: (a) literature search in selected databases; (b) 

export of results into Microsoft Excel to store, remove duplicates and apply exclusion 

criteria; (c) results from b exported into Rayyan software (http://rayyan.qcri.org) for title 

and abstract screening; (d) review of conflicts from c by two team members; (e) full-text 

screening of articles identified as relevant through c and d by two team members; (f) 

https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/
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review of conflicts from e by a third team member; (g) quality assessment applied by two 

team members independently; (h) review of conflicts from g by a third team member. 

2.4.2. Eligibility criteria 

Articles were considered eligible to be included in the review if they met the following 

criteria: (a) represented original research published in a peer-reviewed journal; (b) were 

published in the English language; (c) feature the use of digital placemaking (even if the 

term was not specifically mentioned but placemaking, location-based technology or 

digital technology of some sort was cited following our related keywords using in the 

search strategy); (d) disciplines related to the three main themes of research; (e) relevant 

book chapters and conference proceedings that are pertinent to our research question. This 

criterion was applied to all three themes datasets collected and results were compared 

among themes to remove all duplications. The dataset was updated between September 

and October 2022 to include the full-year range found during our data collection and 

analysis – initial landmark study from 2016 as a criterion was removed – and 2022 update 

during review process. The eligibility criteria process was applied to this data update. A 

final dataset of 117 records was selected for the systematic review (see Figure 2.2). 

2.4.3. Data extraction 

The following data were extracted from eligible studies: report author, year and source of 

publication, case study (if available), method/study design, sample characteristics, type 

of intervention, measure of performance, theoretical approach, key findings and gap in 

literature for future research. Data extraction was completed using Microsoft Excel by 

one team member and checked by a second one (BK, MJ, TM). Disagreements were 

solved by a third team member. 
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Theme Search string Google 
Scholar 

Web of 
Science 

Scopus Emerald ACM 
DL 

PubMed Total 

Digital 
Placemaking 

Tier 1 digital AND place OR placemaking OR 
place-making OR place making OR place 
marketing OR digital place* OR 
environmental placemaking OR 
environmental place-making OR 
environmental place making OR smart 
cities placemaking OR smart cities place-
making OR smart cities place making OR 
digital placemaking practice OR digital 
place-making practice OR digital place 
making practice OR creative placemaking 
OR creative place-making OR creative 
place making OR social practice 
placemaking OR social practice place-
making OR social practice place making 
OR digital placemaking and community 
development OR digital place-making 
and community development OR digital 
place making and community 
development  

28400 591406 29800 82 628225 45014 694702 

keywords 
used in tier1 
phrase 

Placemaking OR place-making OR place 
making 

694000 276803 63543 251000 549549 26515 1861410 

digital AND placemaking OR digital 
AND place-making OR digital AND 
place making 

1630000 7778 2078 45000 378033 410 2063299 

Digital place* 1670000 34486 49709 46000 473934 11101 2285230 
Environmental placemaking OR 
environmental place-making OR 
environmental place making 

53400 29737 5484 77000 560667 4146 730434 

Smart cities placemaking OR smart cities 
place-making OR smart cities place 
making 

18000 668 295 10000 554085 6 583054 

Creative placemaking OR creative place-
making OR creative place making 

1860000 2815 1187 43000 565263 159 2472424 
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Digital placemaking practice OR digital 
place-making practice OR digital place 
making practice 

3130 1086 461 36 565290 87 570090 

Digital Placemaking and community 
development OR digital place-making 
and community development OR digital 
place making and community 
development 

3260 252 89 35 581130 16 584782 

Social practice placemaking OR social 
practice place-making OR social practice 
place making 

87000 8673 3499 142000 572097 1404 814673 

Tier 2 inclusive smart city OR participatory city 
making OR urban interaction design OR 
social media OR digital storytelling OR 
interaction design OR digital nature OR 
human-technology interaction 

22400 669971 642178 929 614211 235242 2184931 

keywords 
used in tier2 
phrase 

Inclusive smart city 130000 490 404 2000 492390 43 625327 
Participatory city making 912000 1801 1089 6000 590960 209 1512059 
Urban interaction design 195000 8275 6205 25000 527834 2202 764516 
Social media 918000 199045 220064 121000 262803 37839 1758751 
Digital storytelling 154000 3352 3473 2000 386425 198 549448 
Interaction design 158000 440879 394477 132000 525912 187556 1838824 
Digital nature 1260000 34356 29251 37000 437486 10590 1808683 
Human-technology interaction 18400 383 477 358 498372 266 518256 

Health and 
Wellbeing 

Tier 1 Health AND wellbeing OR health* OR 
wellbeing AND well-being 

626000 7800347 6256914 164000 94476 5653872 20595609 

keywords 
used in tier1 
phrase 

health AND wellbeing  781000 42015 56175 10000 3098 85256 977544 

Health* 650000 7793169 6244808 163000 93719 6356200 21300896 

wellbeing AND well-being  534000 7186 35744 6000 3782 110027 696739 

Tier 2 healthy environment OR community 
wellbeing OR community well-being OR 
community health OR public health OR 
social wellbeing OR social-well-being Or 

18400 2030479  1901451 1000 566298 563576 3050725 
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wellbeing and healing OR well-being and 
healing OR stress levels 

keywords 
used in tier2 
phrase 

Healthy environment 1240000 66969 46891 28000 313103 60827 1755790 

Community wellbeing OR community 
well-being 

1930000 35459 33016 38000 475457 662555 3174487 

Community health 715000 730091 503121 83000 188027 9208214 11427453 

Public health 642000 833690 840440 102000 183665 9040928 11642723 

Social wellbeing OR social well-being 701000 88281 90022 53000 495168 722084 2149555 

Wellbeing and healing OR well-being and 
healing 

43300 1844 2574 695 454927 72053 575393 

Stress levels 63700 545670 617095 90000 407668 330973 2055106 

Green and Blue 
Spaces 

Tier 1 urban green space OR public green space 
OR blue space OR nature-based solutions 

26300 35564 26289 4000 569282 6792 668227 

keywords 
used in tier1 
phrase 

Urban green space 1740000 11330 9744 8000 349011 1606 2119691 
Public green space 2260000 4994 3845 17000 396836 1652 2684327 
blue space 2290000 22018 14446 10000 342739 4190 2683393 
Nature-based solutions 25300 1694 1649 620 555834 349 585446 

Tier 2 public open space OR community 
gardens OR green gentrification OR 
environmental ecology OR sustainable 
development goals OR urban ecology 

30400 236820 160225 2000 570315 141237 1140997 

keywords 
used in tier2 
phrase 

Public open space 1960000 8931 6934 51000 447145 1566 2475576 
Community gardens 17900 9008 6109 9000 152152 3594 197763 
Green gentrification 27100 268 185 359 57098 17 85027 
Environmental ecology 716000 177564 97384 11000 290001 131288 1423237 
Sustainable development goals 1830000 33310 40635 47000 505789 4585 2461319 
Urban ecology 1740000 22678 17815 5000 32183 9062 1826738 

Table 2.1: Search strings grouped in themes 
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Figure 2.2: Study selection chart 

DIGITAL PLACEMAKING ((“Digital” AND 
“placemaking” OR "place-making" OR "place 
making") AND (“environmental” AND 
“placemaking” OR "place-making" OR "place 
making") AND (“smart cities” AND “placemaking” 
OR "place-making" OR "place making") AND (“urban 
interaction design” AND “placemaking” OR "place-
making" OR "place making") AND (“digital nature” 
AND “placemaking” OR "place-making" OR "place 
making") AND (“community” AND “placemaking” 
OR "place-making" OR "place making") (n=57400) 

Records from 
2016 (n=21492) 

 

Records 
screened by title 
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Unique records 
(n=340) 

 

Records 
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abstract (n=83) 

 

Records excluded 
(until 2015 as per 
seminal paper 
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Records excluded (no 
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discipline, book reviews, 
no English, not relevant 
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Records excluded 
(duplicates) (n=327) 

 

Records excluded 
(not relevant 
abstract) (n=257) 

 

 HEALTH & WELLBEING ((“Digital placemaking" 
AND health AND “wellbeing” OR “well-being” OR 
“well being” OR “community wellbeing” OR 
“community well-being” OR “community well 
being” OR public health OR “well-being” OR 
“stress*” OR “distress*”) AND (“Digital 
placemaking" AND "health" AND “wellbeing” OR 
“well-being” OR “well being” OR “community 
wellbeing” OR "public health" OR “stress*” OR 

GREEN AND BLUE SPACE ((“Digital 
placemaking" AND urban green space OR urban 
blue space OR nature-based solutions OR 
community gardens OR nature OR natural 
environment OR allotment OR park) AND 
(“Digital placemaking" AND "urban green space" 
OR "blue space" OR "nature-based solutions" OR 
"community gardens" OR nature OR natural 
environment OR allotment OR park)) (n=218) 

Unique 
records (n=6) 

 

Records screened by 
title and abstract (n=1) 

 

Records excluded 
(duplicates and 
duplicates with 
Digital 
Placemaking 
dataset) (n=191) 
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research aim) 
(n=5) 

 

Unique 
records 
(n=21) 
e records 

Records screened by 
title and abstract (n=1) 

 

Records excluded 
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duplicates with Digital 
Placemaking dataset) 
(n=197) 

 

Records excluded 
(irrelevant to research 
aim) (n=20) 

 

Final records (n=117) 
 

Records update until 2015 (35908) 
and 2021-2022 (15562). Records 
excluded (no English language, not 
relevant source, missing title and 
year, duplications and title and 
abstract screening) (n= 51438) 

Records from year criteria update (n=32) 
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2.4.4. Qualitative assessment 

The quality of eligible studies was assessed using the Mixed Method Appraisal Tool 

(MMAT) (Hong et al., 2018). This qualitative assessment for risk of bias and quality of 

evidence of the studies permits an evaluation of the methodological quality of studies 

from five categories: qualitative research, randomised controlled trials, non-randomised 

studies, quantitative studies, and mixed-method studies. This tool was designed for the 

appraisal stage of systematic mixed studies reviews and allows us to appraise the quality 

of different methodological studies. The MMAT was applied independently by two team 

members to each paper and a third team member was included to solve disagreements. 

Quality assessment was conducted according to the MMAT guidelines for each paper, 

answering “yes”, “no” or “can´t tell” to the methodological quality criteria. Each paper 

then received a score following a 5-point Likert scale, 5 being the maximum score. The 

majority of the results received 3 or 4 points (26%; n=30 each), whereas 15% (n=18) of 

results received the highest score (5 points) for high quality (Appendix C). 

2.4.5. Data synthesis 

Data from the studies were collated and summarised following the thematic nalysis 

method (Braun & Clarke, 2012; 2021). This method allows us to identify and classify 

data insights into patterns of meaning across the dataset collected. A concept matrix 

which included the record information (title, author, year, source, and publisher), mention 

of digital placemaking, health & wellbeing, green & blue space, codes and themes, 

research question, case study (if so, city and country), method of the study, sample 

characteristic, type of intervention, the measure of performance, theoretical approach, key 

findings, the gap in the literature found and MMAT score was developed. Codes and 

themes followed the thematic coding process: familiarisation with the data, generation of 

initial codes, search of themes, review of potential themes, defining and naming themes, 
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and report production. Themes and codes along with the allocation of articles to themes 

were checked in roundtable discussions.  

2.5. Findings 

The thematic analysis of the dataset produced ten key themes as can be seen in Table 2.2. 

This section will discuss each of the themes providing further detail on the extant 

knowledge base, a deeper understanding of the characteristics of digital placemaking and 

their relationship to mental health/wellbeing and green/blue spaces. 

Theme Times in 
dataset 
(TID) 

% Codes TID 

Placemaking 84 71,79 Digital placemaking 37 

Placemaking 28 
Creative placemaking 4 
Virtual placemaking 3 
Healthy placemaking 2 
Smart placemaking 2 
Smart placemaking 2 
Green placemaking 2 
Radical placemaking 1 
Ethical placemaking 1 
Hybrid placemaking 1 
Mobile placemaking 1 

Community 
engagement 

54 46,15  Community engagement 49 
Community participation 3 
Citizen engagement 2 

Hybrid reality 39 33,33 Hybrid space 12 
Augmented reality 9 
Location-based mobile 6 
Virtual reality 5 
Geo-location 2 
Immersive digital experience 2 
Expanded reality experience 1 
Digitalisation 1 
GIS 1 

Sense of place 38 32,48 Sense of place 24 
Identity 8 
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Place attachment 5 
Place branding 1 

Inclusion 12 10,26 Inclusion 9 
Accessibility 2 
Social justice 1 

Social media 18 15,38 Social media 14 
Mobile media 2 
Digital media 2 

Smart city 17 14,53 Smart city 11 
Smart cities tech 6 

Co-creation 13 11,11 Co-creation 11 
Co-governance 2 

Wellbeing 17 14,53 Wellbeing 4 
Social wellbeing 3 
Health indicators 2 
Mental health 2 
Place wellbeing 2 
Community wellbeing 1 
Wellness of city residents 1 
Stress 1 
Healthy living 1 

Nature in cities 14 11,97 Nature in cities 4 
Contrast tech-nature 2 
Nature-based solutions 3 
Green planning 1 
Urban Agriculture 1 
Therapeutic green space 1 
Green infrastructure 1 
Blue space 1 

Table 2.2: Themes and codes from Thematic Analysis 

 

2.5.1. General observations 

The majority of studies were case studies (72%; n=84). Qualitative methods were 

predominant (90%; n=105), with a split of 4% (n=4) of quantitative and 6% (n=7) of 

mixed methods for the rest of the records. There was no consistency in publication sources 

with articles from environment to culture, technology, sustainability, or tourism, proving 
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this concept as a multidisciplinary process with no specific area of concentration.  Very 

few studies investigated the combined effects of digital placemaking, mental 

health/wellbeing and green/blue space as shown in Table 2.3. 

Areas of interest mentioned Nº articles 
Digital placemaking 96 
Health & Wellbeing 29 
Green & Blue Space 25 
No Digital Placemaking 21 
No Health & Wellbeing 88 
No Green & Blue Space 92 
Placemaking, health & wellbeing, green & blue space 8 
Digital placemaking, health & wellbeing, green & blue space 4 

Table 2.3: Studies by area of interest mentioned  

 

2.5.2. Theoretical perspectives on digital placemaking  

Despite being the most recurrent theme among all records (72%, n=84), digital 

placemaking is found to be a complex term, with different terminologies and definitional 

discrepancies. 

From our results, Relph (2007) compares virtual and real places alluding to virtual 

placemaking, but it would be Latorre (2011) who defined digital placemaking as the 

integration of social media in placemaking practices (Appendix B). However, Basaraba’s 

review (2021) studied the multidisciplinary approach of the concept, which emerged as 

‘digital placemaking’ in media studies in 2015. Digital placemaking is a complex concept 

that has been implemented in different fields without being tied to one specific piece of 

technology (Chen et al., 2022; Główczyński, 2022). Yet, the first disagreement found in 

our results on the concept of digital placemaking is to understand if it is a type of 

placemaking itself or if it is a subcategory of creative placemaking.  
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Placemaking practices have been applied to a variety of disciplines evolving into different 

subgroups within the concept. However, the most cited classification is described by 

Wyckoff (2014) – standard placemaking as the universal term whose types are strategic, 

tactical, and creative placemaking. Some authors present digital placemaking as a 

subcategory of creative placemaking (Basaraba, 2021; Paquin, 2019; Sanaeipoor & 

Emami, 2020a; Stokes et al., 2018), understanding it is the application of media to 

creative placemaking – defined by Markusen and Gadwa (2010) as the use of arts, creative 

and cultural thinking to improve the interest of a place. However, most authors identify 

digital placemaking as an independent category that could be defined as the 

implementation of technology in these practices that enables communities to interact with 

hybrid digital-physical places (Foth, 2017b; Fredericks et al., 2018; Halegoua & Polson, 

2021; Labayen & Gutierrez, 2021; Pavlovskaya, 2016; Toland et al., 2020; Wang, 2019).  

We have found terminology disagreements among different scholars, who do not mention 

digital placemaking itself but define ‘applications’ of placemaking that implement 

technology, understood as digital placemaking. Furthermore, some authors mention these 

terms in their work without defining them (Alvarez et al., 2017; Besek, 2021; Bicquelet-

Lock, 2021; Breek et al., 2018; 2021; Busse, 2021; Chaudhry et al., 2019; Cilliers et al., 

2015; Clowater, 2021; Edwards et al., 2020; Globa et al., 2019; Gobbo & Benedetti, 2021; 

Harner et al., 2017; Houghton et al., 2015; Hunter et al., 2022; MacIntyre et al., 2019; 

Marshall, 2021; Mcarthur & Xu, 2021; Ozduzen et al., 2021; Rzeszewski & Naji, 2022; 

Soedarsono et al., 2021; Truong et al., 2022; Wright, 2021; Zhang & Gong, 2021). The 

absence of an explicit clarification of these concepts presented from the results of the 

analysis, as well as the different terms employed, emphasizes the confusion and lack of 

consensus on digital placemaking (see Table 5 in Appendix B). 
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Besides the term digital placemaking, our analysis of findings has produced two 

additional groups. One group links hybrid realities to placemaking such as virtual 

placemaking (Devine, 2017; Qabshoqa, 2018; Relph, 2007), radical placemaking 

(Gonsalves et al., 2021), hybrid placemaking (Bilandzic & Johnson, 2013), and smart 

placemaking (Najafi et al., 2021; Sepe, 2015), focusing on the creation of hybrid realities 

that could create a sense of immersion. The second group investigates social media use 

through mobile media in placemaking (Breek et al., 2018; Latorre, 2011; Polson, 2015; 

Waite, 2020).  

Regarding theoretical contributions, Foth (2017a) applied Lefebvre’s theory of “the right 

to the city” (1996) to placemaking in the digital era as a way to bring social change and 

renew the urban environment, which proves the potential benefit of digital placemaking 

for social and behavioural change to create inclusive environments. Gulsrud et al. (2018) 

employ Tuan’s theory (1977) and Williams’ theory (2014) on emotional attachment to a 

place, placemaking potential to create diverse identity spaces to understand the use of 

technology to create climate resilience. Toland et al. (2020) re-evaluated the term digital 

placemaking, analysing the evolution of its definition to propose the term DigitalXPlace. 

Furthermore, scholars called for further research to understand sustainable ways of digital 

placemaking (Foth, 2017a) and detailed digital placemaking strategies that incorporate 

the community view and outcomes (Keegan, 2021). 

2.5.2.1. Key characteristics 

From our findings, digital placemaking is described as having a set of key characteristics 

and other additional characteristics (see Table 2.4).  

Area Theme  Identified as TID 
Digital 
placemaking 

Placemaking Key characteristic 84 
Community Engagement 54 
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Hybrid Reality 39 
Sense of Place 38 
Inclusion 12 
Smart City Additional 

characteristics 
17 

Co-Creation 13 
Social Media 18 

Table 2.4: Key themes in digital placemaking 

 

The systematic review identified hybrid realities as a theme within the concept of digital 

placemaking, as the implementation of technology in urban environments allows citizens 

to experience physical-digital realities (Kostopoulou & Fatah gen Schieck, 2021; Wang, 

2019). Location-based technology is found as an essential element of hybrid realities, 

which is also understood as a key characteristic of digital placemaking (Clarke, 2021; 

Keegan, 2021; MacIntyre et al., 2019; Pang et al., 2020a; Witteborn, 2021). Results of 

the review showed that hybrid realities include location-based technology and games 

(Bilandzic & Johnson, 2013; Frith & Richter, 2021; Gobbo & Benedetti, 2021; Harner et 

al., 2017; Hjorth & Richardson, 2017; Pang et al., 2020a; Pavlovskaya, 2016; Qabshoqa, 

2018), augmented realities (Abdel-Aziz et al., 2016; Boffi, 2021; Clowater, 2021; Her, 

2021; Hjorth & Richardson, 2017; Hunter et al., 2022; Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020a), 

immersive digital experiences (Globa et al., 2019), virtual reality (Kuchelmeister et al., 

2020; Rzeszewski & Naji, 2022; Van Houwelingen-Snippe et al., 2021), and digital pop-

up artefacts (Fredericks et al., 2018). All of them help create realities that combine the 

physical and digital world with different intensities – virtual reality refers to a fully 

immersive experience in the digital environment, in contrast to digital pop-up artefacts 

that combine analogue and digital media for community engagement. 

De Souza e Silva’s theory (2006) on hybrid spaces was frequently cited to describe the 

digital overlay across the actual environment (Frith & Richter, 2021; Hjorth & 
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Richardson, 2017; Wang, 2019; 2022). Qabshoqa (2018) and Kostopoulou and Fatah gen 

Schieck (2021) applied the idea of overlaying realities through urban gamification and 

local augmentation of memories respectively, with the potential to positively redefine 

public spaces (Abdel-Aziz et al., 2016). These technologies do not aim to replace reality 

(Her, 2021), but to enhance its experiences and renew the excitement for physical space 

engagement and connections (Clowater, 2021; Kostopoulou & Fatah gen Schieck, 2021; 

Wang, 2019). The proliferation of technology in our daily life has shaped how we come 

to know the physical world (Clowater, 2021; Frith & Richter, 2021). Potential risks and 

negative effects of hybrid realities are the possible cause of displacement (Kostopoulou 

& Fatah gen Schieck, 2021), private data collection (Hjorth & Richardson, 2017), or 

increasing disparities within communities (Birnbaum et al., 2021).  

The second key theme found is sense of place, in that individuals spend time living and 

emotionally interacting with space beyond being physically in it (Abdel-Aziz et al., 2016; 

Birnbaum et al., 2021; Freeman et al., 2019). Scholars understand it as one of the 

objectives of placemaking (Chen et al., 2022; Fredericks et al., 2018; Rutha & Abbas, 

2021), and it is usually presented as linked to place attachment (Birnbaum et al., 2021; 

Freeman et al., 2019; Kale, 2019; Polson, 2015; Rutha & Abbas, 2021; Toomey et al., 

2021) and identity (Agyekum & Newbold, 2019; Breek et al., 2018; Harner et al., 2017; 

Relph, 2007; Soedarsono et al., 2021). Most authors referred to Tuan’s theory (Basaraba, 

2021; Devine, 2017; Gulsrud et al., 2018; Harner et al., 2017; Rutha & Abbas, 2021; 

Rzeszewski & Naji, 2022; Toomey et al., 2021), which studies the human emotions and 

relationships to a specific place (Tuan, 1977), also presented as one of the foundations of 

placemaking (Clark & Lupton, 2021; Devine, 2017). Sense of place layers the physical 

space with meaning and cultural symbols (Foth et al., 2021), bringing a variety of benefits 

to communities, such as enabling community building (Breek et al., 2018), creating sense 
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of ownership and entitlement (Kale, 2019), and development of community and 

individual identity (Chen et al., 2022; El Khafif et al., 2021; Harner et al., 2017; Kale, 

2019). Scholars have reflected on the creation of sense of place in digital environments, 

fostering emotional online connections to create meaningful locations (Clowater, 2021; 

Halegoua & Polson, 2021; Harner et al., 2017; Johnstone et al., 2016; Norum & Polson, 

2021; Relph, 2007; Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020a; Witteborn, 2021). There is evidence of 

the potential benefit of sense of place through digital placemaking in communities, 

especially when looking into how digital networked technologies could foster a sense of 

connectedness (Johnstone et al., 2016). 

A third key theme was community engagement. Defined as a process of involving people 

to collaborate in decisions and outcomes to benefit their communities (Clarke, 2021; Foth, 

2017b; Fredericks et al., 2018; Freeman et al., 2019), it is also described to empower 

communities (Fisher et al., 2018) and improve social cohesion among members (Najafi 

et al., 2021). It includes community participation (Alvarez et al., 2017; Courage, 2021; 

Harner et al., 2017; Toland et al., 2020; Witteborn, 2021; Zhang & Gong, 2021), and 

citizen engagement (Basaraba, 2021; Paraschivoiu & Layer-Wagner, 2021). It is also 

defended by Sanaeipoor and Emami (2020b) as “necessary for placemaking strategies to 

succeed” (p. 91). Our findings showed studies that reflected how community engagement 

could benefit from technology (Abdel-Aziz et al., 2016; Bilandzic & Johnson, 2013; 

Breek et al., 2018; Clarke, 2021; Fisher et al., 2018; Harner et al., 2017; Paraschivoiu & 

Layer-Wagner, 2021; Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020a; Toland et al., 2020; Tomitsch et al., 

2015), exploring the potential positive effect in easing the ability to connect communities 

and enhance engagement through bottom-up initiatives. Sanaeipoor and Emami (2020b) 

explored community engagement framed within smart city theory where participation is 

key, while Paraschivoiu and Layer-Wagner (2021) applied citizen engagement theory 
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with behaviour change through gamification to address climate change. However, we 

have found a lack of specifications regarding how to engage with communities 

successfully within the dataset, particularly when involving placemaking and active 

living projects for communities (Pang et al., 2020a). 

The final key theme identified through our thematic analysis is inclusion. Digital 

placemaking brings inclusivity to individuals with movement restrictions (Clarke, 2021; 

Karge, 2018; Szaszák & Kecskés, 2020), marginalised communities whose narratives 

have been ignored (Foth, 2017a; Gonsalves et al., 2021; Stokes et al., 2021), and 

facilitates general information accessibility (Her, 2021; Sugangga et al., 2021). It allows 

citizens to connect with the same level of opportunities as the rest of the community. 

Therefore, inclusion is crucial for placemaking (Foth, 2017a) and the implementation of 

technology could open new barrier-free opportunities for communities (Clarke, 2021). 

Szaszák and Kecskés (2020) studied the implications of technology to create disability-

inclusive placemaking in Hungary, showcasing a lack of digital replacement in less basic 

levels of the spatial Maslow pyramid. Even though inclusion is mentioned as an essential 

aspect of placemaking, studies tend to overlook it. This could be a consequence of 

targeting specific groups or economic activities which leads to a loss of diversity (Chen 

et al., 2022) There is a lack of exploration and tests of solutions and innovations to make 

nature accessible for those with limited access using other types of technologies rather 

than GPS or GIS as well as an exploration of the effects of different types of digital nature 

in older adults’ wellbeing (Van Houwelingen-Snippe et al., 2021). 

2.5.2.2. Additional characteristics 

From our results, we have found themes that were approached and described in the dataset 

understood as additional characteristics since they are not presented as essential to digital 
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placemaking but enhance and benefit their application. These themes add potential value 

to digital placemaking practices.  

Smart cities are found in our results as a theme linked to hybrid realities but expanded to 

cyberinfrastructures in cities (Freeman et al., 2019). Smart cities’ final goal is to employ 

technology to benefit citizens’ life (Wang, 2019), usually including ICTs in the urban 

environment (Chaudhry et al., 2019; Grace et al., 2020; Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020a; 

Szaszák & Kecskés, 2020), and Internet of Things (IoT) (Freeman et al., 2019; Peacock 

et al., 2021; Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020a). This theme could collect data from citizens 

through technology (Peacock et al., 2021; Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020a; Vallicelli, 2018). 

Grace et al. (2020) combine the smart city paradigm with the biophilic city paradigm to 

create the smart-natural interface, constructed by five spaces: connectivity, vision, 

placemaking, monitoring and smart citizen-led. We have found smart cities are not a 

requirement for digital placemaking, but they would facilitate its development. 

Co-creation as a theme is found to be highly linked with governance practice for 

consultation and planning decisions, which uses community participation as a tool. Some 

authors refer to it as co-governance (Gulsrud et al., 2018), collaboration in city-making 

processes (Bicquelet-Lock, 2021; Fredericks et al., 2018; Toomey et al., 2021), or co-

design (Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020a), as it describes bottom-up initiatives. This theme is 

linked to smart cities, as digital technologies embedded in the urban area are presented to 

include citizens’ opinions and inputs in the decision-making. Therefore, technology is 

implemented as a tool to engage citizens in co-producing with organisations and 

institutions different solutions for their urban environment. Grace et al. (2020) described 

smart city governance to include co-creation processes and Bicquelet-Lock (2021) 

recognised collaboration and co-production with communities as a key step in healthy 

placemaking. 
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Social media is identified as an independent theme since it was the primary tool 

researched in digital placemaking to understand the community’s sentiment toward a 

place. Described as an instrument to enable information exchange and social interactions, 

it increases the social relationships in communities (Breek et al., 2018). It has the potential 

to stimulate offline interactions through online relations (Breek et al., 2018; Waite, 2020). 

Recently, Keegan and Schifanella (2022) presented how the contributions of social media 

to placemaking have received little attention in the literature. Some authors mentioned 

the negative effects of social media on wellbeing such as isolation (Shankardass et al., 

2019), and the commodification of culture and gentrification (Bronsvoort & Uitermark, 

2022).  

2.5.3. Mental health and wellbeing implications in digital placemaking 

Only 15% (n=17) of records are coded into the mental health and wellbeing theme, 

referring to community wellbeing (Calderon & Takeshita, 2021; El Khafif et al., 2021; 

Marshall, 2021), wellness of city residents (Gulsrud et al., 2018), stress (Clark & Lupton, 

2021), healthy living (Najafi et al., 2021) or place wellbeing (Kale, 2019). A specific type 

of placemaking that focuses on the health impact of public design (Bicquelet-Lock, 2021; 

Ng, 2016) is also found. 

Wellbeing is the most common term used, usually impacted by pleasure and sensory 

engagement (Kale, 2019) or social isolation (Marshall, 2021). It is a broad concept that 

combines health, positive affective states, health behaviours, and social engagement, 

among other wellness indicators (Shankardass et al., 2019). Wright (2021) describes 

placemaking and wellbeing as aiming to benefit people in an integrative way. 

We have identified three main categories in this theme: connected with nature and social 

resilience (Beam et al., 2018; Gulsrud et al., 2018; MacIntyre et al., 2019; Van 
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Houwelingen-Snippe et al., 2021), with sense of place and place engagement (Kale, 2019; 

Shankardass et al., 2019), and the physical and psychological benefits or social 

relationships (Courage, 2021).  

Beam et al. (2018) referred to biophilia theory (Kahn, 1997) to understand the human 

need to bond with nature and the crucial benefits to health, wellbeing, and resilience. 

Regarding urban environments, Marshall, (2021) and Eckenwiler (2021) outlined the 

negative health impact on their citizens such as isolation, depression and mobility 

restriction. NBS could help mitigate the current climate challenges and negative effects 

of urban environments while bringing benefits to the health and wellbeing of communities 

(MacIntyre et al., 2019). 

Looking into the potential benefits of technology for wellbeing, some authors aim to 

explore the effects of the increase of digital networks in individuals’ lives through digital 

innovation but without alluding to digital placemaking (Clark & Lupton, 2021; El Khafif 

et al., 2021; Shankardass et al., 2019; Van Houwelingen-Snippe et al., 2021). 

Furthermore, natural environment digitalization and its potential effects on wellbeing are 

mentioned by some authors as potential areas to explore (Keegan, 2021; MacIntyre et al., 

2019; Van Houwelingen-Snippe et al., 2021). 

Neither specific best practices have been found for the implementation of technology in 

urban environments for citizens’ mental health and wellbeing through NBS, nor how to 

enhance its performance and impact through digital placemaking.  

Most scholars approach this theme in a broad sense, without specific case studies that 

look into precise health indicators on digital placemaking, only two studies included 

health indicators applied to sense of place (Agyekum & Newbold, 2019; El Khafif et al., 

2021). The evident lack of studies examining specific health indicators in digital 
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placemaking is proven by the need for the standardisation in NBS evaluation that includes 

health and wellbeing metrics (MacIntyre et al., 2019) and the wellbeing impact of digital 

and physical place interactions including geosocial data, health and social planning 

interventions (Shankardass et al., 2019) as areas for future research. 

2.5.4. Green and Blue space implications in digital placemaking 

The final theme is related to green and blue spaces (12%; n= 14), which include nature in 

cities (Karge, 2018; Ng, 2016), therapeutic green space (Kale, 2019), NBS (Gulsrud et 

al., 2018; MacIntyre et al., 2019), green planning and infrastructure (Cilliers et al., 2015; 

Truong et al., 2022) and green agriculture (Lyle et al., 2015).  

The first result and most clear within this theme is that digital placemaking has not been 

explored through blue spaces, with only one study addressing blue spaces from an 

analogue placemaking approach (Toomey et al., 2021). 

Findings focused on green spaces emphasised the eco-benefits of nature for wellbeing 

and health in cities (Gulsrud et al., 2018; Kale, 2019; Ng, 2016), which could be achieved 

through green implementations such as green corridors, urban green infrastructure 

(Truong et al., 2022) or green walls (MacIntyre et al., 2019). Regarding this, Cilliers et 

al. (2015) introduced the term ‘green placemaking’ as the application of green planning 

approaches to placemaking, creating sustainable and competitive public spaces. The 

authors encouraged the benefits of combining these two practices as it allows the 

integration of placemaking’s social functions with green planning’s environmental 

functions.  

The NBS approach is only mentioned in three studies within the dataset. It is approached 

connected to climate resilience in the city, where technology is used as a strategy for 

socio-ecological principles (Gulsrud et al., 2018); as a tool for NBS in urban design (J. 
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Boros & Mahmoud, 2021); and highlighting the positive frame that NBS are described in 

while exploring different interventions in cities, presenting the potential benefit of 

introducing digital innovations such as digital placemaking (MacIntyre et al., 2019). 

Boros and Mahmoud (2021) allude to the different placemaking tools provided in 

literature for community engagement that can be used with NBS, while non-human 

elements and ecological systems in placemaking have been ignored traditionally. This 

supports our research and model developed to understand digital placemaking practices 

in urban nature spaces where nature’s role is a key element. 

Nature is mostly described as the context where a project happens or partially happens, 

but there are no specific mentions of specifications or technological representations of 

nature. Only Edwards et al. (2020) and Van Houwelingen-Snippe et al. (2021) referred to 

the use of technology as a potential benefit for future research, whereas Grace et al. (2020) 

‘smart-natural’ city interface briefly mentions placemaking as one of the spaces in this 

interface without understanding on how to implement it or the effect of this specific 

characteristic in the community. Moss et al. (2021) present how nature has been absent 

in most smart cities’ strategies, therefore being essential to understand how it is addressed 

in the urban digitalisation, what part nature plays in this context and what goal is targeted. 

These authors describe urban nature as being mediated by technological devices, even if 

it has not been acknowledged in literature and policies. The particular impact of digital 

placemaking in communities, specifically its wellbeing and mental health effect on NBS, 

is an area that has been overlooked in the literature. However, existing and future NBS 

studies and projects should assure to cover the social impact of these practices and the 

opportunities that technology and digital placemaking bring to NBS performance. 
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2.5.5. Combined areas 

The results of our analysis showcase that only three studies mentioned digital 

placemaking, health/wellbeing and green space (Keegan, 2021; MacIntyre et al., 2019; 

Toland et al., 2020) without specific investigation of the combination of these three areas 

of interest but suggesting to further explore them to understand digital placemaking 

implications for communities and the environment.  

Four results combine mental health/wellbeing and green space with ‘digital’ placemaking 

– presenting placemaking but mentioning the implementation of technology in some ways 

(Edwards et al., 2020; Grace et al., 2020; Gulsrud et al., 2018; Najafi et al., 2021). Gulsrud 

et al. (2018) expand green placemaking as a type that integrates socio-cultural and 

scientific knowledge to promote urban biodiversity, combining technological strategies 

with climate adaptation solutions in the case study analysed. This concept is found as the 

only placemaking term that combines technology and urban biodiversity mentioned to 

affect the wellbeing of citizens briefly. Finally, one record explores healthy placemaking 

– without specific digital implications – with green space and mental health/wellbeing 

(Ng, 2016). 

Besides the gaps described, we can demonstrate there is a lack of understanding of the 

impact of digital placemaking on the mental health and wellbeing of citizens through 

green and blue space and NBS. There is one mention of blue space in the data set 

analysed, focusing on green space. Even though some articles present these three areas, 

they are explored broadly and partially, offering an incomplete concept of digital 

placemaking, without analysing specifically its potential use in NBS involving green and 

blue spaces as well as its particular mental health and wellbeing social impact and bonds 

within communities. 
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2.6. Discussion 

The aim of the study was to understand the relationships among digital placemaking, 

urban nature and mental health while introducing digital placemaking as a new technique 

to augment NBS in urban nature environments impacting the health and wellbeing of the 

citizens. The review of 117 studies adds to the debate from Basaraba (2021), Courage 

(2021), and Van Houwelingen-Snippe et al. (2021) by focusing on the mental health and 

wellbeing social impact of digital placemaking when connecting with nature through 

NBS. The data synthesis conducted for this review indicated a lack of agreement on the 

concept and characteristics of digital placemaking (Basaraba, 2021; Chen et al., 2022; 

Courage, 2021; Karge, 2018; Keegan, 2021; Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020a), especially 

when considering mental health and wellbeing effects (Najafi et al., 2021; Shankardass 

et al., 2019; Wright, 2021), combined with green and blue space (Edwards et al., 2020; 

MacIntyre et al., 2019). The findings reveal a lack of studies involving digital 

placemaking and blue spaces as well as a lack of application for NBS.  Therefore, we 

advance upon and contribute to this debate by presenting this review and model. 

Our study results identified four key characteristics in digital placemaking practices – 

hybrid reality, sense of place, community engagement and inclusion. From them, only 

hybrid realities were presented as unique, whereas the other key themes were mainly 

studied in placemaking but highlighted their potential benefit from technology. We can 

confirm digital placemaking’s unique characteristic is the ability to create physical-digital 

experiences that can improve sense of place, engagement and inclusion of communities.  

Problems or challenges derived from digital placemaking are usually presented briefly in 

the dataset, alluding mainly to privacy concerns (Hjorth & Richardson, 2017; 

Kostopoulou & Fatah gen Schieck, 2021; Li & Alencar, 2022; Pang et al., 2020b; Peacock 
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et al., 2021; Wilken & Humphreys, 2021), exposing and amplifying community 

inequalities (Bronsvoort & Uitermark, 2022; Halegoua & Polson, 2021; Witteborn, 

2021), gentrification (Foth, 2017a; Karge, 2018; Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020a) and a lack 

of community purpose and environment disconnection (Chen et al., 2022). Despite these 

limitations, digital placemaking is presented with positivity but further understanding of 

the risks from these practices would benefit a deepen explanation of this concept.  

By supporting mental health and wellbeing through NBS and digital placemaking 

practices, a potentially positive impact on the social sphere of the community could be 

achieved. There is evidence supporting the positive effect of digital placemaking on 

mental health and wellbeing, but we have found a lack of application of specific health 

indicators to digital placemaking, as well as the specific study of the wellbeing impact of 

digital spaces (MacIntyre et al., 2019; Shankardass et al., 2019). Future studies involving 

NBS should include specific metrics and technologies to measure environmental 

performance and social impact – specifically mental health and social cohesion indicators 

– of these practices in order to provide strong evidence of their benefits. 

The findings of this review highlight absence of blue space mentions involving digital 

placemaking, opening this area for further research. We have found a misconception of 

nature as only green space, neglecting the potential of blue spaces for the mental health 

and wellbeing of communities. Recent investigations demonstrating the neglected role of 

nature in smart cities (Grace et al., 2020; Moss et al., 2021) support our study results by 

presenting nature environments are a context, without understanding it as an active 

element for investigation involving performance and impact. The implementation of NBS 

in cities through digital placemaking would benefit from further investigations on 

environmental performance and community effects and impact. Accordingly, future 
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studies need to consider additional methods of data collection and analysis on this matter, 

such as walking or swimming interviews, auto-ethnographies or netnographic studies. 

The digital placemaking approach to NBS has not been thoroughly explored, as shown in 

our review results. Therefore, we propose a novel approach to NBS through our review 

and model. Our proposed approach to digital placemaking follows (Foth, 2017b) 

understanding of placemaking as beyond the commercial aspect but as a strategy that 

fosters social change and urban renewal through democratisation. The augmentation of 

spaces through digital placemaking is proven to be an enhancer of public space 

experiences (Latorre, 2011; Wang, 2019), and could benefit NBS practices in urban 

nature environments (Boros & Mahmoud, 2021; MacIntyre, 2019), generating sense of 

place and place attachment (Breek et al., 2018; Halegoua & Polson, 2021), as well as 

creating inclusive and accessible places to the community (Szaszák & Kecskés, 2020). 

This technological application for urban nature can expand its effects and political agenda 

of urban digitalisation (Moss et al., 2021), creating long-term relations and adapting these 

practices to the world of digital we are living in. 

The present review has discovered a litany of studies in the past which have shown 

evidence of the potential application of digital placemaking practices in urban spaces. 

Despite the concept confusion and lack of consensus found in the digital placemaking 

literature, we have collated a number of characteristics of these practices that aim to 

contribute to clarifying the concept of placemaking and its potential application to NBS 

for wellbeing. For a thorough understanding and informed view on the adoption of these 

practices, we propose the following study and model, which aims to inform about 

potential applications and risks of digital placemaking practices when connecting citizens 

with nature and impacting their wellbeing. The Digital Placemaking for Nature & 
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Wellbeing model brings together the findings from the digital placemaking literature, 

applied to urban nature and NBS while connecting with wellness.  

The proposed Digital Placemaking for Nature & Wellbeing Model (see Figure 2.3) is an 

overview of the current landscape in the respective areas. It will advise researchers and 

practitioners on how to fully implement digital placemaking for NBS performance and 

wellbeing impact, focusing on its mental health and wellbeing influence through 

connecting with nature. The model aims to serve as a help and guideline to avoid 

overlooking essential aspects of digital placemaking when applied to urban nature 

environments for health and wellbeing. This model will be further developed and 

examined in the future stages of this research. 

 

Figure 2.3: Digital Nature & Health Placemaking Model 
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The model is formed by three interrelated spheres. The digital placemaking sphere 

includes the four main characteristics from our review, creating a type of hybrid 

environment which promotes sense of place and community engagement in the public 

space, while assuring it is inclusive and accessible to all. These characteristics need to be 

assessed and planned when designing the project to assure it covers all the essential 

elements of a digital placemaking practice. Following Tomitsch et al. (2015), a holistic 

and responsive approach to technology implementations in placemaking practices in the 

city can reflect rising levels of social wellbeing and connectedness. The ecological 

framework of placemaking they propose is advanced by the informed results in our review 

to understand the key elements of digital placemaking to be assessed during the 

development of a project. Moreover, these characteristics are also informed by Edwards 

et al. (2020) guidelines for technology and people, where the design should be rooted in 

the context where it is developed, integrating social dimensions and encouraging intimate 

experiences.   

The green and blue space sphere focus on the natural aspect – digital and analogue – of 

the hybrid reality. This section ensures the project includes and promotes nature 

connections in the urban environment, specifically since urban nature is being mediated 

by technological devices (Moss et al., 2021). It is crucial to measure the density, aspect 

and characteristics of the ‘nature’ element in digital placemaking, which will affect the 

type of strength of its connection with psychological wellbeing and the overall experience 

in the public space. Nature needs to be addressed in depth, beyond just a non-human 

element and a context where the digital placemaking project is developed (Chen et al., 

2022). Therefore, an assessment of the “nature” element in the hybrid environment 

created is essential for the correct development and goal achievement of the Digital 

Placemaking for Nature & Wellbeing model. MacIntyre et al. (2019) encourage the 
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importance of community engagement with green spaces when implementing NBS. To 

enhance this engagement, it is essential to understand how the hybrid environment is 

going to interact with the natural space and how it is going to be portrayed (Moss et al., 

2021). NBS should be strategically designed to ensure climate mitigation and citizen 

engagement activities (e.g. Gulsrud et al. 2018). The way nature is portrayed through 

technological applications is key to the potential effects on wellbeing (Van Houwelingen-

Snippe et al., 2021).  

The third sphere reflects the mental health and wellbeing impact of this digital 

placemaking experience. Mental health and wellbeing of the community will be assessed 

before their interaction with the experience. Specific health indicators and metrics that 

appraise the experience from a community or an individual level will also be implemented 

during and/or after the experience, depending on the scope of the project. This health and 

wellbeing evaluation is crucial to understand the impact of the hybrid environment 

(MacIntyre et al., 2019; Shankardass et al., 2019).  

The three spheres are interconnected and affect each other in the development of the 

different aspects. This Digital Placemaking for Nature & Wellbeing model aims to bridge 

the different gaps found in our review to propose a guide to support placemakers in 

developing digital applications for urban nature spaces with a wellbeing impact approach. 

This technological application to enhance physical experiences and connect citizens with 

nature is informed by the results from our review, which defend and proves the value of 

digital placemaking for NBS. The model presents an application of digital placemaking 

for NBS that helps both to measure its impact and to enhance the experience and 

performance created for the community. 
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2.6.1. Limitations 

This review presents some limitations. A common limitation to most reviews is the 

inclusion and exclusion criteria applied such as English as the only language accepted, 

search strings used as well as the databases. Since the digital placemaking concept is 

multidisciplinary and lacks consensus on definitions and applications, the keywords 

included aimed to avoid overlooking suitable studies, but it is possible that different 

studies could have been identified when using different search terms or databases. 

Additionally, grey literature was excluded from the review. Finally, the data synthesis 

process through reflexive thematic analysis informed by the research question and aims, 

which in turn would exclude outlier themes. 

2.7. Conclusion 

In systematically reviewing the above literature, hitherto unknown links are made 

between digital technology in placemaking, their mental health and wellbeing impact, and 

its use with nature and NBS. The review outcome offers a useful overview of key studies, 

which allow us to understand further the way technology – specifically digital 

placemaking – can enhance the performance and social impact of NBS, not only in green 

and blue spaces increasing its overall efficiency but also for nature amplifying its impact 

in the community. The results pointed to a lack of agreement in the reviewed academic 

literature on digital placemaking’s impact and use in urban environments. The study 

identified four key characteristics of digital placemaking as well as a general and 

incomplete approach when assessing the mental health and wellbeing impact and their 

connection with green and blue space. This paper contributes to understanding the 

concept of digital placemaking and its potential use to increase citizens’ health when 

connecting with nature while highlighting the benefits of bringing green and blue space 
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back into the urban environment. It also contributes to presenting an innovative 

application of digital placemaking for NBS to impact citizens’ wellbeing. Our study 

offers a platform for understanding the opportunities of embedding digital placemaking 

practices in and for NBS’s social impact while stimulating prospective research debates 

on this topic to promote the implementation of green and blue space strategies into the 

urban environment to enhance citizens’ wellbeing through digital placemaking. 

Moreover, our research offers insight into the broad range of best practices for 

implementing digital placemaking practices in the urban environment through our Digital 

Placemaking for Nature & Wellbeing model. The findings highlight the need for further 

research that acknowledges the complex nature of digital placemaking in combination 

with mental health/wellbeing and green/blue space. An enhanced understanding of this 

area will help maximise the impact of digital placemaking on urban citizens’ wellbeing 

and the climate resilience of the city.  

Future studies could focus their attention on the implementation of digital placemaking 

for communities. A better understanding of health indicators and wellbeing metrics would 

benefit from assessing the impact of digital and physical place interactions. There is also 

an opportunity to investigate blue space’s effect through digital placemaking. Moreover, 

there are emerging debates that offer a platform for further debate in new areas where 

digital placemaking might be able to fit, such as participatory design methods for 

sustainable placemaking practices (Clarke, 2021), positive design for NBS (Birkeland, 

2022), or planning for health and wellbeing (Liaros, 2022) 

As explored in this study, digital placemaking presents an innovative technique to 

augment the application of NBS. Neither has been applied in the mental health and 

wellbeing sphere nor the green and blue space environments. Hence, our systematic 
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literature review addresses this gap, representing a key contribution to the three areas of 

interest in our study. 
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Chapter 2. An update to the systematic literature 

review (Part B).  

2.8. Introduction 

The findings from the systematic literature review suggest a lack of agreement in the 

reviewed literature on the digital placemaking impact on nature and wellbeing as well as 

the four main characteristics of the concept. There was insufficient evidence on the 

assessment of its implementation in nature for wellbeing. However, the augmentation of 

place experiences through digital placemaking is found to enhance consumer experiences 

(Latorre, 2011; Wang, 2019) and could benefit nature-based solutions practices (Boros & 

Mahmoud, 2021) to generate a sense of place attachment (Breek et al., 2018; Halegoua 

& Polson, 2021), which can be expanded to urban nature spaces for urban digitalisation 

(Moss et al., 2021) to create long term relationships.  

There are valuable reasons for updating the systematic literature review. They mainly 

include the year update from publication to thesis submission and the dissemination of 

new studies in the area. Review updates are pertinent if different findings or conclusions 

are determined as they could impact practice, policy and research priorities (Moher et al., 

2008). Therefore, Chapter 2 Part B provides an update of the published systematic 

literature review to determine whether the findings of the published study are still relevant 

and applicable. This review aims to evaluate whether there was new knowledge between 

2022 and 2024 that may strengthen the initial review findings. 
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2.9. Methods 

The updated review was undertaken following the methodological guidelines established 

in Part A (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b). The purpose of the review was to 

identify digital placemaking studies that included nature and/or wellbeing from the 

publication of Part A. The following databases were searched: Web of Science, Scopus, 

Emerald, ACM DL (Association for Computing Machinery Digital Library) and Google 

Scholar. The same keyword strategy detailed in Chapter 2 Part A was followed, formed 

by three themes and two tiers of searches (see Table 2.1). The search was limited to 

articles published between October 2022 and September 2024. Article eligibility, data 

extraction and study quality rating were undertaken using the methods outlined in Chapter 

2 Part A. Qualitative assessment also employed the Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool 

(MMAT) (Hong et al., 2018) for risk of bias and quality of evidence of the studies in the 

literature review update (see Appendix D). 

The eligibility criteria process was applied to this data update and a final dataset of 36 

records was selected for the systematic review (see Figure 2.4). Data extraction and 

synthesis followed the same process as detailed in Part A.  
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Figure 2.4: Study selection chart for the systematic literature review update. 

 

DIGITAL PLACEMAKING 2022-2024 ((“Digital” AND 
“placemaking” OR "place-making" OR "place making") 
AND (“environmental” AND “placemaking” OR "place-
making" OR "place making") AND (“smart cities” AND 
“placemaking” OR "place-making" OR "place making") 
AND (“urban interaction design” AND “placemaking” OR 
"place-making" OR "place making") AND (“digital 
nature” AND “placemaking” OR "place-making" OR 
"place making") AND (“community” AND “placemaking” 
OR "place-making" OR "place making") (n=9956) 

Records 
screened by title 
(n=5894) 

 

Unique records 
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by abstract 
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Records excluded (no 
source, not relevant 
discipline, book reviews, no 
English, not relevant title) 
(n=4062) 
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(duplicates) (n=5670) 

 

Records excluded 
(not relevant abstract) 
(n=191) 

 

 HEALTH & WELLBEING 2022-2024  ((“Digital 
placemaking" AND health AND “wellbeing” OR “well-
being” OR “well being” OR “community wellbeing” OR 
“community well-being” OR “community well being” 
OR public health OR “well-being” OR “stress*” OR 
“distress*”) AND (“Digital placemaking" AND "health" 
AND “wellbeing” OR “well-being” OR “well being” OR 
“community wellbeing” OR "public health" OR “stress*” 
OR “distress*")) (n=4567) 
 

GREEN AND BLUE SPACE 2022-2024 ((“Digital 
placemaking" AND urban green space OR urban blue 
space OR nature-based solutions OR community 
gardens OR nature OR natural environment OR 
allotment OR park) AND (“Digital placemaking" 
AND "urban green space" OR "blue space" OR 
"nature-based solutions" OR "community gardens" 
OR nature OR natural environment OR allotment OR 
park)) (n=2475) 
 

Unique records 
(n=3791) 

 

Records screened by title 
and abstract (n=2) 

 

Records excluded 
(duplicates and 
duplicates with 
Digital 
Placemaking 
dataset) (n=776) 

Records excluded 
(irrelevant to 
research aim) 
(n=3789) 

 

Unique records 
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Records screened by title 
and abstract (n=1) 

 

Records excluded 
(duplicates and 
duplicates with Digital 
Placemaking dataset) 
(n=1450) 

 

Records excluded 
(irrelevant to research 
aim) (n=1024) 

 

Final records (n=36) 
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2.10. Findings 

Thirty-six new papers were found in the updated literature and analysed in a similar way 

to the initial review. The thematic analysis of the dataset produced key themes according 

to Part A (Table 2.5). This section will discuss the themes providing further detail on the 

use of digital placemaking and its relationship to wellbeing and nature.  

Themes  TID Codes TID 
Digital placemaking 36 Placemaking 2 

Digital placemaking 34 
Community engagement 23 Community engagement 23 
Hybrid reality 27 Hybrid reality 27 
Sense of place 21 Sense of place 1 

Place attachment 4 
Sense of presence 1 
Identity 15 

Social media 7 Social media 4 
Facebook 1 
Instagram 1 
Tiktok 1 

Smart city 7 Smart city 7 
Co-creation 16 Co-creation 16 
Inclusion 23 Inclusion 23 
Wellbeing 19 Wellbeing 19 
Nature in cities 13 Nature 11 

Sustainability 2 
Table 2.5: Themes and codes from Thematic Analysis 

 

2.10.1. General Observations 

The majority of studies analysed were case studies (60%, n=21). Qualitative methods 

were predominant again (78%, n=28), with the rest being mixed methods (22%, n=8) and 

no quantitative studies. There was no consistency in the fields and areas in the publication 

sources. Despite most articles referring to digital placemaking in some form (e.g., 

referring to placemaking using technology without specifically mentioning the term 
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digital placemaking), an increase in articles combining digital placemaking, nature and 

wellbeing is found (see Table 2.6). 

Areas of 
interest 

Nº articles in 
Part B 
(n=117) 

% 
Articles 
in Part A 

Nº articles in 
Part B (n=36) 

% Articles 
in Part B 

% 
Variation 

Digital 
Placemaking 

96 82% 34 94% +12% 

Health & 
Wellbeing 

29 25% 19 53% +28% 

Green & Blue 
Space 

25 21% 16 44% +23% 

No Digital 
Placemaking 

21 18% 4 11% -7% 

No Health & 
Wellbeing 

88 75% 17 49% -26% 

No Green & 
Blue Space 

92 79% 20 57% -22% 

Placemaking, 
Health & 
Wellbeing, 
Green & Blue 
Space 

8 7% 2 6% -1% 

Digital 
Placemaking, 
Health & 
Wellbeing, 
Green & Blue 
Space 

4 3% 10 28% +25% 

Table 2.6: Studies by area of interest mentioned comparing Part A and Part B. 

 

2.10.2. Theoretical perspectives on digital placemaking 

The complexity around the concept of digital placemaking is still evident in the second 

part of the systematic literature review. Two additional reviews have been published 

(Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Najafi et al., 2022). Najafi et al. (2022) focus on digital 

placemaking and senior participants and how the technology presents a number of 

challenges when engaging with this group, whereas Amirzadeh and Sharifi (2024) 

develop a thorough understanding of the evolution of placemaking from the late twentieth 
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century until now through the analysis of nine paradigms. Digital placemaking is one of 

these paradigms, along with sustainable placemaking (including green placemaking or 

nature-based placemaking), and healthy placemaking. In their review, the authors present 

fundamental aspects of the evolution of placemaking such as the notion of sense of place, 

bottom-up and participatory processes, the concept of sustainability and the potential to 

shape place identity as well as the value of healthy environments.  

Regarding the terminology used, findings suggest a continuation of the complexity and 

confusion in digital placemaking. Terminology disagreements are found, from spelling 

differences to a combination of terms that describe placemaking combined with 

technology. Many studies referred to digital placemaking without explicitly mentioning 

it but describing a combination of placemaking and digital technology (Klein, 2022), 

radical placemaking (Almqvist et al., 2023; Gonsalves et al., 2023), augmented 

placemaking (Hespanhol, 2022), critical placemaking (Moodley & Marks, 2023), and 

platform placemaking (Törnberg, 2022). Other related concepts were also found in the 

dataset such as ethical placemaking (Kolotouchkina et al., 2022), careful placemaking 

(Low et al., 2022) or relational placemaking (te Lintelo et al., 2024). In the Appendix E, 

an overview of the different definitions and concepts regarding digital placemaking and 

placemaking are presented. It is important to note that not all records included a definition 

of the concept explored (Boros et al., 2024; Costa et al., 2024; Dai & Liu, 2024; Khamis 

& El Harairy, 2023; Kolotouchkina et al., 2022; Low et al., 2022; Nikšič et al., 2023; 

Sacramento et al., 2022; Thompson et al., 2023; Yang, 2023), which also demonstrate the 

complexity and confusion around the term. 

The dataset analysed in this section does not present the previous dilemma of digital 

placemaking as a type of placemaking or a subcategory of creative placemaking. Records 

analysed described digital placemaking as an evolution of placemaking due to the current 
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technological context of citizens. From the end of 2022, a trend of considering digital 

placemaking as a natural evolution of placemaking due to the incorporation of technology 

in citizens daily interactions is found in the dataset (Kotus et al., 2022; Maciej, 2024; 

Törnberg, 2022). Despite the variety of terminology used, the definitions refer to a digital 

mediation of place experiences also promoting social interactions (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 

2024). The division described in Part A of two approaches of digital placemaking, one 

linking hybrid realities to placemaking practices and another referring to social media 

uses in placemaking, is not found in the updated dataset. Studies refer to hybrid 

environments and social media, but an overall approach to digital placemaking has shifted 

to enhancing physical places to create sense of attachment and belonging with place and 

with others (Hespanhol, 2022; Imara et al., 2024; Kotus et al., 2022; Maciej, 2024; Najafi 

et al., 2022; Noronha et al., 2023; Ouda, 2022). No specific technologies are included in 

the approach, referring to a broad understanding of digital tools. Therefore, from the end 

of 2022 an advancement in the considerations of digital placemaking is found to detach 

from specific technologies and social media uses into a broader digital conceptualisation.  

Theoretical contributions continue to apply key social geographers and social theorists to 

understand how places and spaces are constructed  (Cresswell, 1996; Lefebvre, 1996), 

also alluding to the notion of sense of place (Relph, 2007; Tuan, 1977) to understand how 

meaning transforms space into places (Almqvist et al., 2023; Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; 

Atteneder & Lohmeier, 2024; Dai & Liu, 2024; Gonsalves et al., 2024; Kotus et al., 2022; 

Low et al., 2022; Maciej, 2024). These works provide the value and significance of 

cultural, emotional and experiential dimensions shaping belonging feelings with 

locations. Studies also refer to the theoretical base of placemaking by Jacobs (1961), 

Lynch (1960) and Whyte (1980) (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Hespanhol, 2022; Najafi 

et al., 2022; Ouda, 2022; Razi & Ziminski, 2022), also applying frameworks by Project 
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for Public Spaces and democratic placemaking approaches by Kent & Madden (2003), 

such as Amirzadeh and Sharifi (2024), Antonić et al. (2023), Atteneder and Lohmeier 

(2024), Klein (2022), Najafi et al. (2022), and Gehl Institute (Ouda, 2022). In 

understanding the evolution of feelings of attachment to place and the creation of places 

mediated with technology, Kotus et al. (2022) refers to Leszczynski (2015) as an 

evolution of the conceptualisation of net localities and hybrid realities by De Souza e 

Silva (2013), where digital/real space relations are not separated but accepted as a form 

of communicating specialities. Other studies combine Information and Communication 

Technologies (ICT) in that context, alluding to Relph’s (2021) call for digital media to 

create enhanced place experiences to ensure its wide adoption (Dai & Liu, 2024), social 

affection created through ICT (Nikšič et al., 2023), or participatory governance processes 

through ICT tools (Costa et al., 2024). 

2.10.2.1. Basic characteristics 

The four basic characteristics found in the previous section are confirmed in the update 

of the systematic literature review. Digital placemaking is found connected to four key or 

basic characteristics – besides placemaking – along with additional aspects found in some 

of the studies (Table 2.7).  

Area Theme Identified as TID 
Digital 
placemaking 

Placemaking Key/basic 
characteristics 

36 
Hybrid reality/environment  27 
Community engagement 23 
Inclusion 23 
Sense of place 21 
Co-creation Additional 

characteristics 
16 

Smart city 7 

Social media 7 

Table 2.7: Key themes in digital placemaking. 
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Placemaking as a concept does not present novel approaches, there are no further 

terminologies that refer to digital placemaking, in contrast with part A.  The articles 

analysed in this section refer to placemaking in its analogue understanding (e.g., Ebaid, 

2023; Loroño-Leturiondo & Illingworth, 2023), digital placemaking (e.g., Amirzadeh & 

Sharifi, 2024; Imara et al., 2024; Noronha et al., 2023) and general implementations of 

technology in placemaking (e.g., Costa et al., 2024; Klein, 2022; Thompson et al., 2023).  

Three different terms are found in this review, which refer to the implementation of 

technology in placemaking practices: radical placemaking (Almqvist et al., 2023; 

Gonsalves et al., 2023; 2024), augmented placemaking (Hespanhol, 2022), and platform 

placemaking (Törnberg, 2022).  

Hybrid realities as a basic characteristic were confirmed but the characteristic has evolved 

into hybrid environments, which refers to an intrinsic combination of digital and physical 

environments where the physical experience is enhanced by a digital layer. Results of the 

review showed that hybrid environments include virtual reality, augmented reality and 

mixed reality technologies (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Kotus et al., 2022; Naji & 

Rzeszewski, 2022), gamification (Chen et al., 2024; Klein, 2022; Kotus et al., 2022; Low 

et al., 2022), immersive physical and digital experiences (Gonsalves et al., 2023; 2024; 

Hespanhol, 2022; Ouda, 2022; Yang, 2023), use of HCI for participation in place 

(Almqvist et al., 2023; Antonić et al., 2023; Noronha et al., 2023) and data and 

information augmentation in place (Boros et al., 2024; Maciej, 2024). The hybrid 

environment described in this theme is an evolution from the implementation of digital 

technologies in daily experiences with place, expanding the opportunities to connect with 

physical and virtual places (Dai & Liu, 2024). Urban experiences are defined by digital 

technology as they mediate everyday spatial practices (Kolotouchkina et al., 2022; Kotus 

et al., 2022; Maciej, 2024; Törnberg, 2022). 
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To understand the effect and dynamics in the hybrid environment, scholars continue to 

refer to the concept of net localities by De Souza e Silva (2013) (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 

2024; Low et al., 2022), also applying related theories by Leszczynski (2018) (Kotus et 

al., 2022; Maciej, 2024) or Relph (2007) sense of virtual place including multiple senses 

and emotions and having a community expression (Dai & Liu, 2024). Some studies 

defended the idea of hybrid environments as an enhancement of place experiences 

without meaning to replace the world, which tends to be a misconception (Kotus et al., 

2022; Najafi & Mohammadi, 2024). 

The results of the analysis described positive outcomes from the implementation of hybrid 

environments as the creation of meaning-making experiences that contribute to the 

creation of sense of place. It also alludes to supporting branding goals through the 

implementation of local voices (Razi & Ziminski, 2022), the positive use of ICT for 

quality of life and social affection for place (Nikšič et al., 2023), its use for participatory 

opportunities in governance processes (Antonić et al., 2023; Dai & Liu, 2024) and to 

foster community engagement through social media, platform collaborating, forums, 

online activities, enhancing local cohesion and public wellbeing (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 

2024; Dai & Liu, 2024). However, negative aspects and potential risks refer to 

disorientation by blurring real and virtual realities (Dai & Liu, 2024), technology as 

insufficient compared to physical place experiences (Kotus et al., 2022), addiction and 

isolation (Chen et al., 2024) or the replacement of real and authentic aspects of place for 

mainstream symbolisms (Törnberg, 2022).  

The second theme confirmed as a key or basic characteristic of digital placemaking is 

community engagement. Studies describe engagement focused on social media for 

communication and relationships (Costa et al., 2024; Dai & Liu, 2024; Yang, 2023), 

interactive experiences for public engagement (Almqvist et al., 2023; Noronha et al., 
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2023), and the use of online platforms (Najafi et al., 2022; Razi & Ziminski, 2022). 

Specifically, the essential aspect of community engagement in placemaking is also 

confirmed, as it promotes community sociability and connectivity (Thompson et al., 

2023), and collective connection with others and with the place (Ebaid, 2023; Najafi & 

Mohammadi, 2024; Slingerland et al., 2022; Yang, 2023). It brings back the focus to the 

community and creates spaces for the community (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024).  

When involving technology, scholars refer to opportunities for cohesion and engagement 

of all towards social justice (Gonsalves et al., 2023; Moodley & Marks, 2023), empathy 

(Klein, 2022; Naji & Rzeszewski, 2022) and strengthening local identity and sense of 

place (Dai & Liu, 2024). Further benefits of community engagement in these experiences 

discuss promoting social connection which positively affects health (Thompson et al., 

2023), strengthens communities (Atteneder & Lohmeier, 2024; Loroño-Leturiondo & 

Illingworth, 2023), and promotes belonging feelings through tangible and intangible 

mediums (Gonsalves et al., 2024). The community engagement developed in digital 

placemaking promotes place attachment and sense of place (Ouda, 2022; Razi & 

Ziminski, 2022), empowerment feelings (Hurley, 2023) and social interactions (Najafi & 

Mohammadi, 2024), due to the collective approach achieved (Najafi et al., 2022). 

However, risks and negative effects are described, such as the exclusion of participants 

due to the use of technology (Hespanhol, 2022). A lack of further understanding of 

negative implications specifically for community engagement processes and how to 

actively involve community members in the experiences is also found in the update of the 

systematic literature review.  

Inclusion is the third theme found in the analysis, which confirms it as a basic 

characteristic of digital placemaking. The dataset analysis referred mainly to the inclusion 

of the whole community, referring to all ages and abilities (Costa et al., 2024; Thompson 
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et al., 2023), the inclusion of marginalised communities specifically (Amirzadeh & 

Sharifi, 2024; Gonsalves et al., 2024; Hurley, 2023; Klein, 2022; Kolotouchkina et al., 

2022; Moodley & Marks, 2023), and the inclusion of seniors when involving technology 

(Najafi et al., 2022). Specific concepts related to placemaking where inclusion is the main 

driver are also found: critical placemaking (Moodley & Marks, 2023), ethical 

placemaking (Kolotouchkina et al., 2022), and democratic placemaking (Amirzadeh & 

Sharifi, 2024). However, these variations are mainly focused on analogue experiences.  

Regarding the benefits of inclusive practices in placemaking, scholars describe social 

acceptance and engagement with others (Moodley & Marks, 2023) and links to healthier 

communities (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Gonsalves et al., 2023; Loroño-Leturiondo & 

Illingworth, 2023). Inclusion in placemaking builds stronger cohesive communities 

through diversity and connection with people, societies and spaces (Ebaid, 2023; Loroño-

Leturiondo & Illingworth, 2023; Ouda, 2022). When specifically including technology in 

the experience, the benefits described allude to inclusive and extensive sense of place 

(Dai & Liu, 2024), accessibility (Ebaid, 2023; Klein, 2022; Kolotouchkina et al., 2022; 

Ouda, 2022; Slingerland et al., 2022), social justice (Gonsalves et al., 2023), and cultural 

diversity and social capital (Hespanhol, 2022; Klein, 2022; Kurniawaty et al., 2022). 

However, the digital element brings a number of risks and disadvantages for inclusion, 

such as not reaching the whole population (Costa et al., 2024), promoting the digital 

divide and literacy (Klein, 2022; Kolotouchkina et al., 2022; Maciej, 2024; Najafi et al., 

2022), concerning social equity (Najafi & Mohammadi, 2024), privileging certain 

communities over others (Atteneder & Lohmeier, 2024; Hespanhol, 2022), and the 

challenge of algorithms fostering these risks (Hurley, 2023). Along with the results from 

Part A, inclusion keeps being described as crucial in placemaking and digital placemaking 

but its real implementation in the process is absent, with scholars such as Kurniawaty et 
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al. (2022) final recommendations for digital placemaking to creating inclusive 

experiences to avoid creating social gaps.  

Finally, sense of place is the fourth main theme of basic characteristics of digital 

placemaking, which is confirmed in this section. Sense of place is essential to understand 

how people develop emotional attachment to place and how they interact with the 

environment (Dai & Liu, 2024; Imara et al., 2024; Sacramento et al., 2022). It is used to 

describe the process of placemaking or sense of attachment to place (Amirzadeh & 

Sharifi, 2024; Kurniawaty et al., 2022; Naji & Rzeszewski, 2022; Noronha et al., 2023; 

te Lintelo et al., 2024). Scholars connect sense of place with community attachment with 

the place (Chen et al., 2024; Moodley & Marks, 2023) and place attachment (Ebaid, 2023; 

Gonsalves et al., 2024; Moodley & Marks, 2023). Strong links with identity are found in 

the updated dataset, involving place identity (Imara et al., 2024; Loroño-Leturiondo & 

Illingworth, 2023; Razi & Ziminski, 2022; Törnberg, 2022), strengthening local identity 

(Antonić et al., 2023; Dai & Liu, 2024; Najafi & Mohammadi, 2024) and building social 

identity (Kotus et al., 2022; Sacramento et al., 2022; Törnberg, 2022). Finally, 

connections with place branding (Ebaid, 2023) and place image as a result of combining 

sense of place and identity are also found (Imara et al., 2024; Klein, 2022; Törnberg, 

2022). These attachments and identities are mainly described in analogue processes. 

However, when involving digital elements, Dai and Liu (2024) refer to Relph (2007) 

understanding of sense of virtual place to be developed through community engagement. 

In this context, digital placemaking is found to create sense of place through meaningful 

interventions (Atteneder & Lohmeier, 2024; Naji & Rzeszewski, 2022). Digital 

placemaking can also foster sense of place identity and meaning-making through 

community agency (Atteneder & Lohmeier, 2024; Razi & Ziminski, 2022). Storytelling 

is mentioned in several studies to help foster sense of place and attachment to place 
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through engaging in digital narratives (Gonsalves et al., 2024; Hespanhol, 2022; Hurley, 

2023; Naji & Rzeszewski, 2022; Noronha et al., 2023), developing belonging feelings 

with others and with the place.  

Most studies analysed describe the digital element in digital placemaking as bridging the 

gap between the physical and virtual space while enhancing community connection with 

the place (Najafi & Mohammadi, 2024), developing personal connections and ownership 

feelings (Low et al., 2022), and fostering social relations and sense of place that benefit 

wellbeing (te Lintelo et al., 2024). Despite several benefits of involving digital media in 

the process, risks and challenges are also considered. Specifically, one study by Atteneder 

and Lohmeier (2024) describes how sense of place on an individual and community level 

in digital placemaking is not created through the mediation of digital technology but 

developed in an offline bubble. Other disadvantages refer to the digital element destroying 

the sense of place (Kotus et al., 2022), gentrification and sense of loss of belonging in the 

place (Törnberg, 2022). 

2.10.2.2. Additional Characteristics 

Co-creation is confirmed as an additional characteristic of digital placemaking, referring 

to including local communities as cocreators and active participants in the decision-

making process (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024). Studies refer to co-creation as essential for 

governments to understand local communities' needs (Klein, 2022; Najafi & 

Mohammadi, 2024; Nikšič et al., 2023; Razi & Ziminski, 2022), and for the redistribution 

of power through bottom-up processes (Costa et al., 2024; Slingerland et al., 2022). The 

implementation of technology in digital placemaking, specifically ICT, is linked to co-

creation (Antonić et al., 2023; Boros et al., 2024; Costa et al., 2024). Scholars refer to the 

benefits of co-creation processes to foster community empowerment (Costa et al., 2024; 

Gonsalves et al., 2023; Hurley, 2023), meaning-making (Low et al., 2022) and feelings 
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of ownership (Ebaid, 2023; Gonsalves et al., 2024; Hespanhol, 2022). Similarly to 

community engagement, negative aspects refer to the exclusion of some audiences and 

participants in the co-creation process due to technology (Costa et al., 2024). Moreover, 

despite being mentioned as essential, there is a lack of real co-creation processes in 

government plans (Antonić et al., 2023). Therefore, a level of uncertain on how the sense 

of place, and its connected processes involving attachment and identity, can be developed 

through digital placemaking is found in the updated dataset.  

The smart city theme has shown no particular change from the previous section, with its 

approach focused on city planning (Dai & Liu, 2024; Naji & Rzeszewski, 2022), and data 

measurement for the optimisation of resources (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024). Scholars 

refer to several benefits of smart cities, such as the improvement of relationships in 

communities and public spaces through technology which leads to healthier cities 

(Thompson et al., 2023). Smart cities are considered an evolution of placemaking as it 

incorporates contemporary technology in public space design (Klein, 2022). However, as 

mentioned earlier, the implementation of technology in public spaces affecting 

communities can lead to risks such as the digital division (Kolotouchkina et al., 2022) or 

the lack of participatory and bottom-up approaches (Low et al., 2022). 

Finally, a decrease in the social media theme is found in the updated review. It is still 

considered a tool in placemaking (Atteneder & Lohmeier, 2024; Naji & Rzeszewski, 

2022), specifically valuable for governments as a communication instrument (Costa et 

al., 2024; Dai & Liu, 2024). However, social media is key in fostering community 

relationships among members (Costa et al., 2024; Dai & Liu, 2024; te Lintelo et al., 2024). 

A new approach to the use of social media in digital placemaking refers to branding 

opportunities (Razi & Ziminski, 2022). In the update, TikTok is considered a social media 

tool in digital placemaking (Hurley, 2023), which was not found in the previous section. 
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Finally, concerns regarding the production of subjective images of places (Sacramento et 

al., 2022) and data usage and privacy (Yang, 2023) are also described. 

2.10.3. Mental health and wellbeing implications in digital placemaking 

An increase of studies including mental health and/or wellbeing in the topic is found in 

the update of the systematic review (51%, n=18). Studies refer to wellbeing (Dai & Liu, 

2024; Imara et al., 2024; Low et al., 2022; Moodley & Marks, 2023; Razi & Ziminski, 

2022; te Lintelo et al., 2024), health (Costa et al., 2024; Ebaid, 2023; Nikšič et al., 2023; 

Thompson et al., 2023), and quality of life (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Ouda, 2022). 

Several studies describe benefits on mental health and wellbeing from analogue 

experiences of placemaking without any digital interaction, improving wellbeing and 

quality of life (Moodley & Marks, 2023), wellbeing outcomes through placemaking due 

to community connection among members and ownership feelings (Ebaid, 2023; 

Moodley & Marks, 2023), also connecting health benefits with nature in placemaking 

(Loroño-Leturiondo & Illingworth, 2023). Concepts such as critical placemaking or 

healthy placemaking are described as intrinsically connecting placemaking with 

wellbeing benefits on an analogue approach (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Moodley & 

Marks, 2023). 

Yet, an increase in the potential of digital placemaking experiences in mental health and 

wellbeing is found in the update. Technology can support placemaking improving health 

(Nikšič et al., 2023), combining urban planning for happy and liveability in cities that 

support wellbeing (Imara et al., 2024), and smart cities for health-supportive 

environments (Najafi et al., 2022; Thompson et al., 2023). On a user level, care and 

wellbeing are connected with gamification strategies (Low et al., 2022), and also promote 

community relationships and social cohesion for mental health and wellbeing (Dai & Liu, 

2024; Kurniawaty et al., 2022; te Lintelo et al., 2024; Thompson et al., 2023), and resident 
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wellbeing and agency with space (Razi & Ziminski, 2022). Chen et al. (2024) describe 

how future studies should explore and assess the psychological effects of digital 

interventions. Therefore, in the update, an increase of interest and potential use of 

technology in placemaking to improve mental health and wellbeing is found. Still, studies 

keep referring to its potential uses and calling for further research in an area that is 

emergent. 

2.10.4. Green and Blue Space implications in digital placemaking 

Similarly, studies referring to nature, both green and blue spaces, present an increase 

compared to the previous section (40%, n=15). A majority of green space descriptions 

are found in the dataset (Costa et al., 2024; Ebaid, 2023; Nikšič et al., 2023; Thompson 

et al., 2023) with only four studies mentioning blue spaces along with green spaces 

(Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Ebaid, 2023; Hespanhol, 2022; Loroño-Leturiondo & 

Illingworth, 2023). Studies categorised in this theme also involved climate change 

(Gonsalves et al., 2024) and sustainability (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Chen et al., 2024; 

Kurniawaty et al., 2022).  

Specific references to placemaking that involve nature are explored through effective 

placemaking, which should improve access and quality of greenspaces (Loroño-

Leturiondo & Illingworth, 2023), and placemaking paradigms that involve nature (green 

placemaking, nature-based placemaking or sustainable placemaking) (Amirzadeh & 

Sharifi, 2024). Particularly, Amirzadeh and Sharifi (2024) describe sustainability as a key 

part of the evolution of placemaking, which has accompanied the concept throughout the 

years referring to the creation of resilient places. Similarly to Part A, the majority of the 

studies mention nature as a context where the experience happens, with brief explanations 

of the positive effects on public health (Thompson et al., 2023), or the use of mapping 

techniques to understand the flora and fauna of the place in the participatory project 
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involving placemaking (Costa et al., 2024). One study by Boros et al. (2024) refers to the 

need to consider more-than-human approaches in planning and placemaking as there has 

been a systematic exclusion of nature and other species from urban practices. Specifically, 

they propose a shift from nature-as-object to nature-as-subject also in the digital 

application of storytelling for placemaking and urban design. This shift and consideration 

are an innovative approach to digital placemaking.  

The implementation of digital technology and nature employed a broad spectrum of 

digital immersion, from digital data storytelling (Boros et al., 2024; Gonsalves et al., 

2024), to immersive experiences in nature environments (Hespanhol, 2022). However, 

negative aspects of this combination allude to the lack of sensory elements (Kotus et al., 

2022), or the sustainable footprint of digital tools (Kurniawaty et al., 2022). 

2.10.5. Combined areas 

The analysis of data resulted in nine studies that mention digital placemaking (including 

placemaking and technology), health and wellbeing, and green and blue spaces (see Table 

2.8). Analysis determined the type of digital placemaking described when addressing 

health and wellbeing and nature spaces. This is an advancement of section A, with an 

increase of studies involving the three areas but an evident lack of in-depth understanding 

of nature and wellbeing is found. 

Study Type of digital 
placemaking 

Type of health and 
wellbeing 
mentioned 

Type of nature 
mentioned 

Amirzadeh and 
Sharifi (2024). 

Digital 
placemaking. 

Healthy 
placemaking, 
involving mental 
health and physical 
health and 
wellbeing. Strong 
connection with 
nature. 

Sustainable place 
making paradigm 
and subcategories of 
green placemaking, 
nature-based place 
making. Green and 
blue spaces. Strong 
connection with 
wellbeing. 
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Subcategories of 
active placemaking. 

Chen et al. 
(2024). 

Digital 
placemaking. 

Mental and physical 
health benefits 
through playable 
digital interventions. 

Sustainability 
opportunities. 

Costa et al. 
(2024). 

Placemaking and 
technology as a tool 
for participatory 
purposes. 

Health improvement 
and wellbeing from 
green projects. 

Green space – 
mapping of fauna 
and flora and 
understanding of 
lack of greenery and 
its effects.  

Gonsalves et al. 
(2023). 

Radical 
placemaking. 

Mindfulness through 
a holistic approach 
to placemaking 

Sustainability 

Hespanhol 
(2022). 

Augmented 
placemaking. 

Psychological 
benefits of nature 
(reduce stress and 
anxiety). 

Digital immersive 
nature environments 
involving green and 
blue spaces. 

Imara et al. 
(2024). 

Digital 
placemaking. 

Quality of live and 
liveability in cities 
that promote 
wellbeing, social 
wellbeing fostered 
in public spaces, 
urban happiness. 

Brief context. 

Kotus et al. 
(2022). 

Digital 
placemaking. 

Positive effect from 
social cohesion. 

Challenge of 
recreate nature 
interactions due to 
lack of sensory 
elements. 

Kurniawaty et 
al., (2022). 

Digital 
placemaking. 

Social activities for 
health and wellbeing 
(reduction of stress, 
happiness). 

Sustainability 
approach to digital 
placemaking. 

Nikšič et al. 
(2023). 

Placemaking and 
technology as a tool 
for citizen 
participation. 

Health as an 
inherent aspect for 
the revitalisation 
plans. Wellbeing 
and public health. 

Context of one of 
the case studies, 
specifically 
referring to green 
space. Strong links 
with health. 

Thompson et al. 
(2023). 

Placemaking and 
mention of smart 
furniture elements. 

Importance of 
health-supportive 
environments. 

Context where 
activities and 
experience were 
developed. Green 
space. 

Table 2.8: Description of studies that combine digital placemaking, nature and wellbeing. 
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The results of the analysis showcase an involvement of nature and health in digital 

placemaking, but a lack of specific study of the degree and impact of the wellbeing 

outcomes as well as the nature environment enhanced is found. Similarly to Part A, no 

specific investigation of the three areas of interest is found, with most studies mostly 

referring to benefits in analogue placemaking processes and alluding to the potential 

benefit of involving technology. Only Costa et al. (2024) present a more thorough 

understanding of the green space where the experience is developed, mapping it and 

deepening the knowledge of the elements involved (fauna and flora). Amirzadeh and 

Sharifi (2024) describe a great overview of all paradigms and the evolution of 

placemaking, which includes digital placemaking, healthy placemaking and sustainable 

placemaking (which involves nature). However, the health and nature approach to 

placemaking does not consider digital tools to enhance the outcomes or improve the 

experiences, which are addressed in this thesis.  

When directly involving nature and wellbeing in digital placemaking (or related concepts 

of placemaking and technology), Imara et al. (2024) describe the use of digital as a tool 

in placemaking for data collection. Nikšič et al. (2023) in one of the case studies explore 

the use of technology to envision the health benefits of engaging with nature, while 

Hespanhol (2022) describe the use of immersive technology and nature spaces to bring 

natural environments closer to citizens. Only one study is critical on using hybrid 

environments and virtual experiences with nature in digital placemaking (Kotus et al., 

2022). Nevertheless, they also declare that these hybrid environments do not aim to 

replace real experiences, which is a common misconception. Additionally, studies call to 

increase projects that combine technology in placemaking and nature environments due 

its potential health and wellbeing improvement  (Chen et al., 2024; Costa et al., 2024; 
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Thompson et al., 2023) and for sustainable resilience (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024), also 

describing the transformation of the digital language in this context as a result of the 

awareness of the health benefits of nature (Hespanhol, 2022). 

2.11. Discussion 

In this systematic literature review update, an examination and summary of the relevant 

findings on the implications of digital placemaking, mental health and wellbeing, and 

green and blue spaces is presented by extending the search criteria of the previous review 

(Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b) to include published studies between October 

2022 to September 2024. Thirty-six studies have been published during that time. The 

digital placemaking studies explored in this review are similar to those included in the 

previous review. The results from this updated review support the understanding of digital 

placemaking experiences involving nature spaces and wellbeing outcomes.  

The systematic review update suggested a growing interest in digital placemaking and its 

involvement in nature for wellbeing. The findings from this update are in keeping with 

the conclusions from the earlier review. The high number of records eligible for the 

review update indicates the rise of interest in the concept and its involvement in 

sustainability plans in cities. The emergence of the concept, despite first appearing in 

2011, indicates that digital placemaking is gaining attention and achieving a maturing 

state.  

The four basic characteristics of digital placemaking have been confirmed in the update 

– hybrid environment, sense of place, community engagement and inclusion. Studies tend 

to overlook the challenges and risks of these practices, with scholars calling to deepen the 

understanding of the disadvantages of digital placemaking experiences (Amirzadeh & 

Sharifi, 2024; Slingerland et al., 2022). Some of the key risks mentioned in the review 
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are related to exclusion of participants (e.g., Costa et al., 2024; Hespanhol, 2022), privacy 

concerns (Yang, 2023), gentrification (Törnberg, 2022) or lack of sense of place created 

in digital environments (Atteneder & Lohmeier, 2024).  

Overall, studies describe a number of benefits from digital placemaking, connecting 

wellbeing outcomes to nature experiences (Costa et al., 2024; Hespanhol, 2022; Imara et 

al., 2024; Kurniawaty et al., 2022; Thompson et al., 2023). However, a lack of application 

of specific health indicators to digital placemaking or a specific understanding of the 

characteristics of the nature space where the experience is developed continues to be 

found in the review of the literature.  

The absence of blue space when referring to nature environments in the studies is also 

continued in the update. No specific study focused on blue spaces and only four 

mentioned blue spaces along with green spaces (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Ebaid, 2023; 

Hespanhol, 2022; Loroño-Leturiondo & Illingworth, 2023). Therefore, the misconception 

of nature as only involving green spaces and neglecting the potential of blue spaces for 

health outcomes is evident in the dataset. Similarly, a lack of involvement in digital 

placemaking in nature-based solutions is also found in the update, with only one referring 

to its application (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024). Despite most studies briefly describing 

nature as the context where the experience takes place, Boros et al. (2024) present a novel 

approach to nature-as-subject in a more-than-human perspective in placemaking. They 

call to shift the exclusion of nature and other species in urban practices to ensure they are 

a key participant and proactive element. This programme of research aims to adopt and 

extend their approach by ensuring the nature environment is considered an active element 

in the digital placemaking experience, providing a thorough understanding of its 

characteristics and elements and how they are enhanced through the hybrid environment 

to promote nature connection with the community. 
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Along with our proposed approach to digital placemaking to foster social change and 

urban renewal through democratisation (Foth, 2017a) described in Part A, this 

programme of research advances Amirzadeh and Sharifi (2024) understanding of the 

evolution of placemaking. They describe digital placemaking as one of the paradigms of 

placemaking, whereas we identify it as an evolution of the concept, which intrinsically 

includes sustainable placemaking (involving nature) and healthy placemaking (referring 

to healthy environments for consumers). This PhD thesis answers their call on the future 

of placemaking to emphasize inclusion, the use of technology, and the creation of resilient 

cities (nature and sustainable involvement) adapted to the needs of the place. The findings 

of this programme of research will advance their knowledge by presenting a deep 

understanding of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, which includes all the 

mentioned aspects. In the healthy and sustainable placemaking paradigms, technology is 

not mentioned, providing a gap in its use to enhance nature spaces and healthy outcomes 

through digital placemaking.  

The findings on digital placemaking from the literature analysed describe a broad 

understanding of its technological possibilities, without being bonded to a specific digital 

dimension. Therefore, the research described in this thesis advances Imara et al. (2024) 

description of digital technology as a tool for data collection in placemaking when 

involving nature and wellbeing by demonstrating that the digital element in digital 

placemaking can collect data but also enhance the place experience by providing 

meaningful practices to the community and to nature, supporting their wellbeing. The 

updated review has found greater links to community and social cohesion as dynamics 

that help in wellbeing and nature (Kotus et al., 2022; Kurniawaty et al., 2022), which can 

be extended to digital placemaking. These are broadened in the following chapter through 

the proposed conceptual model. Moreover, this thesis aims to respond to identified gaps 
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in the use of technology, placemaking and nature environments to promote wellbeing 

benefits (Costa et al., 2024; Thompson et al., 2023), and the need for transformation of 

the digital language in this context (Hespanhol, 2022). Therefore, this investigation aims 

to provide profound knowledge on the use of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, 

advancing the understanding and contributing practitioners with insights on its 

implementation in cities.  

The updated review presents findings aligned with the previous section, which show 

evidence of the potential application of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing when 

developed in urban environments. The confirmation of the characteristics of digital 

placemaking, as well as the involvement of nature and wellbeing contribute to the 

clarification of the concept. The model proposed in Part A is advanced in the following 

chapter to guide and help scholars and practitioners unpack the processes involved in 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing.  

2.11.1. Limitations 

The review update presents similar limitations as the previous published review. These 

limitations refer to the inclusion and exclusion criteria applied to the systematic literature 

review which may have excluded relevant studies, as well as the use of keywords in the 

search strings. The data analysis and synthesis method selected may have excluded outlier 

themes.  

2.12. Conclusion 

In conclusion, the inclusion of the thirty-six studies did not alter the overall conclusion of 

the published review. This review update adds to the body of evidence of the previously 

published systematic literature review. It provides a current understanding of the 

involvement of digital placemaking in nature environments (green and blue spaces) for 
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mental health and wellbeing. Despite the continued confusion around the concept and the 

lack of specific study of indicators and nature characteristics, the potential of 

implementing digital placemaking for nature connection and supporting wellbeing is 

found.  

2.13. Overall Conclusion 

Overall, the findings across several studies suggest that digital placemaking has the 

potential to support the consumer mental health and wellbeing when involving nature 

environments in the place experience. However, there was significant confusion on the 

use of digital placemaking and its application, the potential benefits, and risks as well as 

the thorough understanding of its nature and wellbeing implications beyond generalised 

statements. Therefore, the evidence remains limited and inadequate to draw definitive 

conclusions on how to implement digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing.    
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Chapter 3. Conceptualizing digital placemaking in 

nature for wellbeing (Part A) 
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3.1. Preface 

Chapter 2 highlighted the potential role of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, 

specifically as an augmented NBS through literature exploration. The results indicated a 

need for further research to determine how the different dynamics and structures involved 

in digital placemaking can help connect consumers with nature to support their wellbeing. 

By providing valuable insight regarding the processes involved in digital placemaking 

and its potential impact on consumers, the previous chapter informed the development of 

subsequent chapters within this research, in particular the design of the Digital 

Placemaking in Nature for Wellbeing conceptual model presented in the following 

chapter.  

Chapter 3 (Part A) is the second study of this programme of research, presenting a 

conceptual model on the dynamics and structures involved in digital placemaking in 

nature for wellbeing (Appendix F). The conceptual model provides a preliminary 

explanation of how digital placemaking can foster place attachment and community 

nature connectedness as a place branding strategy supporting consumer wellbeing. This 

study aligns with the aims and goals of the PhD thesis in furthering the understanding of 

the dynamics and processes involved in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. The 

study results address the gaps in the literature and provide a first stepping stone to clarify 

how digital placemaking as a place branding strategy fosters place attachment and 

community nature connectedness to support wellbeing. Chapter 3 is formed by two parts. 

Part A is the conceptual model study published in the journal Technological Forecasting 

and Social Change in July 2024. Part B is an optimization of the published model through 

the inclusion of new insights from recent literature. This chapter concludes with an overall 

summary of the evolved model, which is tested in the consequent chapters through a 

modified Delphi method, which results in a finalised and improved conceptual model 
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described in Chapter 6. The conceptual model contributes to the overall aims of the thesis 

by providing a theoretical background that guides the method chosen. The model 

contributes to advancing the understanding of place branding effects on consumers 

beyond commercial outcomes; explaining the wellbeing support of nature-based digital 

placemaking; and providing clarity on the role of technology in these experiences. 

3.2. Abstract 

Increased urban population has created a disconnection between humans and natural 

environments that needs to be recognised as a key challenge. This article proposes that 

disconnection from nature in urban settings can be mitigated by digital placemaking. A 

conceptual framework which accounts for place attachment and place branding, Social 

Identity Theory and nature connectedness is presented. The benefit of this approach is 

that it can help us understand more clearly the different dynamics involved in hybrid place 

experience as a driver for both social change and consumer wellbeing. This modified 

hybrid tripartite model creates meaningful places for consumers, fostering their 

attachment to the space and with others, while simultaneously enhancing their wellbeing. 

In addition, the model contributes to our understanding of place branding effects on 

consumers beyond commercial outcomes; explaining the positive effects on wellbeing of 

nature-based digital placemaking; and providing clarity on the role of technology in 

nature-based place brand experiences. In synthesising the different dimensions of the 

framework, potential implications for place managers, marketers and leaders are outlined. 

3.3. Introduction 

Despite the demonstrated positive impact of engagement with nature on people’s 

wellbeing, the disconnection from nature that humans have been experiencing has 

increased in urban environments. A combination of decreased opportunities to access and 
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engage nature and constant engagement with technology have been attributed as causes 

(Kesebir & Kesebir, 2017; McLean et al., 2021; Pereira-Barboza et al., 2021). Therefore, 

scholars have proposed a rethink in the ways people engage and build a relationship with 

nature, where new technology is embraced (Richardson et al., 2018; Riechers et al., 2021). 

In this article we will present a conceptual model to support the use of digital placemaking 

in nature for wellbeing, exploring different theories to reframe the human-nature 

relationship in urban environments. 

The exploration of experiences in nature through technology is supported both by digital 

nature exposure (e.g., Litleskare et al., 2022; Murphy et al., 2022), and the way in which 

technology is used as a mediator in daily interactions with our environment and with 

others. These examples of technology use could be redirected in urban environments to 

help communities connect, engage with, and use nature for health and wellbeing (Murphy 

et al., 2022; Riechers et al., 2021). 

As a process that uses digital media to foster individual and communal place attachment 

(Halegoua & Polson, 2021), digital placemaking is a viable option in urban environments 

to foster nature connectedness to support wellbeing. However, literature on the concept 

is fragmented, lacking a deep understanding of the dynamics involved in the process 

(Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b).  

Drawing from literature in the areas of digital placemaking, psychology of nature and 

wellness, virtual games and place branding, we propose a model meant to broaden the 

conceptual domain of digital placemaking to reframe the human-nature relationship in 

cities through an innovative approach. We propose hybrid nature place experiences, 

understood as the digital extension of the physical place (Hespanhol, 2022), to act as a 

driver for social change (Foth, 2017b) and consumer wellbeing (Wright, 2021). This 

model provides organisations with a clear path to implement technology in nature for 
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wellbeing, improving climate resilience in cities (Gulsrud et al., 2018) and promoting 

pro-environmental behaviours (Paraschivoiu & Layer-Wagner, 2021). Our study aims to 

conceptualize the technology-mediated consumer wellbeing and social change benefits 

of digital placemaking in nature-based place experiences. The conceptual model of 

Digital Placemaking in nature for wellbeing, which proposes a future research agenda, 

addresses phenomena relevant to contemporary organisations interested in new 

technological approaches to the current climate crisis concerning communities.  

Through this conceptual model we provide a critical dialogue using theories, i) to 

understand the place branding approach’s effects on consumers beyond their commercial 

outcomes; ii) to address the gap in wellbeing effects of digital placemaking experiences 

in nature environments; iii) to advance the understanding of digital placemaking to 

support planners and scholars; iv) to contribute to the debate on the role of technology as 

a mediator in place experiences.  

3.4. Theoretical foundations  

Digital Placemaking 

The potential of digital placemaking to create of a sense of attachment within a 

community is key (Courage, 2021; Halegoua & Polson, 2021). Placemaking practices 

were first implemented in urbanism as a strategy to foster innovation and knowledge-

intensive activities (Abdel-Aziz et al., 2016; Pancholi et al., 2019). Its digital counterpart 

has emerged to become an increasingly relevant topic for academics and practitioners 

working collaboratively with local governments and community groups (Hespanhol, 

2018). However, digital placemaking suffers from a definitional dilemma (Fernandez-

Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b; Główczyński, 2022), and consensus on an operational 

definition is lacking. The conceptualisation is exacerbated by the complex variety of 
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technologies that can be used (Chen et al., 2022), from social media (Soedarsono et al., 

2021) to augmented reality and gamification (Clowater, 2021). 

The difference of digital placemaking from other technological dimensions in place 

resides on the creation of hybrid place experiences that combine online and offline 

elements while producing a ‘sense of place’ and belonging through participatory 

processes (Polson, 2015). Participatory processes and community engagement activities 

are crucial for digital placemaking.  

Gamification processes are commonly used to understand the technological dimension 

and effects of digital placemaking in communities (e.g., Hjorth & Richardson, 2017; Pang 

et al., 2020b). Digitally gamified experiences have been demonstrated to foster behaviour 

change and pro-environmental attitudes (Paraschivoiu & Layer-Wagner, 2021). 

Experience of navigating virtual environments, that are an analogue for physical 

environments through gamification, could benefit consumers’ wellbeing (Clowater, 

2021; Hjorth & Richardson, 2017).  

Although there are some potential risks such as limited engagement of marginalised or 

diverse groups (Peacock et al., 2021), benefits include economic growth or cultural wealth 

(Morrison, 2021), enhanced community place attachment and sense of place (Halegoua 

& Polson, 2021), inclusion and social cohesion (Najafi et al., 2021; Szaszák & Kecskés, 

2020) and enriched experiences of memorable physical places (Her, 2021). Yet, 

associated implications for urban nature and consumer wellbeing have been overlooked 

(Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b). Specifically, nature has been broadly described 

as a context where the experience is developed. Moreover, wellbeing, which is understood 

as a broad concept that combines several wellness indicators such as positive affective 

states or social engagement (Shankardass et al., 2019), is mentioned as a result from the 

dynamics involved in digital placemaking without further clarification. 
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Recent explanatory frameworks have emerged (e.g., Chen et al., 2022; Główczyński, 

2022; Hespanhol, 2022; Özkul, 2021) to explore the complex dynamics involved in 

digital placemaking. However, to date, research has overlooked both the effects of urban 

natural environments and the potential wellbeing effects. Razi and Ziminski (2022) 

mention social wellbeing as a consequence of place attachment and community identity, 

without further explanation.   

Digital placemaking, in relation to place branding and marketing, has been identified as 

one of the elements in the place branding trifecta (Keegan, 2021). This can support the 

development of more meaningful experiences of places (Ellery et al., 2021). The place 

marketing and branding approach to the concept has been mainly applied to tourism (e.g., 

Sugangga et al., 2021) from an analogue placemaking perspective (Balsas, 2021; Lew, 

2017; Ni & Say, 2022; Richards, 2017), associated with an economic intention. Our 

proposed model shifts the participant focus from tourists to local residents. This 

recognised the potential for greater co-creation process of a place image that is part of the 

identity of the community, fostering belonging to support social wellbeing. 

Our conceptual model has been informed by seminal digital placemaking studies (e.g., 

Halegoua, 2020; Polson, 2015) and a systematic review which identified four basic 

characteristics: sense of place, community engagement, inclusion and hybrid reality 

(Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b). Many studies were found to apply place 

attachment or sense of place to understand the feeling of belonging digitally created with 

a place. Another clear aspect of digital placemaking is the creation of a community 

engagement activity that sets up a space for co-creation and social relationships, which 

affects their identity. Furthermore, wellbeing benefits and improved nature relationships 

through digital means are only briefly described and mainly studied in analogue 

applications (Kale, 2019; Ng, 2016). Consequently, it is important to more clearly 
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understand how these dynamics are interconnected and how they could be applied in 

urban nature spaces from a place branding approach to help reframe the human-nature 

relationship in the current climate crisis.  

Place Attachment Theory  

Place attachment or sense of place is one of the most cited processes involved in a digital 

placemaking experience (see Breek et al., 2018; Freeman et al., 2019; Halegoua & Polson, 

2021; Polson, 2015). Place attachment theory describes how intimate relationships 

provide people with a safe haven, enabling them to explore their environments and 

develop an attachment to places, which may provide them with feelings of belonging, 

relief and psychological and wellbeing benefits (Nisa et al., 2020; Scannell & Gifford, 

2017).  

Scannell and Gifford’s (2010a) place attachment tripartite model aims to explain this 

multidimensional concept and its effects. The tripartite model proposes three dimensions: 

person, place and psychological process. The person dimension involves both individual 

(subjective experiences) and collective (symbolic meaning of place in a community) 

place attachment; the psychological process of sense of place involves affect (emotional 

connection), cognition (memories, beliefs, meaning and knowledge) and behaviour 

(action through proximity-maintaining behaviour and reconstruction of place); and the 

place dimension is divided between social (facilitation of social relationship and group 

identity) and physical (features) place attachment.  

Lewicka’s review (2011) highlighted that the person element has received the most 

attention in research. The review identified a lack of research on the process through 

which people collectively create meaningful relations with places. Our model focuses on 
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communal dynamics that affect the group belonging processes that positively affect 

consumers. 

Moreover, Scannell and Gifford (2017) extend the psychological benefits of place 

attachment into thirteen categories, including memory support, belonging and connection 

to nature. The social aspect of place attachment not only is presented as a key element in 

the person and place dimension of the tripartite, but it also is found as a key psychological 

benefit. Furthermore, interpersonal relationships in a place provide with belonging and 

use place attachment as a mediator between social identity and wellbeing (Maricchiolo et 

al., 2021). Additionally, nature connection is also considered a benefit of this process. 

Multiple studies explore the combination of place attachment and nature, describing place 

attachment as a key factor in human-nature interactions (Jayakody et al., 2024) and 

alluding to positive associations and effects (e.g., Colley & Craig, 2019; Yoshida et al., 

2022). Specifically, place attachment to natural settings is a greater predictor of pro-

environmental behaviours compared to civic place attachment (Scannell & Gifford, 

2010b). Yet, there is a key gap in literature in urban nature spaces and their combination 

with digital technologies to enhance place attachment experiences.  

The increased use of technology in our daily place interactions has made essential the 

conception of online place attachment. Defined by Schwartz (2015) as a way to create 

online-offline personal connections to a place through location-based technology, online 

place attachment bonds users with physical spaces through digital interactions, also as a 

setting stone to understanding online consumers’ actions and their effect on their local 

community and identity. However, the exploration of online place attachment is very 

limited. Few researchers have investigated online engagement and place attachment, with 

Huang et al. (2022) being the exception in their study with university students. Therefore, 
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the potential implications of online place attachment beyond understanding online 

consumers’ actions are a promising area of research. 

Despite using digital devices to explore and engage with surroundings, place attachment’s 

digital dimension is still unclear and underexplored. Specifically looking at fostering a 

communal place identity and stimulating positive effects of technology in place, 

consumers online place attachment could be promoted through place branding 

experiences in urban nature spaces. This could help identify consumers with the place 

associating it with positive brand outcomes (Pedeliento & Kavaratzis, 2019) such as 

enhancing their wellbeing.  

Place Branding  

Highly connected with place attachment, place branding is derived from place marketing, 

as one of the traditional product marketing mix (Mccarthy, 1960). Place marketing refers 

to a location as both the product and the place, which benefits involve strategic guidance 

for place development, attracting investment and creating positive place experiences 

(Kavaratzis et al., 2017). Place branding is the application of branding principles to places 

(Reitsamer & Brunner-Sperdin, 2021) and aims to create, influence and reinforce the 

image of the place and its associations (Warnaby & Medway, 2015; Zenker & Braun, 

2010), beyond ‘selling’ places (Graziano & Albanese, 2020).  

Place branding theory was at first focused on the country level (Aronczyk, 2013; Hanna 

& Rowley, 2008) and tourism destination brands (Ma et al., 2019) with different 

categorisations, mostly based on destination image and country/city branding (see Chan 

& Marafa, 2013; de San Eugenio Vela et al., 2013; Kavaratzis, 2005; Kavaratzis & 

Ashworth, 2005). Works on nation branding also include environmental perspectives 

(Aronczyk, 2013; Aronczyk & Espinoza, 2021), which are important to understand the 
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nature lens of our model. Specifically, the reflections on the role of public relations and 

environmental communication as a cultural producer in international environmental 

governance (Aronczyk & Espinoza, 2021) are crucial in today’s paradigm of climate 

crisis and international plans to mitigate it. 

Nevertheless, our approach to place branding focuses on the community level. Authors 

such as Aitken and Campelo (2011) recognised the role of brand-community practices 

and their ownership, where the brand meaning is constantly co-created and represented. 

The role of the local community shifts towards an active participant or co-creator in the 

place brand. This is essential to preserve authentic places that are meaningful to their 

inhabitants, as it enhances the identity and the local culture of a place with memorable 

experiences (Aitken & Campelo, 2011; Kavaratzis, 2005). Braun et al. (2013) describe 

different functions of local consumers in place branding, such as residents as place brand 

ambassadors. To implement place branding the power of the brand is relocated to the 

residents (Zenker & Erfgen, 2014). To explore success measurements in this context, 

Zenker and Martin (2011) propose an inclusive approach to understanding target groups' 

diversity and place complexity.   

Similarly to online place attachment and the need to understand place branding in the 

current digital context, online place branding is first introduced by Florek (2011). Online 

place branding is defined to have two main directions: promotion and communication 

channels, and the creation of online communication. Only recently, studies on online 

place branding emerged to try to understand how the digital realm affects place branding, 

such as Briciu et al. (2020) or Graziano and Albanese (2020), who call for place branding 

to be supported by online and offline actions due to the growth of new technologies. 

Moreover, limited nature involvement in place branding studies can be found, and usually 

from a tourism perspective. Graziano and Albanese’s case study (2020) on online place 
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branding of a natural space requests to involve locals in place-image building processes 

for place branding effectiveness. Therefore, we aim to understand how online place 

branding is applied beyond the communication of a brand, its effect on local consumers 

for wellbeing and social change through attachment and engagement with nature. 

Concerning place attachment, multiple studies have explored their interrelations, 

specifically the co-creation of place branding and the result of place attachment (Leal et 

al., 2022), its use with place brand credibility and technology while categorizing the brand 

as part of the self (Reitsamer & Brunner-Sperdin, 2021), or its disregard in commercial 

settings (Debenedetti et al., 2014). Pedeliento and Kavaratzis (2019) conceptualise place 

brand and place branding as the interplay between culture, identity and image, where 

place attachment is a result of being culturally bonded to a collective and a place whilst a 

social identity is also developed. 

Thus, place branding and place attachment are interconnected as they both affect 

consumers on how they feel attached and identify with a place. This connection is 

understood from a group level as consumers interact with the place and among 

themselves. This interaction generates group identification and trust, which could impact 

their relationship with nature and support their wellbeing.  

Social Identity Theory 

The third key theory involved in a digital placemaking experience is Social Identity 

Theory. The creation of community engagement spaces that offer a forum for co-creation 

and social interactions is found to affect their identity. Social Identity Theory is one of 

the most influential approaches to group processes and intergroup relations worldwide 

(Hornsey, 2008). It refers to a personal sense of belonging to a social group, where 

individuals identify themselves according to the group they are members (Makri et al., 
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2021; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Therefore, it is commonly applied in relation to Self-

Categorisation Theory (Turner et al., 1987). Social Identity Theory suggests that group 

membership is internalised by individuals, becoming part of one’s self-concept (Heath et 

al., 2017; Tajfel, 1978). It enhances self-esteem (Haslam et al., 2009) and residents health 

and wellbeing (Bowe et al., 2020). Furthermore, in the present climate crisis, the impact 

of group identification also affects the willingness to contribute to urban regeneration and 

the development of environmental attitudes (Fielding & Hornsey, 2016; Heath et al., 

2017; Maricchiolo et al., 2021).  

As described earlier, ‘belonging’ referring to connecting with others and the influence it 

has on an individual is one of the psychological benefits of place attachment (Scannell & 

Gifford, 2017), and it is a key aspect in the place attachment tripartite (Scannell & 

Gifford, 2010a). Hence, the clear interconnection between these two theories helps shape 

individuals’ relations with a place and with others affecting their own identity formation. 

However, these theories have not been combined and presented in a similar setting before. 

The connection with others and with a place that develops a sense of belonging is crucial 

to understanding the Social Identity Theory approach to health (Haslam et al., 2018), 

which is mediated through a positive relationship with place identity and social relations 

– both dimensions of place attachment (Maricchiolo et al., 2021). Our model would 

follow this approach by exploring social identity and wellbeing through place attachment 

for place brand consumers mediated with technology. 

Social Identity Theory has been applied to numerous fields, including several aspects of 

branding. From understanding group dynamics in brand communities and their self-

definition (Kuo & Hou, 2017), to brand relationships in digital global social media 

networks (Akram et al., 2022), Facebook communities (Zhang et al., 2010), gamers’ team 

dynamics (Liao et al., 2020), and social networking sites (Shih et al., 2021). The branding 



 98 

approach to this theory is focused on brand awareness and consumer behaviour, with 

studies exploring digital environments. However, the potential impact of participatory 

dynamics or environmental characteristics has been overlooked. 

Studies on Social Identity Theory, place attachment and place branding, demonstrate the 

benefit from each other, impacting consumers’ place image, belonging and group 

membership. In our proposed model, we redirect these dynamics to enhanced nature-

based place experiences using technology. This can potentially support consumers 

reframe their relationship with nature. 

Nature Connectedness 

The key aspect we are addressing in the model is to help reframe the human-nature 

relationship through digital mediation. Nature has been approached in the above sections, 

commonly referring to ‘connecting to nature’ as goals or outcomes. Nature connectedness 

refers to an individual’s subjective sense of connection with nature, which can also be 

measured as a state (Capaldi et al., 2015). This psychological construct emerged from the 

biophilia hypothesis (Wilson, 1984), which predicts that people’s psychological health is 

related to their relationship with nature (Howell et al., 2011). Evidence has supported the 

emotional, psychological and wellbeing benefits of nature connectedness (Nisbet et al., 

2011; Pensini et al., 2016; Pritchard et al., 2020). 

The sense of community and feeling of belonging with nature is linked to feeling 

connected to it and being less likely to harm it (Mayer & Frantz, 2004). While the 

construct suffers from a definitional dilemma with challenges in measurement (MacIntyre 

et al., 2019), researchers typically agree that it refers to how people think about, feel 

about, and see themselves as part of nature (Richardson et al., 2020). However, the impact 

of nature connectedness could be how it may support spill-over behaviours, in terms of 
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pro-environmental behaviour and environmental concern (Richardson et al., 2020).  

Evidence also suggests that it is trainable and fostered by applying interventions such as 

the ‘pathways to nature connectedness’ (Lumber et al., 2017).  

Linked to pro-environmental behaviours (Gosling & Williams, 2010), place attachment 

is found as a positive mediator effect between nature connectedness and wellbeing (Basu 

et al., 2020). Scannell and Gifford (2017) describe ‘connection to nature’ as one of the 

psychological benefits of place attachment, demonstrating their interconnections. 

As mentioned earlier, group identification affects urban regeneration willingness and pro-

environmental attitudes (Fielding & Hornsey, 2016; Heath et al., 2017; Maricchiolo et 

al., 2021). The need to feel part of a broader natural world and a natural community is 

crucial to understanding nature connectedness (Mayer et al., 2009). But only Mackay et 

al. (2021) mention ‘nature connection’ as a form of collective identification understood 

from a social identity perspective. Clear connections between social identity and place 

are described earlier but specific implications of nature have been overlooked.  

The potential of simulated and indirect experiences of nature (images or videos) have 

been explored, demonstrating positive psychological benefits while experiences in nature 

have substantially greater benefits (Mayer et al., 2009). Recently, Sheffield et al. (2022) 

proposed nature connectedness as a useful construct to renew the human-nature 

relationship, positively affecting our sense of wellbeing. In their review, there is clear 

evidence of the effect of contact and engagement with nature to increase nature 

connectedness, “but neither the type of contact (indirect v direct), quality of engagement 

(passive vs. active) or timing of the intervention were significant predictors of effect size 

for nature connectedness” (pp. 15). The digital approach to nature experiences has mostly 

focused on virtual nature, exploring the links among nature connectedness, wellbeing and 

place attachment in digital experiences (Brambilla et al., 2022; Litleskare et al., 2022). 
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Immersive virtual nature is studied on its similarity with real nature effects through virtual 

reality (Brambilla et al., 2022), or if seasonality affects immersive virtual nature outcomes 

(Litleskare & Calogiuri, 2022). Nonetheless, we propose a broader technological 

approach in a location, opening opportunities for potential consumers and digital 

mediums that are part of the interactive physical experience of nature. 

Studies have pointed at the interconnections between nature connectedness and place 

attachment, wellbeing benefits from social identity, or place branding and place 

attachment impacts. However, research conducted to identify and understand the 

interconnections and potential wellbeing impact of digital placemaking in nature spaces 

has not been addressed, which is why we present a conceptual model to understand how 

to reframe the human-nature relationship through hybrid place experiences.  

3.5. Digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. Conceptual model 

development 

The previous section presents initial relations between the dynamics involved in digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing as isolated processes. This provides the foundation 

to understand how they are involved in digital placemaking at an urban nature space 

supporting wellbeing, as a driver for social change and climate resilience. If we combine 

these processes in urban nature spaces shifting the way we engage with technology, for it 

to act as a medium to expand place experiences, branded place experiences could affect 

consumers’ intentions, behaviours and wellbeing using digital placemaking. As a 

participatory place branding strategy (Zenker & Erfgen, 2014), it can reframe urban 

nature spaces to foster place attachment (Scannell & Gifford, 2010a), where consumers’ 

nature connectedness and group identification is enhanced (Basu et al., 2020; Bowe et al., 

2020), impacting their wellbeing (Haslam et al., 2018; Maricchiolo et al., 2021) (Figure 
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3.1). This model informs place managers and marketers to ensure their practices benefit 

local consumers – current place consumers or potential consumers.  

 

Figure 3.1: Digital Placemaking in nature for wellbeing Conceptual Model (version 1). Developed from the extant 
literature, such as Scannell and Gifford (2010a), Schwartz (2015), Aitken and Campelo (2011), Bowe et al. (2020), 
Basu et al. (2020), Zenker and Erfgen (2014), Haslam et al. (2018) and Polson (2015). 

 

Our model is a bottom-up process informed by the described theories and constructs, 

applying the four basic characteristics of digital placemaking identified in our review and 

following a proposed modification of the place attachment tripartite by Scannell and 

 

Social Identity 
Theory 

Participatory 
Place Branding 

 

Community 
Inclusive Bottom-Up 

process 

Community and Individual 

Digital Placemaking Experience 

Psychological Process 
Wellbeing assessment 

Affect, Cognition and Behaviour outcomes 

Physical Place 
Urban Nature 
Environment 

Nature 
Connectedness 

Online Place 
Hybrid Reality 

Experience 

Social Place 
Community engagement 

and Sense of Place 

Hybrid Place 
Hybrid Experience & Nature 

Online Place 
Attachment 

Place Attachment Theory Place Branding 

P1 P1.a P1.b 

P3 P3.a 

P4 

P2 

Social Identity 
Theory 

Participatory Place 
Branding 

 



 102 

Gifford (2010a). This directs the conceptualisation of four main propositions for Digital 

Placemaking in nature for wellbeing.  

Our modification of the place attachment tripartite adapts it to the hybrid reality 

experience constructed from digital placemaking in urban nature, to understand how it 

affects community identity and sense of belonging to physical spaces through 

technological mediation. Our modification is formed by the community, hybrid place and 

psychological process dimensions. The community dimension includes the individual and 

community elements, which overlap and are explored following Social Identity Theory 

(Haslam et al., 2018; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) to understand its dynamics in building the 

sense of self and its effects on wellbeing, and participatory place branding (Zenker & 

Erfgen, 2014). The individual element identifies personal connections that create sense 

of place, whereas the community element refers to shared meanings and symbols with a 

place among members. The hybrid place dimension is formed by the social, physical and 

online place attachment. The social place attachment refers to how the place allows social 

relationships and group identity, strongly linked to community engagement activities and 

social identity generation (Haslam et al., 2018; Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Zenker & Erfgen, 

2014). The physical place attachment indicates the physical features of the natural place, 

from a nature connectedness perspective (Basu et al., 2020; Capaldi et al., 2015; Murphy 

et al., 2022). Finally, the online place attachment (Schwartz, 2015) is approached from 

hybrid reality experiences, combining physical and online connections to a place through 

location-based technology (Hespanhol, 2022; Polson, 2015). Lastly, the psychological 

process dimension is formed by affect (emotional connection), cognition (memories, 

beliefs, meanings and knowledge) and behaviour (actions), developed through digital 

placemaking activities and assessed from a wellbeing perspective.  
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We propose to approach digital placemaking from a participatory place branding 

perspective (Zenker & Erfgen, 2014), specifically in the community dimension and social 

place element. This ensures local consumers’ opinions, visions and ideas are leading 

throughout the digital placemaking experience. The development of the digital 

placemaking experience will be informed by Zenker and Erfgen’s (2014) three-stage 

process and we advise using different tools and measurements suggested by Zenker and 

Martin (2011), depending on the characteristics of the initiative. 

In this context, digital placemaking hybrid place experiences (Hespanhol, 2022; Polson, 

2015) can promote sense of belonging and authenticity, creating meaningful experiences 

for consumer communities that impact their vision of a place, and the vision of them 

within that place. The proven connection between social identity and wellbeing (Haslam 

et al., 2009) mediated through place attachment (Cole et al., 2021; Maricchiolo et al., 

2021), the key role of place attachment in human-nature interactions (Jayakody et al., 

2024) including nature connectedness (Basu et al., 2020; Gosling & Williams, 2010), and 

the value of digitally mediated experiences fostering pro-environmental behaviours 

(Paraschivoiu & Layer-Wagner, 2021) leads to a number of propositions: 

P1. Digital placemaking creates sense of place between the community and the 

space where it is developed, facilitating group belongingness and identity among 

members and with the place. 

P1.a. Digital placemaking experiences foster community hybrid place attachment, 

promoting authenticity and differentiating them from others. 

P1.b. When applied in urban nature environments, digital placemaking fosters 

place attachment with the urban nature place but also nature connectedness 

through community engagement in that place. 
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We propose an innovative approach to digital placemaking from a participatory place 

branding perspective, where local consumers are brand ambassadors and co-creators of 

the place (Aitken & Campelo, 2011; Kalandides et al., 2012; Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013). 

In this bottom-up model, local consumers are co-creators in each stage.  Placemaking is 

considered a community of practice (Courage, 2021), where participation is essential to 

develop identity and mutual recognition, and hybrid place experiences help foster 

belonging (Polson, 2015). Therefore, Social Identity Theory predicts placemaking 

practices’ effect on the community identity. 

P2. Digital placemaking facilitates place brand and consumer interactions through 

hybrid participation (online and offline) that fosters group identity and belonging. 

Digital placemaking approached from participatory place branding fulfils two objectives. 

First, it promotes internal voices in the community as brand ambassadors (Braun et al., 

2013), increasing brand commitment (Hatch & Schultz, 2009) and co-creation of the 

place brand (Aitken & Campelo, 2011; Kalandides et al., 2012; Kavaratzis & Hatch, 

2013). Second, it ensures locals are included in every step of the process for its success 

(Graziano & Albanese, 2020), specifically underrepresented groups, as an inclusive 

practice (Foth, 2017b). 

P3. Community consumers engaged in digital placemaking from a participatory 

place branding perspective become place brand ambassadors. 

P3.a. Excluded or marginalised members have the opportunity to connect with 

others and with the place through digital placemaking as an inclusive and barrier-

free practice. 

Place attachment, Social Identity Theory and nature connectedness have been studied and 

linked to benefit human wellbeing (Basu et al., 2020; Lewicka, 2011; Maricchiolo et al., 
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2021; Scannell & Gifford, 2017). Nowadays, digital nature interactions are being 

considered a promoter of nature connections and wellbeing in communities (Litleskare et 

al., 2022), but they could benefit from implementing a place branding approach through 

which consumers are attracted to the place experience. Additionally, specific wellbeing 

benefits could be targeted through the digital placemaking experience and gamification, 

also promoting pro-environmental behaviours (Paraschivoiu & Layer-Wagner, 2021), 

and positive environmental experiences (Aronczyk & Espinoza, 2021). 

P4. Consumers participating in digital placemaking nature-based place brand 

experiences can benefit from several wellbeing outcomes, feeling emotionally 

attached to the place, to the community and to nature. 

These propositions address each characteristic of digital placemaking to understand how 

it can be used to enhance consumer wellbeing through nature-based place brand 

experiences, promoting social change. They explain how digital placemaking can foster 

community urban nature connections to benefit consumers’ wellbeing and theorize that 

digital placemaking applied as a place branding strategy can create, change or promote 

specific consumer community experiences, interactions and identity values.  

3.6. Discussion 

This conceptual model aims to produce knowledge and forecast digital placemaking 

benefits for consumers’ wellbeing and social change, using technology as a mediator in 

nature-based place brand experiences. The place branding approach we propose creates, 

changes, and/or promotes specific community experiences and belonging (Bowe et al., 

2020), place attachment interactions (Scannell & Gifford, 2010a), and identity values for 

their wellbeing (Maricchiolo et al., 2021), which can affect environmental attitudes 

(Fielding & Hornsey, 2016; Heath et al., 2017; Maricchiolo et al., 2021). 
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The present paper aims to conceptualize the technology-mediated consumer wellbeing 

and social change benefits of digital placemaking in nature-based place experiences. We 

explore the broad concept of digital placemaking and present the lack of studies 

deepening its application to nature environments supporting wellbeing. Then, we adopt a 

participatory place branding approach (Zenker & Erfgen, 2014) which follows a proposed 

extension of the place attachment tripartite (Scannell & Gifford, 2010a) used to define 

the conceptual model of Digital Placemaking in Nature for Wellbeing. We systematically 

combined developments in the place attachment and place branding literature with 

developments in Social Identity Theory (Haslam et al., 2018; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and 

nature connectedness construct (Basu et al., 2020; Howell et al., 2011; Mayer & Frantz, 

2004; Murphy et al., 2022) exploring their wellbeing effects, to create guidelines for 

digital placemaking.  

Our conceptual framework presents a modification of the place attachment tripartite 

(Scannell & Gifford, 2010a) to hybrid realities applied to urban nature spaces from a 

participatory place branding perspective. According to the original tripartite (Scannell & 

Gifford, 2010a), place attachment is created through individual, place and psychological 

process dimensions. However, this model does not consider the use of technology in our 

daily interactions. We extend the original tripartite in three ways. First, we re-focus the 

individual dimension by prioritising the community element which has been overlooked 

in the past (Lewicka, 2011), applying a Social Identity Theory perspective and its impact 

on people’s wellbeing (Haslam et al., 2018; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Second, we extend 

the place dimension by incorporating online place attachment (Schwartz, 2015) towards 

hybrid place attachment. Finally, we complement the tripartite by addressing the natural 

space element in the hybrid place dimension to understand how to specifically build 

hybrid place attachment for nature connectedness (Basu et al., 2020; Capaldi et al., 2015). 
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Furthermore, we introduce participatory place branding (Zenker & Erfgen, 2014) as an 

approach to the overall model to benefit from these processes and strategies and ensure 

the community is an active part of the dynamics described, creating attractive and 

meaningful experiences to provoke social change. 

Our propositions are in line with Scannell & Gifford (2010a) and Zenker & Erfgen (2014) 

and supported by the findings of Maricchiolo et al. (2021) and Basu et al. (2020) that 

place attachment acts as a mediator for wellbeing and nature connectedness. The 

propositions are also consistent with the work of Halegoua and Polson (2021) who 

defined digital placemaking as a process that creates place attachment between a 

community and a space, Polson’s (2015) understanding of hybrid place experiences for 

belonging and Foth (2017b), which understand it as a tool for social change. We answer 

the call by Graziano and Albanese (2020) to include locals in place branding strategies 

for its success and the need to advance online place branding with the growing 

technological evolution. The innovation of this model resides in the combination of areas 

of study that are interlinked but were studied in silos in the past.  

We propose a digital transformation to be included in future strategies by place 

professionals such as placemakers or place managers following the effect of technology 

and digital formats in consumers’ behaviours. Therefore, providing them with a guide 

and explanation of the dynamics involved in hybrid place experiences can inform projects 

that explore how to implement nature-based solutions in the current technological 

paradigm, how to help citizens connect with their natural spaces, or explore digital 

opportunities in cities to positively affect consumers. Digital placemaking is presented as 

a new and adapted perspective to the current consumer behaviour context. Furthermore, 

Mao et al. (2020) study indicate a number of benefits from technological innovations for 

society such as improving cultural diversity and social change. Along these lines, our 
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model approaches digital placemaking as a tool for social change (Foth, 2017b) that can 

potentially benefit urban communities by fostering pro-environmental behaviours 

through gamification (Paraschivoiu & Layer-Wagner, 2021; Richardson et al., 2020). 

Following Pancholi et al. (2019) findings of placemaking outcomes beyond the physical 

aspect to holistic economic, cultural, spatial, social and organisational, our model 

describes a number of dynamics that benefit urban communities' wellbeing, place 

attachment, group belongingness and nature connectedness. The innovation of including 

Social Identity Theory in our model is influenced by Akram et al. (2022) study on the 

effect of consumer engagement and social identity in brand relationships in digital social 

media networks, the wellbeing approach to the theory by Haslam et al. (2018), and its 

connection with place attachment and wellbeing (Maricchiolo et al., 2021). 

We argue that the human-nature disconnection (Beery et al., 2023; Kesebir & Kesebir, 

2017), specifically in urban environments, could be improved by promoting place 

branding and place attachment processes through digital placemaking. Moreover, our 

model extends Jayakody et al. (2024)’s work on place attachment as being essential in 

human-nature relationships for wellbeing by exploring the impact of hybrid place 

experiences. These authors show how place interactions and proximity are key for the 

development of a strong place identity with the natural space and how place attachment 

contributes to creating meaningful bonding with nature and with others. We extend these 

results and explore the impact of hybrid place experiences through digital placemaking, 

where individuals not only interact with a place online and offline but also with other 

community members which helps to enhance benefits. This brings nature and place 

experiences to more participants who are not able to physically be in the place or interact 

with the place as others – also alluding to the inclusion aspect of digital placemaking.  
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To ensure a collective positive identity and appealing experience is created, we respond 

to the call for applying place marketing and branding to placemaking (Ellery et al., 2021) 

while considering digital placemaking a part of the place branding trifecta (Keegan, 

2021). We propose the hybrid place attachment tripartite that combines participatory 

place branding, nature connectedness and Social Identity Theory elements. Our model 

also responds to Aronczyk & Espinoza’s (2021) work on strategic nature and 

environmentalism from a marketing and branding perspective to present organisations 

and practitioners of place with a way to reframe the human-nature relationship in cities, 

fostering social connections, wellbeing and belonging feelings that also promote pro-

environmental behaviours and social change. This positive and community-centred 

approach to hybrid place experiences ensures this branded and cultural production 

promotes a valuable approach to our environments. 

Contributions 

This study presents four contributions to help reframe the human-nature relationships by 

predicting and incorporating technology through digital placemaking in natural 

environments as a place branding strategy that enhances consumers’ wellbeing and social 

change. First, our model goes beyond the generalised commercial outcome of place 

branding strategies (Graziano & Albanese, 2020) to understand how hybrid place 

experiences in nature spaces foster place attachment and group identity (Basu et al., 2020; 

Kuo & Hou, 2017; Maricchiolo et al., 2021), nature connectedness (Capaldi et al., 2015), 

supporting consumer wellbeing (Huang et al., 2022; Pritchard et al., 2020) and promote 

social change (Foth, 2017b). By unpacking the elements involved in our innovative model 

we predict digital placemaking strategies as a tool to enhance nature-based place 

experiences, social change and consumers’ wellbeing. Our place branding approach 
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enhances specific values that are transferred to the community (Aitken & Campelo, 2011; 

Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013).  

Secondly, existing studies and frameworks mention the wellbeing effects of digital 

placemaking practices but without further understanding of internal mechanisms (e.g., 

Razi & Ziminski, 2022). We contribute to addressing this gap by engaging in theories and 

constructs to predict how branded place experiences that improve consumers’ wellbeing 

– through place attachment (Huang et al., 2022), community belonging (Bowe et al., 

2020), social identity (Maricchiolo et al., 2021) and nature connectedness (Basu et al., 

2020). We present a model that specifically looks at wellbeing effects, which should be 

tested in an empirical scenario. 

Our third contribution is to advance the knowledge of digital placemaking and support 

practitioners with a fundamental understanding and guide of digital placemaking 

experiences from interdisciplinary perspectives. In unpacking these dynamics, the paper 

has practical relevance for place managers, environmental psychologists, and place 

marketers. We have highlighted the relationships between specific digital placemaking 

applications and consumers’ outcomes through our modification of the place attachment 

tripartite (Scannell & Gifford, 2010a) to include hybrid environments (Hespanhol, 2022; 

Polson, 2015) and online place attachment (Schwartz, 2015), nature connectedness linked 

to wellbeing (Basu et al., 2020; Maricchiolo et al., 2021), and participatory place branding 

(Zenker & Erfgen, 2014). This model informs the current rise of projects and policies that 

advocate for improving and augmenting nature in cities, specifically nature-based 

solutions and the increased interest in the use of technology for healthy environments 

(WHO Regional Office for Europe, 2021). 

Finally, our model contributes to the debate about the role of technology in place 

experiences for consumers. The overarching premise of this paper is that digital 
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placemaking benefits consumers’ wellbeing and social change through technology 

mediation in nature-based place brand experiences. We do not present digital 

placemaking as a nature replacement, but as an enhancer that aims to reframe the human-

nature relationship (Riechers et al., 2021). Since technology is part of our daily routines, 

we should use it to our benefit and foster relationships that would promote pro-

environmental behaviours. The benefits of connecting with nature are supported by 

evidence from the extant literature (e.g., Bratman et al., 2019; Jimenez et al., 2021), yet 

consumers are still struggling to create healthy habits that involve nature experiences 

(Riechers et al., 2021). It is certain that digital placemaking presents several drawbacks 

for citizens (e.g., Bottero et al., 2022; Foth & Caldwell, 2018), and they will need to be 

addressed. 

3.7. Limitations and future research 

This analysis presents a conceptual framework developed from the extant literature across 

place branding, place attachment, Social Identity Theory, nature connectedness and 

digital placemaking. The propositions which form the basis of the conceptual model serve 

as suggestions for future research. The presented Digital Placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing model is currently being tested through a modified Delphi study (Fernandez-

Osso Fuentes et al., 2023a) to obtain consensus and explore the characteristics of digital 

placemaking as a medium to promote place attachment and place branding processes in 

urban nature environments, fostering community nature connectedness while impacting 

consumers’ wellbeing and social change. 

Plausible limitations include the framework being based on the idea of a hybrid reality 

experience as the optimum way to approach the connection between the physical and 

online space in the current global context. We acknowledge technological mediation such 
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as digital placemaking presents a series of challenges that need to be considered. For 

example, digitally excluded individuals and communities may not benefit from a digital 

placemaking approach.   Further study on the potential drawbacks of digital placemaking 

in nature for wellbeing and how to minimize their impact is needed. Despite being 

justified and described as a guideline, our model has to be tested in a real practical case 

to confirm the assumptions and prepositions defined. Finally, we presented the model in 

an optimal environment scenario, but we understand its application depends on the 

characteristics of the community, the place, and the resources.  

Further understanding of the best assessment tools depending on the project goal and 

research aim is also required. Digital placemaking is an interdisciplinary process that can 

be applied from different perspectives such as organizational management, urbanism, or 

creative arts.  

We have identified new interactions and processes, extending the existing place 

attachment tripartite by Scannell and Gifford (2010a) into hybrid realities and urban 

nature environments, applied to digital placemaking practices as part of participatory 

place branding processes.  From a practical perspective, we offer insights into enhancing 

consumers’ wellbeing and social change through digitally mediated urban nature 

experiences combining place branding and place attachment. Our model guides place 

managers when implementing digital placemaking experiences to foster community 

relationships and place attachment through hybrid place experiences to support 

consumers’ wellbeing but also city resilience, pro-environmental behaviours, and 

economic and cultural growth. Digital Placemaking in nature for wellbeing bring 

numerous benefits to consumers, organizations, and nature. 
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Chapter 3. Refined conceptualization of the model 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing (Part 

B) 

3.8. Introduction 

The conceptual model in Chapter 3 Part A provides a theoretical framework that guides 

the potential implementation of digital placemaking to support consumer wellbeing in 

nature-based place brand experiences. The modified tripartite conceptualizes the 

technology-mediated benefits of digital placemaking in urban nature environments. 

Drawing on place attachment theory, place branding, Social Identity Theory and nature 

connectedness as theoretical lenses, an initial understanding of the dynamics and 

structures involved in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing and its impact on the 

place consumers is presented.  

There are several relevant reasons for optimizing the conceptual model, the main one is 

to include relevant studies from the systematic review update and the publication of the 

conceptual model article to the thesis submission, as well as the inclusion of relevant 

studies in the area. Conceptual frameworks aim to describe existing practice, forecast its 

evolution, and define fundamental terms and issues while being refined over time to 

ensure the model suits the needs of researchers and users (Lambert, 2008). Therefore, 

Chapter 3 Part B provides an optimised and refined conceptual model of Digital 

Placemaking in Nature for Wellbeing to adjust the model based on new literature and 

justify the relevance of new theoretical perspectives if necessary. Due to the review 
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timescale process of the article in part A, a refinement of the model seemed relevant to 

ensure articles published during the review process were considered as new knowledge. 

Thus, pertinent studies published since the conceptual model article are considered and 

discussed with other relevant sources that enrich and advance the conceptual model of 

this thesis. This optimization of the model aims to ensure the conceptualization that 

guides the modified Delphi study can be strengthened from the initial published model.  

3.9. Theoretical Foundations. New Insights. 

Since the submission and publication of the conceptual model (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes 

et al., 2024a), pertinent studies that provide further depth to the dynamics involved in 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing have been published. These studies expand 

elements of the model and provide new angles important for this PhD thesis to consider.  

In this updated section, the key theoretical foundations of Digital Placemaking in Nature 

for Wellbeing are extended with new developments in literature that contribute to 

optimise the conceptual model and ensure it complements the understanding of these 

processes. The refinement of the conceptual model is informed by the published model 

and key seminal studies in digital placemaking, place attachment, place branding, nature 

connectedness and Social Identity Theory, as well as by the systematic literature review 

published and updated in this thesis. The model contributes to advancing the knowledge 

of digital placemaking while unpacking the processes that may affect consumers' 

wellbeing and nature connection.  

Digital placemaking 

The review described in Chapter 2 encapsulates the evolution of the concept of digital 

placemaking over time involving its implications in nature for wellbeing. Recent reviews 

of the evolution of the concept describe several paradigms where placemaking creates 
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environmentally healthy places (sustainable placemaking), creates places that prioritise 

mental wellbeing (healthy placemaking), and involves digital media (digital 

placemaking) (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024). Nonetheless, these paradigms and evolution 

underestimate the constant use of technology in people’s daily interactions (e.g., Hurley, 

2023; Maciej, 2024), where digital tools in digital placemaking lack a comprehensive 

approach to address sustainability (Petrovski et al., 2024). 

When considering the connections between digital placemaking and branding, studies 

have focused on the economic purpose of tourism in placemaking (e.g., Tomassini & 

Cavagnaro, 2022) with limited involvement of technology (e.g., Törnberg, 2022). 

However, one of the main purposes of approaching digital placemaking as a place 

branding strategy resides in the creation of authentic place experiences that empower 

collective identities and sustainable planning (Evans, 2015). In their study, Evans refers 

to Mommaas's (2002) understanding of city branding to meet the need for identification 

and positive meaning in spaces that create civic pride. In the conceptual model of this 

thesis, the value of adopting a place branding strategy in digital placemaking resides in 

the possibilities for shaping the place image, brand and perception through community 

engagement, inclusion, and hybrid environments while fostering place attachment. 

Moreover, studies describe the role of placemaking and social media in supporting place 

brands through the construction of the image of the place to shape the cultural production 

of the city (Cameron, 2020).  

In Chapter 2 Part B, the hybrid reality characteristic of digital placemaking has evolved 

into a hybrid environment. A hybrid environment refers to an intrinsic combination of 

digital and physical elements that create the environment in which digital placemaking 

users move and interact. This hybrid environment is an evolution from the 

implementation of digital technologies mediating people’s daily life (Kolotouchkina et 
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al., 2022; Kotus et al., 2022; Maciej, 2024; Törnberg, 2022), which expands the 

opportunities to connect with places (Dai & Liu, 2024). 

Therefore, despite the critics of top-down placemaking projects that focus on economic 

gain, and the trend of involving branding and tourism in placemaking practices, further 

studies can explore the potential of implementing digital placemaking as a place branding 

strategy to co-create the place image, perception and brand with the community to foster 

civic pride, belonging and identity.  

Place Attachment Theory 

The four basic characteristics of digital placemaking found in the review article have been 

confirmed in the update described in Chapter 2 Part B. Therefore, the undoubted 

connections between digital placemaking and place attachment are evident in the 

literature. Digital placemaking fosters sense of place and place attachment, which creates 

an emotional connection with the environment (e.g., Gonsalves et al., 2024; Imara et al., 

2024). However, digital placemaking is still considered a fundamental reason for the 

disconnection between people and place, negatively impacting the self-definition of the 

consumer identity (Shih et al., 2021).  

In the update of the review, an increase of studies connecting sense of place, place 

attachment and identity processes is found (e.g., Atteneder & Lohmeier, 2024; Najafi & 

Mohammadi, 2024; Sacramento et al., 2022). Studies have explored the connection 

between place attachment and identity, mainly describing place identity’s individual 

focus – aligned with Lewicka (2011). Place identity and place attachment are different 

but highly connected, where symbols play an important step in the development of 

attachment and identity processes (Hernández et al., 2007). Specifically, Qazimi (2014) 

investigates the relationship between identity and the physical environment, considering 
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Social Identity Theory as well as Identity Process Theory to explain this relationship 

beyond the notion of place identity. Place identity refers to a combination of memories, 

ideas, and feelings about a physical space (Proshansky, 1978). Place attachment is part of 

place identity, but place identity is considered a substructure of social identity (Qazimi, 

2014). Therefore, the place is not a category of identity itself but a space where symbols 

and social categories and concepts are developed, which preserve the identity on various 

dimensions and levels. The feeling of attachment and belonging to the place is a natural 

process that inherently contains social relationships.  

Considering the digital era, studies have employed co-creative digital storytelling to 

explore place connections and create emotional belonging with places (e.g., Heck & Tsai, 

2022). However, the concept of online place attachment lacks studies that explore specific 

dynamics, strategies and impacts. Recently, Dai and Liu (2024) presented a conceptual 

model to enrich the concept of sense of place in the digital age. They understand place 

attachment theory to be built upon the conception of sense of place, confirming the 

recognition of the importance of place in understanding how people interact with their 

environment. In their model, three parts are described: the physical sense of place, the 

digital sense of place and the hybrid sense of place. The physical sense of place refers to 

direct interactions with the physical space. The digital sense of place refers to the 

interactions between individuals in the virtual or digital space. Finally, the hybrid sense 

of place is formed by the combination of the physical and the digital sense of place, which 

reinforces place attachment and place connection impacting social processes. This model 

is aligned with the proposed conceptual model published as part of this thesis (Fernandez-

Osso Fuentes et al., 2024a), which focuses on the specific study of place attachment 

theory and its evolution to include hybrid nature place experiences advancing online place 

attachment.   
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Finally, when exploring ways of fostering place attachment in support of sustainable 

futures, studies that have employed a narrative approach to deepen the understanding of 

the community need, lack the implementation of digital media to enhance the experience 

and expand the possibilities for attachment and belonging (e.g., Goudriaan et al., 2023). 

Place Branding 

Place branding and place attachment are highly connected as described in previous 

sections. Place branding keeps evolving, with recent studies broadening the 

considerations of place branding to place-based intangibles (Castaldi & Mendonça, 

2024), describing the centric role of local communities in territorial brands (Ginesta et 

al., 2024), and the use of storytelling as a tool to enhance a place image in destination 

marketing (Zins & Abbas Adamu, 2024). Place branding is moving towards an intangible 

realm where the local community is centric, and stories of places are a valuable strategy 

for improving the overall brand of the place.  

Similarly to the lack of understanding of the digital and online dimensions of place 

attachment, scholars call to rethink the future of place branding. Recent studies state the 

need to further investigate the use of digital tools in place branding and its effect on 

stakeholders also helping place branding participants link past, present and future to shape 

the identity in innovative ways (Reynolds et al., 2024). Moreover, de San Eugenio-Vela 

et al. (2023) and Kavaratzis and Florek (2021) called to rethink the future of place 

branding involving its relationship with sustainability, climate challenges and digital 

media. The call to rethink the place branding roots, with placemaking being one of the 

four approaches to the concept, was previously stated by Ashworth et al. (2015), but the 

interconnection between place branding and digital placemaking has been overlooked.  
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Hanna and Rowley (2015) aimed to discuss the role of digital place brand management, 

with some initial references to participatory place branding in this context. Participatory 

place branding can benefit from digital media to create community empowerment, place 

brand responsibility and multiple identity inclusion (Hudak, 2019). In her study, Hudak 

(2019) explores the application of digital storytelling to participatory place branding, 

describing an improvement in the community's wellbeing when adapting Zenker and 

Erfgen's (2014) model to digital storytelling. Similarly, Stoica et al. (2022) apply digital 

storytelling for co-branding in places, alluding to authenticity as a key aspect developed.  

Despite the demonstrated value of place branding for local communities and the 

importance of implementing participatory approaches for meaningful brands with 

positive effects, place branding’s processes are criticised due to its main economic focus 

(Govers, 2020), the development of gentrified spaces (Lucarelli, 2018), and the attraction 

of tourism and investment over other place branding outcomes (Skinner, 2021).  

It is important to distinguish the differences between the place brand identity and the 

place branding image developed in the place branding process. The place brand identity 

is created by the brand managers to reflect the place, and it is then communicated to 

influence the perception of the audience, while the place brand image is the audience's 

perception of the place brand identity (Skinner, 2021; Zenker & Martin, 2011). Therefore, 

the place branding approach to digital placemaking can help modify the place brand 

identity and image of a place to ensure it is aligned with the community’s needs. 

Social Identity Theory 

Social identity is strongly connected with two of the basic characteristics of digital 

placemaking, place attachment and community engagement.  
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This theory has been crucial when addressing diversity, alluding to the challenges of 

oversimplified categorizations and discrimination (Holck & Villesèche, 2024). Recently, 

digital placemaking studies mentioned how it helps build social identity (Kotus et al., 

2022; Sacramento et al., 2022; Törnberg, 2022). Despite exploring digital placemaking 

or the use of social media in placemaking practices, Kotus et al. (2022) and Sacramento 

et al. (2022) refer to the physicality and analogue ways of fostering social identity process 

through belonging feelings with the place in placemaking experiences. Törnberg (2022) 

mentions the impact of the platform Airbnb in changing the unique character and social 

identity of a place towards feelings of displacement and erasure of long-term 

communities. In this case, social identity is mentioned as part of digital placemaking 

experiences referring to negative effects.  

Few studies have explored Social Identity Theory and attachment theory in tourism and 

branding (Dandotiya and Aggarwal, 2023; Jang & Kim, 2024; Wang et al., 2024). In their 

study, Dandotiya and Aggarwal (2023) focus on place attachment as a multi-dimensional 

construct that is measured through place identity, place dependence and social bonding 

through Social Identity Theory. Regarding the impact of digital technology on people’s 

identity, Çöteli (2019) study explores the effects of digital media on culture and identity, 

connecting culture, brand, social identity and digital identity. 

Thus, a lack of deeper understanding of further outcomes and effects of digital 

placemaking on the social identity of a community is evident. The understanding of the 

effect of social identity processes in digital placemaking is crucial to gaining knowledge 

on the implementation of the concept. Social Identity Theory is unexplored in specific 

digital contexts that foster belonging and attachment processes while impacting the 

identity formation of the community. The dynamics involved in digital placemaking such 

as place branding and place attachment, along with the digital dimension created in the 



 121 

hybrid environment and the community engagement, can foster social identity processes 

that benefit the community. 

Nature Connectedness 

Lastly, nature connectedness is the approach chosen to understand the impact and value 

of developing the digital placemaking experience in the urban nature environment. Nature 

connectedness reflects on how people think, feel and identify as part of nature 

(Richardson et al., 2020). Recently, scholars have been pointing towards nature 

relationships as an evolution of nature connectedness, combining nature connectedness 

and relational environmental values (Lengieza & Aviste, 2024). Previous connection 

between the social connections with nature has been explored to improve wellbeing 

(Leavell et al., 2019; Richardson et al., 2020). Social connection and nature 

connectedness are described to underpin the same emotions, whereas social relational 

emotions are essential to understanding nature connectedness processes and increasing 

wellbeing and pro-environmental attitudes (Petersen et al., 2019). Thus, nature 

connectedness is strongly linked to social dynamics and identity processes that help 

creating belonging feelings.  

Lately, studies are explicitly including a group identity dimension in nature 

connectedness as a way to cultivate a stronger relationship with nature and pro-

environmental behaviours (e.g., Lengieza & Aviste, 2024; Loy et al., 2024). Scholars 

have previously deepen this understanding by exploring how people’s identity is shaped 

by the natural environment with the concept of environmental identity, which refers to 

the attachment to nature leading to incorporating it into one’s self-concept (Clayton & 

Opotow, 2003) and can be understood in the context of connecting with nature. 

Environmental identity is framed in social identity and alludes to different dimensions of 

social influence, also considering animals in the socialisation process. Aligned with 
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Lengieza and Aviste (2024) highlight of the recent paradigmatic shift in human-nature 

relationships towards a group-level focus the proposed conceptual model implements 

Social Identity Theory to understand the effect of hybrid environments in nature spaces 

in the city.  

Regarding sustainability, biodiversity is found to increase nature connectedness (Gong et 

al., 2024), and human-nature connectedness is found to positively affect wellbeing, pro-

environmental behaviours and nature conservation (Barragan-Jason et al., 2024; Macias-

Zambrano et al., 2024; Samus et al., 2024). 

On the digital impact level, digital mediation of nature experiences is found to increase 

nature connectedness, global identity and pro-environmental behaviours (Loy et al., 

2024). However, digital nature experiences are mainly approached using immersive 

technology (e.g., Brambilla et al., 2024). Livingston (2022) study on app technology to 

explore outdoors and engage with biodiversity exemplifies the value of less immersive 

technologies fostering connection with nature and place attachment, also promoting pro-

environmental behaviours. Similarly, videos of nature promote psychological restoration 

(Grassini et al., 2022). However, the digital harm to the environment is evident and needs 

to be addressed in these practices that combine augmented nature-based solutions in green 

strategies (Bedford et al., 2022; Mahmoud et al., 2024).  

The understanding of nature connectedness and its relationship with social processes on 

an analogue level, including its wellbeing impacts and pro-environmental behaviours, can 

be translated into hybrid environments to ensure the digital augmentation of everyday 

activities also is considered in nature spaces. Therefore, this programme of research also 

aims to answer Petersen et al. (2019) call to advance knowledge on social relational 

emotions and human nature connectedness through technology as a medium. 
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3.10. Digital Placemaking in nature for wellbeing. Conceptual 

Model Optimisation 

In Part A of this chapter, a conceptual model developed from the initial relationships 

between the dynamics in digital placemaking – place attachment, place branding, Social 

Identity Theory and nature connectedness – is presented. The conceptual model 

introduces a foundation to unpack these processes to understand the role of digital 

placemaking for social change and climate resilience. In this section, a revision of the 

aspects of the model in light of new literature is presented. The elements of the model are 

strengthened with new literature to provide insights for future interactions, as well as 

reinforce original assumptions. The new refinements presented strengthened the 

conceptual model maintaining the alignment with the research questions, aims and goals 

of this programme of research.  

The bottom-up model proposes a modification of the place attachment tripartite by 

Scannell and Gifford (2010a) described earlier, which combines participatory place 

branding (Zenker & Erfgen, 2014), and nature connectedness (Basu et al., 2020; Bowe et 

al., 2020), to support wellbeing (Haslam et al., 2018; Maricchiolo et al., 2021). The 

conceptual model published added to the tripartite to include urban nature environments 

and online attachment in the place dimension, as well as refocusing the individual 

dimension on a community level. In the revisited model of this section, the hybrid reality 

element is changed to hybrid environment in the place dimension, focusing on the 

combination of digital and physical layers in the place experience, without only referring 

to fully immersive realities (Figure 3.2). 
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Figure 3.2: Digital Placemaking in nature for wellbeing Conceptual Model (version 2). Developed from the extant 
literature, such as Scannell and Gifford (2010a), Schwartz (2015), Aitken and Campelo (2011), Hespanhol (2022), 
Bowe et al. (2020), Basu et al. (2020), Zenker and Erfgen (2014), Haslam et al. (2018) and Polson (2015), Dai and Liu 
(2024) 

 

The model is revisited through the adaptation of its propositions in light of new literature 

(Table 3.1). 
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Published conceptual model  
(Chapter 3, part A) 

Revisited conceptual model  
(Chapter 3, part B) 

Change implemented Reference 

P1. Digital placemaking creates 
sense of place between the 
community and the space where it 
is developed, facilitating group 
belongingness and identity among 
members and with the place. 

P1. Digital placemaking creates 
sense of place between the 
community and the space where it 
is developed, facilitating group 
belonging and social identity 
among members and with the 
place. 

Social identity is clearly stated in 
relation to digital placemaking 

Amirzadeh and Sharifi 
(2024); Maciej (2024); 
Qazimi (2014); Hespanhol 
(2022) 

P1.a. Digital placemaking 
experiences foster community 
hybrid place attachment, 
promoting authenticity and 
differentiating them from others. 

P1.a. Digital placemaking 
experiences foster community 
hybrid sense of place attachment, 
promoting authenticity and 
differentiating them from others. 

Hybrid sense of place attachment 
is included. 

Dai and Liu (2024) 

P1.b. When applied in urban 
nature environments, digital 
placemaking fosters place 
attachment with the urban nature 
place but also nature 
connectedness through 
community engagement in that 
place. 

P1.b. Digital placemaking fosters 
nature connectedness through 
place attachment with the urban 
nature place, fostering digital and 
physical community engagement 
and identification in that place. 

Focus shifted to fostering nature 
connectedness in digital 
placemaking through place 
attachment on a community 
identity level. 

Clayton and Opotow 
(2003); Qazimi (2014); 
Lengieza and Aviste 
(2024) 

P2. Digital placemaking 
facilitates place brand and 
consumer interactions through 
hybrid participation (online and 
offline) that fosters group identity 
and belonging. 

P2. Digital placemaking 
facilitates place branding and 
consumer interactions through 
hybrid participation (online and 
offline) that fosters group identity 
and belonging 

Place branding is clearly stated, 
alluding to the process rather than 
a brand outcome.  

Ginesta et al., (2024); 
Reynolds et al., 2024 
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P3. Community consumers 
engaged in digital placemaking 
from a participatory place 
branding perspective become 
place brand ambassadors. 

P3. Community consumers 
engaged in digital placemaking 
from a participatory place 
branding perspective become 
place brand ambassadors and 
storytellers. 

Storytelling is included in the 
proposition. 

Zins and Abbas Adamu, 
(2024); Hudak, 2019; 
Stoica et al. (2022) 

P3.a. Excluded or marginalised 
members have the opportunity to 
connect with others and with the 
place through digital placemaking 
as an inclusive and barrier-free 
practice. 

P3.a. Excluded or marginalised 
members have the opportunity to 
connect with others and with the 
place through digital placemaking 
as an inclusive and barrier-free 
practice 

No change implemented  

P4. Consumers participating in 
digital placemaking nature-based 
place brand experiences can 
benefit from several wellbeing 
outcomes, feeling emotionally 
attached to the place, to the 
community and to nature. 

P4. Consumers participating in 
digital placemaking nature-based 
place brand experiences for social 
change and civic pride can benefit 
from several wellbeing outcomes, 
feeling emotionally attached to 
the place, the community and 
nature. 

Social change and civic pride as 
drivers of digital placemaking in 
nature for wellbeing are now 
included.  

Amirzadeh and Sharifi 
(2024); Evans (2015) 

Table 3.1: Comparison of propositions from the published conceptual model with the revisited conceptual model.  
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Firstly, digital placemaking creates hybrid experiences (Hespanhol, 2022; Polson, 2015) 

that foster belonging and authenticity feelings, which then create daily experiences that 

are meaningful for the place consumer (e.g., Maciej, 2024). Digital placemaking’s basic 

characteristic of place attachment, which is built upon sense of place (Dai & Liu, 2024), 

is strongly connected with social identity. Qazimi (2014) understands place attachment 

as part of place identity, which is also a substructure of social identity. Social identity 

Theory is specifically addressed in the first proposition, where the creation of sense of 

place between the community and the place fosters group belonging and social identity. 

Moreover, social identity is proven to benefit wellbeing (Haslam et al., 2009) mediated 

through place attachment (Cole et al., 2021; Maricchiolo et al., 2021). Hybrid sense of 

place, as a result of combining physical and digital sense of place, is found to reinforce 

place attachment and place connection impacting social processes (Dai & Liu, 2024). In 

this context, place attachment also plays a key role in human-nature interactions (Basu et 

al., 2020; Gosling & Williams, 2010), which can foster pro-environmental behaviours 

when mediated through technology (Paraschivoiu & Layer-Wagner, 2021). When 

applying digital placemaking in urban nature environments, it can foster nature 

connectedness (Livingston, 2022) which can enhance community identification (Clayton 

& Opotow, 2003) through a shifted focus to group identity (Lengieza & Aviste, 2024). 

These understandings lead to a number of propositions: 

P1. Digital placemaking creates sense of place between the community and the 

space where it is developed, facilitating group belonging and social identity 

among members and with the place. 

P1.a. Digital placemaking experiences foster community hybrid sense of place 

attachment, promoting authenticity and differentiating them from others. 
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P1.b. Digital placemaking fosters nature connectedness through place attachment 

with the urban nature place, fostering digital and physical community engagement 

and identification in that place. 

The place branding perspective to digital placemaking focuses on co-creating and co-

modifying the place brand, image and perception with the place consumers. The focus is 

on the process of place branding and the local consumers being considered brand 

ambassadors and co-creators (Aitken & Campelo, 2011; Ginesta et al., 2024; Kalandides 

et al., 2012; Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2021). Based on the consideration of placemaking as a 

community of practice (Courage, 2021), participation is essential to develop identity and 

mutual recognition, where the hybrid environment in digital placemaking can help foster 

belonging (Polson, 2015). Specifically, when alluding to the opportunities for 

participatory place branding in digital placemaking, Çöteli (2019) demonstrate the 

connection between culture, brand and social identity in digital media. Finally, there is 

potential in the use of digital tools in place branding for stakeholder involvement and 

identity processes (Reynolds et al., 2024).  

P2. Digital placemaking facilitates place branding and consumer interactions 

through hybrid participation (online and offline) that fosters group identity and 

belonging. 

This co-creation of the place brand is based on participatory place branding processes 

(Hudak, 2019; Zenker & Erfgen, 2014). Storytelling can enhance a place image (Zins & 

Abbas Adamu, 2024). Moreover, the combination of digital placemaking and 

participatory place branding aims to promote internal voices as brand ambassadors and 

storytellers (Braun et al., 2013; Hudak, 2019; Stoica et al., 2022) to increase brand 

commitment and co-creation (Aitken & Campelo, 2011; Hatch & Schultz, 2009; 

Kalandides et al., 2012; Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013). In addition, a second goal would 
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focus on guaranteeing locals are included in every step of the planning and development 

to ensure success (Graziano & Albanese, 2020).  Finally, as a result of the active co-

creation and participation of the community, the inclusion of all members is crucial, 

specifically underrepresented groups (Foth, 2017a).   

P3. Community consumers engaged in digital placemaking from a participatory 

place branding perspective become place brand ambassadors and storytellers. 

P3.a. Excluded or marginalised members have the opportunity to connect with 

others and with the place through digital placemaking as an inclusive and barrier-

free practice. 

The wellbeing benefits from place attachment, social identity and nature connectedness 

have been demonstrated in the literature (Basu et al., 2020; Lewicka, 2011; Maricchiolo 

et al., 2021; Scannell & Gifford, 2017). Nowadays, digital nature is found to promote 

nature connections and wellbeing (Litleskare et al., 2022). In this context, these processes 

could benefit from implementing place branding to make places attractive and meaningful 

for consumers while empowering their collective identity and pride (Evans, 2015). 

Specifically, these dynamics can be enhanced through the hybrid environment of digital 

placemaking. Placemaking paradigms such as healthy placemaking or nature-based 

placemaking (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024) can be improved through the implementation 

of technology in digital placemaking.   

P4. Consumers participating in digital placemaking nature-based place brand 

experiences for social change and civic pride can benefit from several wellbeing 

outcomes, feeling emotionally attached to the place, the community and nature. 

Therefore, these optimised propositions address each characteristic of digital 

placemaking to gain knowledge on its use to enhance consumer wellbeing in nature-based 
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place brand experiences. Digital placemaking can foster community urban nature 

connection to support wellbeing and its use as a place branding strategy can create, change 

or promote specific consumer experiences in place, interactions and identity values.   

3.11. Discussion 

Chapter 3 Part B provides an revisited version of the conceptual model of Digital 

Placemaking in Nature for Wellbeing published and described in Part A. The model 

described in Part A is adjusted based on new literature from the systematic literature 

update and other relevant studies, which is revisited as the field evolves. This optimization 

of the conceptual model aims to ensure the modified Delphi study is strengthened from 

the initial published model in Part A.  

Pertinent studies providing broad depth to the processes involved in digital placemaking 

in nature for wellbeing expand the different elements and dimensions of the model, 

contributing to optimising and ensuring it complements the understanding of these 

dynamics. The model contributes to the development of knowledge on digital 

placemaking while unpacking the processes affecting consumers' wellbeing and nature 

connection. The refinement of the conceptual model is informed by the published model 

and key seminal studies in digital placemaking, place attachment, place branding, nature 

connectedness and Social Identity Theory.  

The place attachment tripartite modification described in Part A is extended and refined 

by replacing the hybrid realities understanding with hybrid environments that foster sense 

of place (Dai & Liu, 2024). Dai and Liu (2024) describe a framework exploring the 

evolution of the concept of sense of place and the impact of the digital landscape. In their 

framework, place attachment is built upon sense of place, whereas the hybrid sense of 

place refers to the combination of physical and digital sense of place and how it reinforces 



 131 

place attachment and connection impacting social processes.  The modified tripartite and 

its optimisation extend their understanding of hybrid sense of place by referring to the 

role of online place attachment in digital placemaking, and its potential use to foster 

nature connectedness and social identity to support consumer wellbeing.  

The proposed modified model and its refinement focus on the connection between the 

dynamics involved in digital placemaking and social identity. Specifically, Qazimi (2014) 

described how place attachment is part of place identity, which is a substructure of social 

identity. The model particularly advances their study by addressing the social identity 

effect of digital placemaking. The exploration of the creation of sense of place attachment 

between the community and the place can foster group belonging and social identity. In 

the context of hybrid environments and their effect in place attachment, the modified 

tripartite extends its effects by focusing on its social identity impact. Moreover, this is 

also extended to its application in nature for wellbeing, and the understanding of 

community identification in nature connectedness (Clayton & Opotow, 2003), aligned 

with the recent paradigmatic shift in human-nature relationships to a group-level focus 

(Lengieza & Aviste, 2024). 

The place branding perspective on digital placemaking presented in the modified tripartite 

model is advanced in the understanding of its impact on community culture and social 

identity in branding. Çöteli (2019) demonstrates the connection between culture, brand 

and social identity in digital media. In the model, the place branding perspective of digital 

placemaking is called to foster group identity and belonging, which is linked to co-

creation and participatory processes. Besides considering local consumers as brand 

ambassadors (Braun et al., 2013), the optimisation of the model also advances this 

approach by considering them storytellers (Hudak, 2019; Stoica et al., 2022; Zins & 

Abbas Adamu, 2024). Hudak (2019) explores participatory place branding processes and 
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digital storytelling which was found to benefit wellbeing. Similarly, Stoica et al. (2022) 

investigate co-branding processes in place and the use of digital storytelling to develop 

authenticity. In both studies, digital placemaking is not directly mentioned, but the 

processes and planning steps involved could be considered digital placemaking. Zins and 

Abbas Adamu (2024) study storytelling management for destination marketing 

organizations as a tool to enhance the place image. Therefore, these studies are extended 

by proposing a digital placemaking approach where place brand consumers are 

considered storytellers, influencing their participation and co-creation process while 

positively affecting their wellbeing. In addition, studying digital placemaking as a place 

branding strategy answers the call to investigate the use of digital tools in place branding 

and its effect on stakeholders shaping identity in innovative ways (Reynolds et al., 2024). 

Following Evans (2015) approach to the combination of placemaking as a place branding 

strategy to create authentic place experiences that empower collective identities and 

sustainable planning, the modified tripartite is optimised by considering digital 

placemaking as a place branding strategy to foster civic pride. The analogue notion of 

placemaking, also considering other paradigms such as healthy placemaking or nature-

based placemaking (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024), is advanced by presenting digital 

placemaking not as another type or paradigm, but as an evolution of placemaking in the 

current digital context that communities are immersed in.  

Therefore, the modified place attachment tripartite presented in Part A is optimised and 

refined to tackle the human-nature disconnection that affects cities and to explore the 

impact of hybrid place environments through digital placemaking in nature to support 

wellbeing.  
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3.11.1. Contributions 

The specific contributions of the model are described in Part A, and the refinement 

presented in this section offers similar contributions. The model describes place branding 

uses for civic pride and social change, beyond commercial outcomes. It specifically aims 

to explain the wellbeing impact of the processes in digital placemaking by combining 

theories and constructs that predict this. The model also presents practical use as a guide 

for professionals and stakeholders, in the current rise of interest for sustainable futures. 

Finally, the refined model specifically refers to hybrid environments instead of realities 

in order to clarify that digital placemaking is an enhancement of physical experiences and 

does not aim to replace them. As consumers use digital technology in daily interactions 

with their environments that support their activities, digital placemaking is described to 

augment and enhance their nature place experiences in cities by combining the physical 

place experience with a digital layer of meaning. 

3.12. Limitations and Future Research 

The refinement of the model presents similar limitations to Part A. These limitations refer 

to the use of the propositions described in the model as future research avenues and the 

need to test the propositions in the next chapters through the modified Delphi study. The 

conceptual model presented considers hybrid environments as the optimum scenario to 

address the human-nature disconnection in cities, which also describes a number of 

challenges such as the exclusion of community members.  

3.13. Overall Conclusion 

In conclusion, the conceptual model presented in this chapter guides this PhD thesis to 

aid in answering the research question of how digital placemaking as a place branding 

strategy promotes place attachment processes to foster community nature connectedness 
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to support consumer wellbeing. Drawing on place attachment theory, place branding, 

nature connectedness and Social Identity Theory, the conceptual model of Digital 

Placemaking in Nature for Wellbeing provides a preliminary explanation of the research 

question, aligned with the aims and objectives of the thesis. The re-examination of the 

conceptual model in Part B adds to the body of evidence of the previous model presented 

in Part A. The refined conceptual model provides a deeper understanding of the potential 

use of digital placemaking as a place branding strategy to foster place attachment and 

community nature connectedness to support consumer wellbeing. The conceptual model 

and its proposed refinement demonstrate the evolution of the understanding of the concept 

and its implications for place attachment, place branding, nature connectedness and 

Social Identity Theory since the publication of the model article. Therefore, this chapter 

summarises how the model (published and refined) contributes to both theory and practice 

by describing the interconnection among the processes involved in digital placemaking 

and proposing a guide for place managers, place branding experts, environmental 

psychologists and placemakers. In the following chapters, the theory will be empirically 

tested in a modified Delphi study. 
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Chapter 4. Methodology 

4.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents the methodological approach to performing the present research. 

First, an outline of the research paradigm that is most appropriate is outlined. A discussion 

of the data necessary to address the research aims and objectives is presented which 

introduces the techniques for collection of data, including sampling strategy and data 

analysis employed. Finally, the chapter discusses the validity and reliability of the data to 

conclude with an overview of the limitations and ethical implications of the study. 

The research aims of this PhD thesis are: 

• To incorporate digital placemaking as a place branding strategy to help reframe the 

human-nature relationship enhancing urban nature experiences, supporting wellbeing 

• To understand how digital placemaking can be implemented from a place branding 

perspective to promote hybrid place attachment in urban nature spaces, foster 

community nature connectedness, and support consumer wellbeing. 

These aims lead to four research questions that are explored: 

1. How does digital placemaking as a place branding strategy promote place attachment 

processes to foster community-nature connectedness to support consumer wellbeing? 

2. How can digital placemaking reframe the human-nature disconnection affecting 

urban consumers?  

3. How are the dynamics involved in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing 

interconnected? 

4. How can the wellbeing impact of digital placemaking practices in nature be assessed? 

 



 136 

4.2. Research Philosophy – Justification of the appropriate paradigm 

The understanding of research philosophy is an essential prerequisite in conducting 

research, where the ontological and epistemological assumptions of the study are stated 

clearly in the way they affect data collection and analysis approaches. The research 

philosophy is a belief concerning how the data of phenomena should be gathered, 

analysed and used (Blaxter et al., 2010). Researchers must consider their own beliefs 

when approaching the world and its functionality (Bryman, 2016; Creswell, 2007). The 

literature highlights research philosophy to include ontology, epistemology and 

methodology (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Many authors have discussed the different 

approached to research philosophy on social sciences (e.g. Guba & Lincoln 1994; 

Creswell & Creswell 2018). 

4.2.1. Ontology 

The ontology refers to the nature of reality (Burrell & Morgan, 2017) and its 

characteristics (Creswell & Poth, 2016). The ontological question enquires about the form 

and nature of reality and what can be known about it (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Holden & 

Lynch, 2004). Ontological assumptions define the way the researchers study the research 

object. 

There are assumptions of an ontological nature – assumptions which concern the 
very essence of the phenomena under investigation. Social scientists, for example, 
are faced with a basic ontological question: whether the ‘reality’ to be investigated 
is external to the individual – imposing itself on individual consciousness from 
without – or the product of individual consciousness; whether the ‘reality’ is of 
an ‘objective’ nature, or the product of individual cognition; whether ‘reality’ is a 
given ‘out there’ in the world, or the product of one’s mind. (Burrell & Morgan, 
2017, pp.2) 

 

When approaching the ontology of a researcher, there is a division between objectivists 

and subjectivists (Holden & Lynch, 2004). Objectivists understand that the world is 
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external to social actors and the phenomena can be tangible and measurable investigated, 

embracing realism as its most extreme form where social identities are considered 

physical entities of the natural world that exist independently of how we think of them 

(Saunders et al., 2023). Subjectivism refers to perceptions and actions of social actors, 

where reality is influenced by the society where the phenomenon is found (Saunders et 

al., 2023). Nominalism is the most extreme form of subjectivism, where the order and 

structure of the social phenomena studies are created by the researcher and other social 

actors (Saunders et al., 2023). In addition, a less extreme version of subjectivism is social 

constructionism, which investigates phenomena through observation and revision 

(Creswell, 2013), where reality is constructed through the interactions of social actors.  

In the research described, the study is closer to the subjectivist approach as the researcher 

understands the world and knowledge is created by social and contextual understanding. 

The phenomena explored in this research is based on how people experience their 

relationship with nature and how their perception can shape their actions in building a 

closer relationship with their environment through digital media. Therefore, the aim is to 

understand how people have developed individual subjective meanings of experiences 

(Creswell, 2007), specifically of digital placemaking. From this understanding, reality is 

socially constructed (Berger & Luckmann, 2016) and a need to understand how these 

constructions are created and affect consumers of place experiences is described. Digital 

placemaking bases its conceptualisation on how people engage with each other and with 

the place, transforming them to create attachment and belonging processes. The reality 

that is explored in this programme of research is then constructed through social 

interactions, where the social actors share meanings and realities, which are aligned with 

social constructionism assumptions.  
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4.2.2. Epistemology 

The epistemology concerns how knowledge is acquired, enquiring about the nature of the 

relationship between the researcher and reality (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Regarding 

epistemology, there is a variety of assumptions that can be acquired. Positivism adopts a 

realist ontology (Guba & Lincoln, 1994), integrating the empirical understanding that the 

phenomenon is only tested through the senses as acceptable knowledge and generates 

hypotheses that are then tested through experiments (McGregor & Murnane, 2010). This 

approach considers the researcher as unbiased and independent from what is observed 

(Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Interpretivism champions the crucial role of the researcher in 

interpreting what is observed, emphasizing subjective meanings and symbolic actions 

through which reality is constructed (Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991). It is concerned with 

understanding of how individuals create, modify and interpret the world (Burrell & 

Morgan, 2017). However, this interpretation is also acknowledged to be influenced by 

the researcher's background, personal, cultural and historical experiences (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018). Critical realism considers facts as social constructions, focusing on 

explaining the experience of the underlying structures of reality that shape observable 

events (Saunders et al., 2023). It embraces epistemological relativism (Reed, 2005), 

which is a subjectivist approach to knowledge that considers social facts as social 

constructions agreed on by people (Bhaskar, 2008). Critical realists understand the reality 

as the most important philosophical consideration with a structured and layered ontology 

as crucial (Fleetwood, 2005; Saunders et al., 2023). Pragmatism considers the practical 

meaning of knowledge in specific contents, where ‘true’ theories and knowledge enable 

successful action (Saunders et al., 2023). It declares that concepts are only relevant when 

they support action (Kelemen & Rumens, 2008), and it aims to reconcile objectivism and 

subjectivism (Saunders et al., 2023).  
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Considering that epistemology refers to the assumptions about knowledge and how this 

is communicated to others (Burrell & Morgan, 2017), this research adopts a critical 

realism epistemology since the researcher tries to explain facts that are social 

constructions where underlying structures of reality produce observable events. The 

subjectivist approach to ontology described earlier affects the epistemology of the study, 

where critical realism understands that social constructions are agreed on by individuals. 

Therefore, the research described in this PhD thesis aims to understand the processes 

involved in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, where individuals construct the 

reality and facts socially.  

4.2.3. Axiology 

According to Saunders et al. (2023), axiology takes value into account when conducting 

a study. Axiology plays a crucial role when describing the research objectives, 

methodologies and interpretations. Personal values frequently have biases or prejudices, 

and business and management research are also affected by them. Moreover, axiology 

refers to the need of ethical considerations into research design, being foundational in 

responsible social science research (Al-Mamun et al., 2024). Thus, whether or not the 

study being done is value-laden or value-free will depend on an axiological assumption 

(Saunders et al., 2023). By doing this, the researcher takes advantage of the chance to 

consider how their perspective as an objective or subjective researcher would affect how 

they understand the knowledge that is being produced.  

The axiology approach in critical realism acknowledges the bias by world views, cultural 

experiences, and the upbringing of the researcher, who tries to minimise these errors. 

Axiological imperatives derived from critical realism aim to foster responsible research 

practices that are scientifically grounded yet socially aware (Rogers & Teehankee, 2020).  
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Therefore, this programme of research understands the need for ethical considerations 

and the researcher embraces an objective perspective as possible. Following axiological 

imperatives derived from critical realism, the researcher aims to foster responsible 

research practices that are scientifically grounded yet socially aware (Rogers & 

Teehankee 2020). The implementation of transdisciplinary research, where quantitative 

and qualitative investigations are combined, reflects a commitment to diverse value 

systems (Monaghan, 2023). Thus, the researcher aims to promote an evaluative approach 

to knowledge, recognizing that values are integral to both theory and practice in the social 

sciences (Rogers & Teehankee 2020). 

4.2.4. Methodological Associations 

The researcher should address the research question guided by their ontology, 

epistemology and axiology (Bell et al., 2010). The methodology is the technique used to 

discover reality (Sobh & Perry, 2006). Methodological approaches to a particular 

paradigm would be more appropriate than others (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). The research 

methodology should reflect the approaches to investigating the research questions 

required by the philosophical perspective of the researcher (Saunders et al., 2023). 

4.2.5. Research Paradigms 

Finally, a paradigm is the overall conceptual framework within which the researcher 

works (Sobh & Perry, 2006). Guba and Lincoln (1994) define it as the basic belief system 

that guides the researchers, as it presents a worldview that defines the nature of the 

‘world’, the individual place in it and its relationships. Perry et al. (1999), based on Guba 

and Lincoln (1994), consider four research paradigms applied to the relevant ontology, 

epistemology and methodologies: positivism, realism, critical theory and constructivism 

(Table 4.1). The researcher employs a full understanding of the research philosophy to 
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produce the most appropriate research design because understanding the various 

paradigms is a determining factor for the research project (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). 

Paradigm 
Element Positivism Constructivism Critical 

Theory 
Realism 

Ontology Reality is real 
and 
apprehensible 

Multiple local 
and Specific 
“Constructed” 
realities. 

“Virtual” 
reality is 
shaped by 
social, 
economic, 
ethnic, 
political, 
cultural and 
gender values, 
crystallised 
over time. 

Reality is “real” 
but only 
imperfectly and 
probabilistically 
apprehensible 
and so 
triangulation 
from many 
sources is 
required to try 
to know it.  

Epistemology Findings are 
true – the 
researcher is 
objective by 
viewing 
reality 
through a 
“one-way 
mirror”. 

Created 
findings – the 
researcher is a 
“passionate 
participant” 
within the world 
being 
investigated. 

Value mediated 
findings – the 
researcher is a 
“transformative 
intellectual” 
who changes 
the social world 
within which 
participants 
live. 

Findings are 
probably true – 
the researcher is 
value-aware 
and needs to 
triangulate any 
perceptions he 
or she is 
collecting. 

Common 
methodologies 

Mostly 
concerns with 
a testing of 
theory. Thus, 
mainly 
quantitative 
methods such 
as surveys, 
experiments, 
and 
verification 
of 
hypotheses. 

In-depth 
unstructured 
interviews, 
participant 
observation, 
action research 
and grounded 
theory research. 

Action research 
and participant 
observation.  

Mainly 
qualitative 
methods such as 
case studies and 
convergent 
interviews.  

Table 4.1: Sobh and Perry (2006), based on Perry et al. (1999), which itself was based on Guba and Lincoln (1994). 
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4.2.5.1. Positivism 

This paradigm understands the reality is driven by natural laws and mechanisms, where 

knowledge can be summarised in time and context-free generalisations, including cause-

effect laws (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Therefore, knowledge is statistically observed, 

studied and generalised to a population (Sobh & Perry, 2006). Research can discover the 

true state of affairs, where the researcher and the research object are independent entities 

(Guba & Lincoln, 1994). The research is objective, and the reality is understood as real 

and apprehensible (Perry et al., 1999). However, scholars critique this paradigm for its 

reductionist and deterministic nature (Hesse, 1980). The methodology usually applied in 

positivism is based on experiments where the hypotheses are empirically tested to verify 

them (Guba & Lincoln, 1994).  

4.2.5.2. Realism 

Realism perceives the reality as imperfect and probabilistically apprehensible (Perry et 

al., 1999). The second paradigm refers to extending the findings of a study by analytical 

generalisations that nest the empirical findings of a study within theories (Sobh & Perry, 

2006). Realism generalises theoretical propositions (Yin, 2009) and employs 

triangulation from different sources to know the reality (Perry et al., 1999).  

Particularly, critical realism appeared as a philosophy of social sciences (Sayer, 2004) 

that understands progress is possible because the intransitive dimensions of reality are a 

point of reference against which theories can be tested (Bhaskar, 1978). Scholars have 

linked it to positivism, post-positivism and constructivism (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; 

Mkansi & Acheampong, 2012). Critical realism is a philosophical framework that 

navigates between positivism and interpretivism, emphasizing ontology and offering an 

evaluative approach to knowledge (Monaghan, 2023). It is international and 
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multidisciplinary in scope It explains the causations of observable events, highlighting 

the complexity and interactions within reality (Cabote et al., 2024). Critical realism can 

inform methodologies by providing a model of reality as an open system, influencing 

research choices at every stage of a study (Fuchs & Robinson, 2023). This approach aids 

in concept formation, evidence status, and understanding of unique historical events 

(Mutch, 2023). By combining critical realism with case study methodologies, researchers 

can delve into complex phenomena (Cabote et al., 2024). 

4.2.5.3. Constructivism 

Constructivism perceives the reality as subjective (Sobh & Perry, 2006). It moves from 

ontological realism to ontological relativism, where realities are apprehensible as multiple 

mental constructions that are socially and experientially based (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). 

Findings are related to individuals’ views and the reality is constructed from a multitude 

of realities (Sobh & Perry, 2006). Perry et al. (1999) describe the constructivist researcher 

as a participant within the world that creates findings. The researcher aims to distil a 

consensus construction that is more informed and sophisticated than the predecessors 

(Guba & Lincoln, 1994). 

4.2.5.4. Critical Theory 

This paradigm also perceives the reality as a subjective construction (Sobh & Perry, 

2006). Perceptions are made by their appropriateness to conform to subjective 

conventions (Perry et al., 1999). The researcher and the research object are interactively 

connected, which leads to findings being value-mediated (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). The 

researcher changes the social world within the participant's live and the reality is shaped 

by social, economic, political, cultural, and gender values crystalised over time (Perry et 
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al., 1999). From a methodological point of view, critical theory requires dialogues to 

achieve informed consciousness (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). 

4.2.6. Chosen Research Philosophy 

In this study, the researcher has adopted a critical realism approach to social science 

research. Since this study is approached from a place marketing perspective, it is essential 

to understand the perspective followed in this discipline. There has been a traditional 

positivistic approach to marketing studies, which was challenged in the second half of the 

twentieth century (Easton, 2002; Hunt, 1990). Marketing exists within the social world, 

which leads to a realistic ontological worldview (Zinkhan & Hirschheim, 1992). Critical 

realism extends beyond casual relationships to explore their development (Mcevoy & 

Richards, 2006). This research aims to understand how the dynamics involved in digital 

placemaking are developed and how the wellbeing impact can be understood, in the 

context of place branding and marketing.  

It combines a realist ontology, where the world exists independently of researchers, with 

a constructivist epistemology, where understanding is shaped by perspectives (Maxwell 

& Mittapalli, 2011). Critical realism integrates positivistic and interpretivist approaches 

to offer new insights to development. This investigation seeks to explain the dynamics of 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, aligned with critical realists’s goals (Mcevoy 

& Richards, 2006). Mixed methods are employed due to their compatibility with both 

qualitative and quantitative research (Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2011).  

Critical realists understand the interpretation of a phenomenon would be shaped by the 

researchers’ subjectivity and context (Creswell & Poth, 2016), but the phenomenon exists 

independently (Sayer, 2010). This investigation understands that human-nature 

relationship in cities influenced by technology, exists beyond the researcher’s 
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perspective, though interpretation varies. Critical realists see the world as a multi-

dimensional open system (Mcevoy & Richards, 2006), though assumptions cannot be 

proved or disproved (Easton, 2010). Social sciences are described as they must be critical 

of their object (Sayer, 1992). Social sciences have been widely applied in organisation 

and management studies (Sayer, 2004), and marketing (Easton, 2010).  

Thus, this research follows a critical realism approach to develop a deeper understanding 

of reality, beyond general findings or social actors’ lived experiences. The aim is to 

examine digital placemaking as a place branding strategy to foster place attachment and 

community nature connectedness for wellbeing. Exploring its nuances and elements 

drives this study, guiding the selection of an appropriate research method. 

4.3. Research Methods – Justification for a Mixed Method Research 

Methodology 

It is essential to choose a research method that is appropriate for the nature of the research, 

the goals of the study and the ontological or epistemological assumptions of the researcher 

(Veal, 2006). A range of research paradigms have been described as well as the preference 

of a critical realism approach to the investigation of the phenomena. Mixed methods are 

understood as studies that either combine methods from different paradigms or use 

multiple methods within the same paradigm or multiple strategies within methods 

(Thurston et al., 2008). They can be used in induction, deduction or abduction, depending 

on the research philosophy (Harrison, 2013). The combination of both qualitative and 

quantitative methods helps achieving a greater understanding of the research problem: 

Mixed methods research is a research design with philosophical assumptions as 
well as methods of inquiry. As a methodology, it involves philosophical 
assumptions that guide the direction of the collection and analysis of data and the 
mixture of qualitative and quantitative data in a single study or series of studies. 
Its central premise is that the use of quantitative and qualitative approaches in 
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combination provides a better understanding of research problems than either 
approach alone. (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017, pp. 5) 

 

Therefore, in this study a combination of qualitative methods that produce rich data which 

helps understanding motives and beliefs, with quantitative methods that further develop 

the understanding of the phenomena weighting the agreement among participants is 

presented. Specifically, a critical realist approach to the phenomena recognises the 

exploratory importance of the context of the phenomena, understanding the process by 

which an event occurs (Maxwell & Mittapalli, 2011). Critical realism can use mixed 

methods in an abductive manner, as it involves generating new hypotheses based on 

observed data and existing theories (Mukumbang, 2023).  

In marketing research, mixed methods are described as providing a number of benefits 

while scholars need to further detail their mixed method approach (Harrison & Reilly, 

2011). Mixed methods research in social sciences is common as it combines sets of data 

and analysis that compensate for the weaknesses of each method (Dawadi et al., 2021). It 

is also the second dominant method in business and management research, being more 

frequent in strategic management, international business and marketing (Cameron & 

Molina-Azorin, 2011). Specifically, it can be used to provide a more comprehensive 

understanding of consumer behaviour and market trends through the combination of 

qualitative and quantitative data. However, its implementation can be challenging in both 

conducting and publishing these studies, leading to different limitations (Harrison & 

Reilly, 2011). Specifically in business research, despite the increasing use and value of 

mixed methods, scholars do not demonstrate knowledge of the mixed method literature 

or procedures, which may be due to a lack of attention to interpretative methods in 

training and education or the difficulty of learning both qualitative and quantitative 

approaches (Harrison, 2013). 
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Due to the novelty and emergence of the concept and the exploratory nature of the 

research, this research relies upon the opinions and interpretations of key informants and 

practitioners in digital placemaking, who possess in-depth knowledge of the concept and 

in related areas regarding technology, nature and wellbeing. These opinions and 

knowledge constitute the qualitative data of the study, which will be fed back to the 

participant panel to weigh their agreement level in an attempt to achieve a consensual 

state of the phenomena explored. 

4.3.1. Researching Digital Placemaking in Practice 

Since digital placemaking was defined in 2011 (Latorre, 2011), the research around this 

concept is found across a variety of disciplines. From urbanism (Paquin, 2019) to 

education and heritage (Champion, 2015), culture and tourism (Lew, 2017) and 

gamification and social media (Halegoua & Polson, 2021). However, no study has 

considered the study of the concept involving practitioners and scholars in order to 

achieve a consensual state of digital placemaking, with clear disagreements and dilemmas 

regarding the terminology, definition and use (Basaraba, 2021; Chen et al., 2024; 

Główczyński, 2022; Keegan, 2021; Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020b). From a 

methodological perspective, the majority of studies of digital placemaking are qualitative 

(Basaraba, 2021), with a distinct lack of quantitative and mixed method research in digital 

placemaking (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b). This research examines the 

dynamics involved in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing with an expert panel of 

participants to achieve consensus on the concept and its use in nature for wellbeing. 

4.4. Research Strategies 

Mixed methods are the chosen approach for this study due to their alignment with the 

phenomena explored. They are increasingly used in business and management as per their 
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innovation, added value and greater insight exploration in complex phenomena and 

discipline-based inquiry (Cameron & Molina-Azorin, 2011). There are different 

categorisations of mixed methods research design, differing in levels of complexity (e.g., 

Harrison, 2013; Maxwell & Loomis, 2003). However, Onwuegbuzie and Collins (2007) 

describe how most mixed methods use time orientation dimensions and the purpose of 

mixing for its differentiation. Time orientations refer to whether the qualitative and 

quantitative phases occur at the same time (sequential) or are independent from each other 

(concurrent). Tariq and Woodman (2013) synthesise the purpose of mixed methods into 

five types (complementary, development, initiation, expansion and triangulation). 

Complementarity refers to using data from one method to illustrate the results from 

another. Development implies the use of results from one method to inform or develop 

the use of the other method. Initiation implies the use of results from different methods 

to observe incongruences as a way to generate new insights. Expansion examines 

different aspects of the research question with different methods. Finally, triangulation 

uses data obtained by qualitative and quantitative methods to corroborate findings.  

The mixed method chosen is a modification of the Delphi methodology whose purpose is 

to explore the emergent concept of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing by 

developing the results from the qualitative stage of the study in the quantitative stage, 

while the sampling size is identical as the same sample was required to complete both 

qualitative and quantitative phases. Onwuegbuzie and Collins (2007) suggest selecting a 

sampling design that is coherent with the purpose and design type of the mixed method. 

The sampling design criteria should follow time orientation (concurrent vs sequential) 

and the relationship between the qualitative and quantitative samples (identical, parallel, 

nested or multilevel) (Table 4.2).  

Sampling Relationship Description 
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Identical Relationship The same sample members participate in both qualitative 
and quantitative stages of research.  

Parallel Relationship Different sample groups that come from the same 
population of interest.  

Nested Relationship Specifies the members for one phase of the research 
represent a subset of the members of the other phase of the 
study.  

Multilevel Relationship The use of two or more sets of samples extracted from 
different levels of the 

Table 4.2: Based on Onwuegbuzie and Collins (2007) 

 

The present study is concerned with understanding the dynamics involved in digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing.  Moreover, the critical realism approach enables the 

researcher to investigate the underlying mechanism and its observable elements of the 

research questions, exploring deeper and often unobservable structures in digital 

placemaking.  When exploring the different research design types in mixed methods, 

Harrison (2013) differentiates between convergent, embedded, explanatory or 

exploratory (see Table 4.3). Exploratory designs are useful for exploring relationships 

with unknown variables, developing new instruments, and refining or testing a 

developing theory (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). Therefore, the purpose of this 

research is exploratory, as it attempts to advance knowledge on this emergent concept 

with a group of experts and understand the dynamics involved and the effects produced.  

Mixed Method 
Research Design Type 

Description 

Convergent Design Collects qualitative and quantitative data simultaneously, 
analyses them separately, and mixes the databases by 
merging both strands of data to bring together the strengths 
of both data sets comparing, validating, conforming or 
corroborating findings.  

Embedded Design Collects both quantitative and qualitative data that play a 
supportive role in larger research, usually conducted when 
there are different questions that require different data.  

Explanatory Design Collects and analyses quantitative data and builds on it in a 
qualitative follow-up to provide a better understanding of 
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the quantitative results, explaining relationships or study 
findings.  

Exploratory Design  Employs mixed methods to collect qualitative data, which is 
analysed and built on for the quantitative follow-up.  

Hybrid Design Incorporates aspects of multiple design types, such as 
exploratory-embedded design. 

Table 4.3: Based on Harrison (2013) 

 

Thus, these characteristics lead the modified Delphi as the best fit for the research 

question, purpose and objectives. The mixed methods employed through the modified 

Delphi design are based on identical sampling, where the results from one method inform 

and develop the use of the other method (development type), for an exploratory purpose 

to advance knowledge on the emergent concept of digital placemaking with a group of 

experts to understand the dynamics involved when nature is part of the experience, and 

the wellbeing effects produced. 

4.5. Research Procedures 

Research methodologies outline the strategy used by the researcher while aiming to 

achieve the study goals and objectives. Although numerous research methods are 

available and accessible, it is important to weigh their benefits and limits in order to help 

the investigator choose the research method that better fits the study's goals and 

objectives.  

Consensus-building methods were considered for this research but rejected in favour of 

the Delphi technique. Nominal Group Technique (Delbecq & Van de Ven, 2015) or focus 

groups (Busetto et al., 2020) were considered. Nominal Group Technique involves face-

to-face meetings where ideas are collected, discussed and ranked by importance. Focus 

groups are face-to-face meetings where participants provide ideas and information while 

a moderator limits the discussion (Gallagher et al., 1993). The characteristics of the 
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participants of this study led the researcher to choose the Delphi technique as face-to-face 

meetings would not be possible due to geographical limitations. Moreover, the Delphi 

technique allows anonymity, asynchronous interactions and the participation of experts 

that are geographically spread.  

Specifically involving digital placemaking, qualitative methods are predominant in digital 

placemaking studies, with an equal split in quantitative and mixed methods studies 

(Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b). Basaraba (2021) analyses creative and digital 

placemaking methods used in studies, describing a majority of interviews, observation or 

fieldwork, and focus groups or community workshops, also finding studies combining 

two or three methods of data collection. Digital data analysis of user-generated content 

as well as on-site methods such as fieldwork and field trials are also common in their 

review. However, no specific study on digital placemaking as a concept is found to have 

gathered experts to achieve a consensual definition and understanding of digital 

placemaking. In ‘Exploring Digital Placemaking’, Halegoua and Polson (2021) introduce 

the special issue of digital placemaking and different studies that explore the different 

ways people use digital media and mobilities to become placemaking. In Chapter 2, 

pivotal studies are identified in digital placemaking involving nature and wellbeing, 

revealing how studies that include digital placemaking experts are non-existent and a lack 

of mixed methods approaches. Since this PhD research is an exploration on digital 

placemaking and its use in nature for wellbeing, no specific case study or project could 

be use, but an exploration on the concept and the mechanisms involved in nature and 

wellbeing was required. Referring to this gap, this study aims to contribute to the current 

body of knowledge in this area. The literature review presented in Chapter 2 reveals how 

digital placemaking studies are predominantly qualitative, with few notable mixed 

methods studies (e.g., Fredericks et al., 2018; Soedarsono et al., 2021). Therefore, this 
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study aims to reveal results in the area of digital placemaking through a mixed method, 

abductive approach with key informants, grounded in the principles of critical realism by 

recognising an objective reality that can be understood through the interplay of its 

structures, mechanisms and human agency.  

4.5.1. Systematic Literature Review Procedure 

The initial step in this study is to review the literature surrounding digital placemaking in 

nature for wellbeing. The systematic literature review was conducted to explore previous 

theory, research and commentary on the topic. It was performed following the Preferred 

Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) guidelines (Page 

et al., 2021). Full details on the method followed for the review can be found in Chapter 

2 Part A (see section 2.4)  

A new search was conducted in September 2024 to update the published paper to new 

articles on the matter, which followed the same method and is described in Chapter 2 Part 

B (see section 2.9). 

4.5.2. Data Collection 

For the aim of the study, it is important that the data collection method is appropriate. In 

this study, a modified Delphi method is chosen as the best fit to appraise digital 

placemaking regarding nature and wellbeing to obtain consensus from experts (Nevo & 

Chan, 2007) and expanded experts. Using semi-structured interviews, questionnaires and 

controlled feedback, the research question is explored. Reaching consensus provides a 

snapshot of knowledge at a point in time (Black et al., 1966; Everett, 2012). Furthermore, 

the critical realist approach of the investigation is committed to discovering the structures 

and mechanisms that exist in a digital placemaking experience beyond the immediate 

observations perceived. The combination of semi-structured interviews with 
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questionnaires and controlled feedback allows to access participants’ interpretations and 

experiences on the topic, which are shaped by deeper social structures, to then gauge the 

agreement level among them.   

The evolution of the concept from 2011, when it was first defined (Latorre, 2011), and 

the lack of agreement on its definition and use (Basaraba, 2021; Chen et al., 2024; 

Keegan, 2021; Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020a) led the study to aim to achieve consensus 

on its application as a place branding strategy to urban nature spaces for potential 

wellbeing benefits. Therefore, by developing a modified Delphi study a deeper 

understanding of the concept and its applicability to nature and wellbeing combining the 

opinions of experts and expanded experts will be explored. 

Furthermore, besides the lack of information on the different processes involved in a 

digital placemaking initiative that includes an urban nature space and assesses consumers’ 

wellbeing, there is no specific initiative that includes these three elements to analyse or 

create a case study for. Therefore, the peculiarities of the concept of digital placemaking, 

the lack of understanding of its application to nature for wellbeing and the absence of 

cases have led to forecast its mechanisms and understanding for practitioners and future 

research to test and implement. 

This research aims to understand how a place branding perspective of digital placemaking 

in nature for wellbeing could be achieved, how are the dynamics involved interconnected 

and what strategies could be implemented to create hybrid nature experiences in place 

branding and attachment approach from a social identity perspective. This study is 

proposed to bridge the lack of agreement on the concept and shed light on the crucial role 

of digital placemaking in promoting place attachment and place branding to engage 

consumers with nature while supporting their wellbeing. This research will illuminate 

areas in which digital placemaking is understood to have effects from different 
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perspectives and disciplines, including the role of nature and the wellbeing impact. The 

involvement of expanded experts will overcome the homogeneity of profiles in previous 

research in this area, while contributing to approach a consensual picture of the potential 

involvement of digital placemaking as a place branding and place attachment approach 

to foster nature connectedness, especially in urban environments to impact the wellbeing 

of consumers. 

4.5.2.1. The modified Delphi method 

The Delphi method has been broadly used in different disciplines such as health (Miller 

et al., 2020) and in many social science studies ( Singh et al., 2022; White et al., 2018). 

It has also been used to build practice theory (Brady, 2015). Delphi studies present a 

number of benefits such as flexibility and simplicity, knowledge sharing, cost-

effectiveness, freedom of expression or lack of geographical limitation (Avella, 2016). 

Specifically, it provides value to studies that explore multidisciplinary problems, where 

opinions are required from a large group or that collect subjective expertise and inputs 

(Yang et al, 2012). However, it also presents flaws from the shortcomings of the 

researcher or panel members. Some disadvantages of the Delphi methods are researcher 

bias, researcher shortcomings, and panel anonymity (Avella, 2016).  

In this study, two modifications of this method are employed: the inclusion of expanded 

experts (Ketwaroo et al., 2019) as well as experts in the topics explored in the research 

question, and the initial qualitative round of interviews (Avella, 2016; Hasson et al., 

2000). A combination of both open-ended questions and rating scales allows this study to 

identify features and determine their importance. Previous digital placemaking studies 

have combined semi-structured interviews with questionnaires to explore place user 

perceptions (e.g., Wang, 2019). Moreover, the Delphi method in different variants have 

been applied to explore placemaking (Buckley et al., 2017; Kumar & Nigam, 2023; Lak 
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& Zarezadeh Kheibari, 2020). However, no digital placemaking study has employed the 

Delphi technique with experts and expanded experts in the topic. Thus, the choice of a 

modified Delphi method to achieve consensus among experts reflects critical realism’s 

focus on understanding empirical regularities and underlying mechanisms to explain 

them, uncovering deeper structures that shape the social phenomena. Further details on 

the Delphi method followed can be found in Chapter 5 Part A (see section 5.6) 

4.5.2.2. Round one: Semi-Structured Interviews 

Semi-structured interviews have been chosen as the round one data collection instrument 

to aggregate results and to analyse this research topic (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2010), 

following previous Delphi studies (Avella, 2016; Hasson et al., 2000). Other group 

techniques have been considered (e.g., focus groups) but were dismissed due to the topic's 

complexity and participants' characteristics such as geographical location. This study’s 

participants are internationals, from the United States, Australia and the United Kingdom 

among others (see Tables 4.6 and 4.7). Thus, the emulation of a sense-making process 

with individuals who are not physically together in a time-efficient manner was key in 

the method decision (Egfjord & Sund, 2020).  

Qualitative interviews allow explorations of themes that are not immediately apparent in 

the literature (Bell et al., 2010). Interviews provide understanding of the subject’s 

opinions (Saunders et al., 2023). They can be unstructured (in-depth) or semi-structured, 

where the latter have predetermined questions but also allow interviewees to follow their 

thoughts and expand where necessary (Bell et al., 2010).  

Interviews have been previously used in digital placemaking studies as an effective 

instrument to explore the topic with users and other stakeholders (e.g., Breek et al., 2021; 

Maciej, 2024; Norum & Polson, 2021). Following the interdisciplinary nature of the 
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concept and the lack of agreement, initial questionnaires to gather insights for the Delphi 

rounds were dismissed as the study aimed to fully understand the views of each 

participant and allow them to explore and describe themes and topics in depth. This 

research aims to collect ideas and visions on the use of digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing, but also to arrive at a consensus, if possible. The value of the Delphi to rank 

anonymously generated ideas to reach a potential consensus was key to selecting this 

technique. Moreover, semi-structured interviews with digital placemaking experts and 

expanded experts allow the researcher to guide the conversation with the participants 

towards the areas of investigation that have emerged from the literature. Therefore, semi-

structured interviews were chosen as the most appropriate instrument for the first Delphi 

round to satisfy the research aims and objectives, allowing key informants to discuss their 

experiences and opinions on the use of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing.  

Interview data presents a high degree of validity as the participants can freely describe 

and discuss the topic explored in the study (Saunders et al., 2023). Audio recording of 

interviews allows them to retain a large quantity of data. However, interviews also present 

a number of limitations such as a certain degree of skills from the interviewer to elicit 

information from participants, probing of participants or interviewer bias leading 

questions or misrepresenting participants' opinions (Saunders et al., 2023). Transcription 

of interviews is also a costly and time-consuming activity that is part of this process.  

Due to the conversational nature of semi-structured interviews, questions can be asked 

differently and produce different responses (Creswell, 2007). Therefore, an interview 

protocol was developed to guide interviews and ensure the themes of the research were 

addressed (see Appendix I). A list of indicative themes explored in the interview and 

expected gaps in literature to address was created to guide the semi-structured interviews. 

These questions were based on the initial conceptual model developed on digital 
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placemaking in nature and wellbeing as a place branding strategy (Chapter 3). Different 

interview guidelines (Adams, 2015; Rubin & Rubin 2011; Walsh, 2019) were followed 

when creating the semi-structured interview protocol, and only a brief list of topics 

discussed was circulated with the participants. The interview protocol was tested in three 

pilot interviews between November 2022 and January 2023.  

Interviews were held from March 2023 to June 2023.The interviews were conducted 

online using Microsoft Teams and were recorded and transcribed. Data were thematically 

analysed (Braun & Clarke, 2012; 2021) using MaxQDA software (maxqda.com) (Addas, 

2023) and an independent researcher re-coded and checked these results in December 

2023 to ensure external validity (Sandelowski, 2004). Findings from the interview were 

used to develop the Delphi rounds questionnaires. All interview participants were invited 

to take part in the Delphi rounds. 

4.5.2.3. Round two and three: Questionnaires 

Questionnaires are used as techniques of data collection that ask individuals to respond 

to the same set of questions in a predetermined order (de Vaus, 2002). Questionnaires are 

highly structured and provide a straightforward way of obtaining information (de Vaus, 

2002). They can be used in surveys, experiments, or case studies (de Vaus, 2002; 

Saunders et al., 2007). Questionnaires have been broadly used in marketing studies and 

in digital placemaking (e.g., Sanaeipoor and Emami, 2020a; Soedarsono et al., 2021). 

Saunders et al. (2007) present different types of questionnaires: self-administered 

questionnaires, which include internet-mediated questionnaires, postal questionnaires and 

delivery and collection questionnaires; and interviewer-administered questionnaires, 

including telephone questionnaires and structured interviews. Self-administered 

questionnaires are completed by the respondent and can be administered electronically 
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(internet-mediated questionnaire), posted to the respondent (postal questionnaire), or 

delivered by and (delivery and collection questionnaire). On the contrary, interviewer-

administered questionnaires are recorded by the interviewer, via telephone (telephone 

questionnaire) or in person where the interviewer physically meets the respondent and 

asks the questions (structured interview). Structured interviews are different from semi-

structured and unstructured (in-depth) interviews.  

The questions included in a questionnaire can be adopted directly from other 

questionnaires, adapted from other questionnaires or developed by the researcher. These 

questions can also be open-ended questions (Dillman, 2000), where the respondents give 

answers in their own way. Open-ended questions are commonly used in exploratory 

studies (Saunders et al., 2007). In closed-ended questions (Dillman, 2000) the respondent 

is given a set of answers to choose from. They are quicker as they require minimal writing 

and facilitate comparison of responses and can vary from lists to category or ratings. 

Rating questions are usually employed in studies that collect opinion data, most 

frequently through Likert-style rating scales in which respondents are asked how strongly 

they agree or disagree with a statement (Saunders et al., 2007).  

De Vaus (2002) describe a three-step process to create a questionnaire, where concepts 

must be translated into measurable items: clarifying the concepts, developing indicators 

and evaluating the indicators. Clarifying concepts refers to the process of understanding 

that concepts are tools used to summarise a set of behaviours, attitudes and characteristics 

which have something in common. They are created for communication and efficiency 

purposes. Then, indicators are developed when abstract concepts transform into 

questionnaire items, in a process called descending the ladder of abstraction. This process 

involves clarifying the concept from an abstract state into specific dimensions and sub-

dimensions when indicators can be developed. The researcher needs to consider how 
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many indicators to use, how to develop them and how to form items into a questionnaire. 

Finally, indicators are evaluated to ensure the validity and reliability of the items. 

Internal validity and reliability of the data collected through questionnaires and the 

response rate achieved depend on the design of questions, structure and rigour of pilot 

testing (Saunders et al., 2007). The validity refers to the internal validity of the 

questionnaire to measure what it intends to measure, content validity of the items to cover 

the research questions, predictive validity or criterion-related validity of the item to make 

accurate predictions, and construct validity, whether the item measures the presence of 

the construct that is intended to measure (Saunders et al., 2007). Similarly, reliability in 

questionnaires refers to consistency, where respondents consistently interpret the 

questions (Saunders et al., 2007). 

In the modified Delphi method of this research, the Delphi rounds two and three are 

questionnaires to gauge the agreement of participants. Questionnaires have been broadly 

used in business studies (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2010) and are the standard Delphi round 

data collection method (Avella, 2016). The Delphi rounds take the form of online 

questionnaires that are sent to the participants. Guidelines for constructing questionnaires 

for business research were considered (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2010).  

4.5.2.3.1. Delphi Round Two Questionnaire 

The Delphi round two questionnaire was sent on 29th November 2023 via email to all 

interview participants, with the final deadline for completion on 19th January 2024. The 

extent of seven weeks was due to the holiday season. Participants were given a broad 

window for completion, and several reminders were sent (Table 4.4). 

Emails sent Date 
Delphi Round Two Questionnaire 29/11/2023 
Reminder to complete the questionnaire 14/12/2023 
Reminder to complete the questionnaire 28/12/2023 
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Reminder to complete the questionnaire 10/01/2024 
Reminder to complete the questionnaire 15/01/2024 

Table 4.4: Modified Delphi Round Two reminders sent to participants during the study. 

 

The Delphi round two was created following the codes and themes analysed from the 

interview data. Questionnaires were divided into four sections. Section one collected 

demographic data with a singular code for each participant to accomplish anonymity. 

Sections two, three and four followed themes from the interview round exploring 

statements on digital placemaking, place attachment and branding, and nature and 

wellbeing. Each section was also divided into different sets of statements (see Appendix 

G). The round two questionnaire also included open-ended segments for participants to 

make any comments, suggestions, or closing remarks. Qualitative comments were 

thematically analysed, and the comment rate was calculated for 10 open-ended comment 

questions. 

4.5.2.3.2. Delphi Round Three Questionnaire 

The round three questionnaire was constructed as a consequence of the round two analysis 

and results (Appendix H). Following the agreement criteria, only agreed items were used 

in round two (Miller et al., 2020), to reduce completion time and item number.  

Round three was sent to participants via email on 12th February 2024. Reminders were 

sent on a weekly basis until the survey deadline (Table 4.5). Round three included a total 

of 55 items to review, while round two presented 140 items. Each item included an 

aggregated group response. Participants were given an option to adjust their ratings if 

they chose to do so. The goal of round three was to confirm the list of agreed items and 

ascertain panel consensus. The round three questionnaire also included open-ended 

segments for participants to make any comments, suggestions, or closing remarks. 
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Emails sent Date 
Delphi Round Three Questionnaire 12/02/2024 
Reminder to complete the questionnaire 20/02/2024 
Reminder to complete the questionnaire 27/02/2024 
Reminder to complete the questionnaire 5/03/2024 

Table 4.5: Modified Delphi Round Three reminders sent to participants during the study. 

 

4.5.2.4. Reliability and validity 

The findings from the described method should be trustworthy and so the procedures to 

generate them should be evaluated. The content and face validity of each instrument are 

confirmed via expert reviews and pilot tests, providing further evidence of validity and 

reliability (Miller et al., 2020). 

Scholars such as Hasson et al. (2000) defend the increase of validity of Delphi studies as 

per the use of participants with expertise in the topic explored, as well as per the 

successive rounds and iterative nature of the method.  Furthermore, the use of ‘collective 

intelligence’ is key to increasing content validity in Delphi studies (Miller et al., 2020), 

as well as their expertise and knowledgeability to determine the reliability and validity of 

the results (Giannarou & Zervas, 2014).  

Reliability refers to the extent to which a procedure creates similar results under constant 

conditions on all occasions (Hasson et al., 2000). The use of Guba and Lincoln's (1994) 

criteria for qualitative studies helps ensure the reliability and credibility of the findings, 

based on the truthfulness (credibility), applicability (fittingness), auditability 

(consistency) and confirmability of the results.  

The anonymous nature of the study helps participants to freely report their thoughts 

without being influenced by other experts (Egfjord & Sund, 2020). In Delphi studies, the 

major rigour control is the ability to extend and revise the data by the participants during 
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the study, as well as the use of consensus in determining what responses are valid (Brady, 

2015). Furthermore, the use of other measures to further strengthen the rigour of the 

Delphi method is advised (Brady, 2015), such as thematic analysis in the interview stage. 

4.5.3. Participants 

The broad evolution and application of digital placemaking (e.g., Basaraba, 2021; 

Champion, 2015; Paquin, 2019) suggest the need to include a variety of participants and 

experts from different disciplines to gather an understanding of this concept and its 

applicability to nature environments for wellbeing outcomes. In doing so, a modified 

Delphi method is chosen to combine opinions from experts and expanded experts in the 

matter. 

The experts’ group includes specialists in digital placemaking from fields such as 

technology, urbanism, business and marketing, and environmental sciences. The main 

expert criteria are publishing on the topic, years working in the field holding a position in 

an institution or programme and having expertise and authority or influence in the concept 

of digital placemaking. Scholars in digital placemaking were contacted from the 

systematic literature review (see Chapter 2) and from digital placemaking events such as 

Placemaking Europe (https://placemaking-europe.eu/pwe/). 

The expanded experts’ group comprise individuals for whom technology and public 

spaces are central to their work in different areas, such as architecture, urban planning, 

software development or creative arts. A strong link between nature and technology is 

also included, as well as technology and health. From the review, studies have been 

identified which may apply digital placemaking without acknowledging and mentioning 

the term. Therefore, there is value in including these opinions to deeply understand these 

https://placemaking-europe.eu/pwe/
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processes. In this group, placemaking practitioners from placemaking institutions were 

also included.  

Experts and expanded experts were either contacted directly due to their publications and 

work on digital placemaking or suggested through snowballing sampling with referrals 

from participants (Naderifar et al., 2017). The inclusion criteria also state that all 

participants must be 18 years or older at the time of consent. An initial digital form with 

the information sheet, consent form and pre-interview survey (Appendix I) was sent to 

ensure the inclusion criteria is applied. Once the criteria were met, they were asked to 

take part in a semi-structured interview with the researcher, which was recorded (online). 

Interviews were conducted in English based on the preference of the interviewees in the 

initial survey. Study details were explained verbally to the participants prior to the 

interview, allowing them to ask questions or withdraw their consent. 

A topic guide was provided to each interviewee following their agreement to take part in 

the study. The interview guide or protocol (Appendix I) provides a general direction for 

the interview, allowing participants to elaborate their answers and reflections and for the 

conversation to evolve. Following the standard in Delphi Studies (Rowe & Wright, 1996), 

20 interviews with similar participation of experts and expanded experts were aimed. A 

total of 26 interviews were completed (see Table 4.7).  

An initial pilot interview stage (Table 4.6) with three participants took place between 

November 2022 and January 2023 where the interview questions were tested. The 

objective of these pilot interviews was to further refine the structure of the questions and 

interviews while gathering preliminary insights. Two out of the three pilots agreed to 

participate fully in the study, while the third participant decided to end their involved after 

the interview. 
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Pilot 
nº 

Role Category Location Interview Date 

A Health and Technology 
Scholar 

Expanded 
Expert 

Finland 22nd November 
2022 

B Computer Science 
Scholar 

Expanded 
Expert 

Italy 29th November 
2022 

C Branding and Social 
Media Scholar 

Expanded 
Expert 

United 
Kingdom 

17th January 2023 

Table 4.6: Pilot Interviews 

 

The modified-Delphi was conducted virtually, with remote interviews recorded through 

Teams (only audio was kept for transcription purposes). This is due to the variety of 

locations with experts and expanded from all over the world (see Table 4.7). 

Participant  Role     Category Profile Location 
Expert 1 Professor of Communication 

and Media and Digital 
Placemaking scholar 

Expert Academic United 
States 

Expert 2 Digital placemaking scholar 
and practitioner 

Expert Practitioner Italy 

Expert 3 Lecturer in rhetoric and digital 
communication and Digital 
Placemaking Scholar 

Expert Academic United 
States 

Expert 4 Digital Placemaking scholar 
and lecturer in Media Studies 

Expert Academic United 
States 

Expert 5 Digital placemaking scholar 
and lecturer in architecture. 

Expert Academic Australia 

Expert 6 International Digital 
Placemaker and Ethical Product 
Advisor 

Expert Practitioner United 
States 

Expert 7 Operation Director at an urban 
technology company 

Expert Practitioner Australia 

Expert 8 Lecturer in Media and 
Communications and Digital 
Placemaking scholar 

Expert Academic United 
Kingdom 

Expert 9 Associate Professor in 
Geosciences and Natural 
Resource Management 

Expert Academic Denmark 

Expert 10 Lecturer in Landscape 
Architecture and Digital 
Placemaking Scholar 

Expert Academic Australia 

Expanded 
Expert 1 

Professor in Environmental 
Psychology 

Expanded 
Expert 

Academic United 
Kingdom 
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Expanded 
Expert 2 

Placemaking practitioner with 
international experience 

Expanded 
Expert 

Practitioner Norway 

Expanded 
Expert 3 

Lecturer in Environmental 
Psychology 

Expanded 
Expert 

Academic United 
Kingdom 

Expanded 
Expert 4 

Placemaking Scholar and 
practitioner 

Expanded 
Expert 

Practitioner United 
Kingdom 

Expanded 
Expert 5 

Lecturer in Marketing and 
Place Management 

Expanded 
Expert 

Academic United 
Kingdom 

Expanded 
Expert 6 

Lecturer in place management Expanded 
Expert 

Academic United 
Kingdom 

Expanded 
Expert 7 

Placemaking Director in an 
international organisation 

Expanded 
Expert 

Practitioner Mexico 

Expanded 
Expert 8 

Director of non-profit focused 
on environmental issues, social 
inequalities, civic engagement 
and circular economy. 

Expanded 
Expert 

Practitioner Greece 

Expanded 
Expert 9 

Placemaking practitioner with 
international experience 

Expanded 
Expert 

Practitioner India 

Expanded 
Expert 10 

Researcher in social 
determinants of health and 
nature 

Expanded 
Expert 

Academic United 
Kingdom 

Expanded 
Expert 11 

CEO of a technology, nature 
and wellbeing company 

Expanded 
Expert 

Practitioner United 
States 

Expanded 
Expert 12 

Director of a society of urban 
health 

Expanded 
Expert 

Practitioner Spain 

Expanded 
Expert 13 

Founder of at ech company on 
nature, wellbeing and 
technology 

Expanded 
Expert 

Practitioner United 
Kingdom 

Expanded 
Expert 14 

CEO of a technology, nature 
and wellbeing company 

Expanded 
Expert 

Practitioner Australia 

Expanded 
Expert 15 

Health and Technology Scholar Expanded 
Expert 

Academic Finland 

Expanded 
Expert 16 

Computer Science Scholar Expanded 
Expert 

Academic Italy 

Table 4.7: Modified Delphi study participants. 

 

4.5.4. Data Analysis 

The aim of the qualitative round is to gather insights on digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing, where data analysis reflects upon the meanings within the results and generates 

understandings from the knowledge and perception of the participants. Thematic analysis 

was the most appropriate form of data analysis for the first Delphi round as it involved 
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the researcher coding the interview transcripts to identify themes and patterns within the 

data. Other qualitative analysis procedures were considered but disregarded as per the 

study's aim and purpose. The quantitative rounds were analysed using descriptive 

statistics to measure consensus, strength, and convergence of opinions. The data analysis 

techniques selected as the best fit for the research purpose allow to achieve deeper insights 

into the underlying causes of the phenomena of the investigation, which is supported by 

critical realism where analysis should uncover the different layers of reality. 

Measures were taken to minimize the effect of situational factors and explained the 

content and face validity of each instrument were confirmed via expert reviews and pilot 

tests. Further validity and reliability were explained in section 4.5.2.4. The modified 

Delphi is built on three rounds: round one of semi-structured interviews, and round two 

and three of questionnaires (see Figure 4.1). 
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Figure 4.1: Data gathering and analysis procedure for three rounds of conventional Delphi based on Singh et al. (2022). 
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4.5.4.1. Delphi Round One 

Qualitative data analysis allows meanings to be understood, where the collection of non-

standardised results requires classification into categories and further analysis through the 

use of conceptualisation (Dey, 1993; Healey & Rawlinson, 1994; Saunders et al., 2007). 

The analysis of qualitative data aims to reflect upon the meanings within the results to 

generate insights from the perceptions of the participants of the study (Holstein & 

Gubrium, 2003). Qualitative data needs to be transcribed for its analysis and reproduced 

as written account using the actual words (Saunders et al., 2007).  

There are different approaches to the analysis of qualitative data, depending on the level 

of structure, the level of interpretation from the researcher or formal procedure, or 

inductive or deductive approaches to data analysis (Saunders et al., 2007). Qualitative 

research can be analysed through three different procedures: content analysis, grounded 

analysis and thematic analysis (Saunders et al., 2023). Content analysis refers to the 

frequency of words and concepts in qualitative datasets. Grounded analysis requires the 

intuitive development of themes from the data. Finally, thematic analysis focuses on the 

researcher coding the data to identify themes and patterns.  

The interview data from the Delphi round one was analysed following the Gioia method 

(Magnani & Gioia, 2023) for the data presented in the paper Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et 

al. (manuscript submitted, see Chapter 5 Part A). This decision was made do the broad 

use of the Gioia method in qualitative studies in marketing (e.g., Sharples et al., 2023) 

and to match expectations and key studies in the targeted journal. Further description of 

this data analysis method can be found in section 5.6. 

The rest of the data collected in the first round, presented in Chapter 5 Part B, employs 

thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2012; 2021), which has been broadly used in 
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qualitative Delphi studies (e.g., Brady, 2015; Egfjord & Sund, 2020; Singh et al., 2022). 

This method systematically identifies, organises and offers insights into patterns of 

meaning or themes across a dataset in an accessible and flexible manner, comprising six-

phase steps (Braun & Clarke, 2012) (Table 4.8). This method of analysis aligns themes 

and codes identified in the literature and the data collected in the study. Interview data 

was transcribed close to the time it was recorded to facilitate analysis, allowing the 

researcher to reflect upon the interview recently conducted (Bazeley, 2009; Saunders et 

al., 2023). Qualitative data analysis through thematic analysis combined coding with 

reflections, links and notes to facilitate more than one type of analysis (Bazeley, 2009). 

Therefore, the inclusion of semi-structured interview data results from thematic analysis 

reflects the critical realist approach to the investigation, where the insights and 

understanding of the perspectives and experiences of the participants are crucial for the 

identification of the mechanism in digital placemaking. The initial qualitative stage 

allows the exploration of the subjective experiences of the panel members, which are 

influenced by underlying structures of reality. 

Thematic Analysis 
Phase 

Description 

1. Familiarising 
yourself with 
the data 

The researcher immerses themselves in the data, making notes 
and highlighting items of potential interest 

2. Generating 
initial codes 

Data is systematically analysed with a frisst round of coding. 
Codes are building blocks of analysis and provide a label for a 
feature of the data that is potentially relevant for the research 
question. They provide with an interpretation of the data content. 

3. Searching for 
themes 

The analysis take shape as the codes are shifted to themes. A the 
“captures something important about the data in relation to the 
research question and represents some level of pateterned 
response or meaning within the data set” (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 
pp.82). Themes are generated and constructed while coded data 
is reviewed to identify similarity and overlaps. It is also 
important to explore relationships between themes. 
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Miscellaneous theme might be useful to be considered. This 
phase should end with a thematic map outlining themes and data 
extracts for them. 

4. Reviewing 
potential themes 

This phase involves a recursive process fo development of 
themes and revision in relation to coded data and the entire 
dataset. Frist, themes are checked against thte collated extracts 
of data to ensure codes are relevant and the boundaries of themes 
are clear. Second, themes are reviewed in relation to the entire 
dataset with further refining and reviewing taking place to ensure 
data is adequately captured. 

5. Defining and 
naming themes 

Themes need to be unique and specific. This phase involved deep 
analytic work. Specific extracts are selected and analysed to 
setting out the story of each theme, providing a compelling 
example that illustrates the annalistic point. This data must be 
interpreted and connected to the broader research question and 
scholarly fields. It should combine descriptive thematic analysis 
(data being illustrative) and conceptual and interpretative 
thematic analysis (data is analysed in more detail for its latent 
meanings) 

6. Producing the 
report 

The final report should provide a compelling story about the data 
based on the analysis undertaken, making an argument that 
answers the research question. Themes should connect logically 
and meaningfully. If relevant, they should build on previous 
themes. 

Table 4.8: Thematic Analysis phases from Braun and Clarke (2012) 

 

The data collected and analysed through the semi-structured interviews resulted in themes 

and sub-themes from a coding system, which were assessed to identify relationships 

among them (Braun & Clarke, 2012). Themes and sub-themes from the modified Delphi 

round one are listed in Table 4.9, with a brief description to illustrate how the codes 

emerged. 

A specific software was used in the coding stage (MAXQDA Pro) as per familiarity with 

it and mixed-methods applications. The selection of the software allowed to also apply 

statistical analysis of the Delphi rounds’ questionnaires. Thematic analysis was also 
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employed in the free-form comments provided during the Delphi rounds two and three 

questionnaires. Analysis followed the same phases and stages as in the first Delphi round. 
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 Table 4.9: Thematic analysis code descriptors. 
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4.5.4.2. Delphi Rounds of Questionnaires 

Quantitative data can be analysed using statistical tools in different ways. Data can be 

analysed by using inferential analysis or descriptive statistics. Inferential analysis refers 

to the test of hypothesis through statistics, whereas descriptive statistics refers to 

statistically describing, aggregating and presenting variables numerically (Saunders et al., 

2007). Each process employs different tools and data needs to be prepared for analysis 

through data coding, entry, check and correction of missing values (Saunders et al., 2007). 

The data collected through questionnaires weighted the level of agreement of the 

participants with different statements resulting from the round one analysis. Therefore, 

the analysis developed for the modified Delphi study employed descriptive statistics to 

describe and compare the numerical variables of the study, following the research 

questions and objectives.  

Descriptive statistics summarise patterns in responses of cases in a sample and provide 

information about the distribution of variables, such as central tendency, or the variation 

or dispersion (de Vaus, 2002). The concept of central tendency highlights the average and 

most common values in a dataset, which can be quantified through the mode (the most 

frequent value), the median (the middle value when the data is ordered), and the mean 

(the average) (Saunders et al., 2007). The dispersion indicates the spread of data values 

around the central tendency, which can be measured as the inter-quartile range (IQR) (a 

range within the middle 50% of values) or the standard deviation (SD) (the degree to 

which values vary from the mean) (Saunders et al., 2007). The coefficient of variation is 

a statistical measure of the variability of a dataset, which provides a standardised measure 

of dispersion that allows comparisons, using the standard deviation to the mean 

(Diamantopoulos & Schlegelmilch, 1997; Saunders et al., 2007). 
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The iterative process of reaching consensus through the Delphi rounds two and three of 

questionnaires corresponds with critical realism commitment to refining knowledge and 

understanding the mechanisms that influence observable outcomes. The continuous 

engagement with data developed through the Delphi rounds supports a deeper 

understanding of the phenomena explored. 

Specific data analysis employed for the Delphi round two and three of questionnaires is 

described in section 5.6 as part of the method section of the paper Fernandez-Osso 

Fuentes et al. (manuscript submitted).  

4.6. Writing and Presenting the Data 

Once data has been gathered and analysed, results need to report the findings of the 

project. Scholars recommend presenting the findings adopting the role of ‘story-teller’ 

(Miles, 1994). This approach highlights the most important aspects of the results in line 

with the research objective and aims. The presentation of data is divided into the two data 

sets gathered, qualitative and quantitative in each Delphi round. First, data presents the 

themes and subthemes from the interviews, involving the most pertinent concepts in 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, which then are explored in the Delphi rounds 

of questionnaires to understand the level of agreement and consensus. The Findings and 

Discussion chapters of this research present a rich description of the concept of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing. Additional findings that do not satisfy the 

overarching aim of the study are discussed in the further research agenda of this 

investigation in Chapter 7. 

4.7. Ethics and Limitations 

Prior to the data collection process, the research was granted ethical approval from the 

Maynooth University Ethics Committee, conducted by the University’s Social Research 
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Ethics Sub-Committee (SRESC). Since human participants are included in the research, 

aiming to gather opinions and impressions on digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, 

it was essential to reflect on the different risks and benefits of taking part in the study. 

The application was submitted on 1st November 2022 including key aspects of the 

research purpose, method and participant protection. The submission of the ethical 

approvement included several forms and documents: interview protocol, pre-interview 

survey, information sheet, consent form, an example of a Delphi round and key references 

(Appendix I). This application was approved on the 11th of November 2022. 

The nature of inquiry in research should be honest and open, respecting the integrity of 

participants (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Confidentiality is also paramount due to any 

sensitive data in the interview content. Anonymity was clear to the participants 

throughout the process of data collection. Participants could remain anonymous or waive 

their anonymity in case they wanted to be personally included in the final study, where 

their name would appear if quotes were to be used in published work. However, the 

participants remain anonymous throughout the Delphi rounds. Opportunities for 

participants to provide data off the record were also facilitated depending on their 

preference. When participants requested to remain anonymous, their identity was 

anonymised. Similarly, any reference to specific individuals or cases was also 

anonymised (Bell et al., 2010). The study included a consent form that was sent prior to 

data collection, containing research information and full details of ethical considerations, 

also explained prior to the first Delphi round. The consent forms were signed by all 

participants. Therefore, ethical considerations were informed by the researcher's 

commitment to uncovering the truth while being mindful of the implications of this 

knowledge. Following the critical realism perspective of the research, the goal is to 

understand the reality and phenomena while contributing to its improvement. 
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4.7.1. Limitations 

There are several contributions from this research, but it is important to also address the 

different limits and potential challenges that are evident with this study. This study 

explores the emergent concept of digital placemaking involving nature and wellbeing, 

which is a fast-evolving concept that is changing constantly over time. Thus, the processes 

associated with it have changed since the beginning of the study.  

The recruitment of experts and expanded experts has been challenging due to the nature 

of their role and the interdisciplinary approach to the concept. Selection bias can be 

considered during the recruitment process as another limitation of the study. Despite the 

research having no geographical limitations in the recruitment process, with participants 

from countries around the world, the interdisciplinary nature of digital placemaking can 

be acknowledged as another limitation due to the diverse backgrounds where it has been 

employed and the variety of terminology.  

Specific limits of the Delphi method have been discussed by different scholars. Grime 

and Wright (2016) describe different sets of biases that the researcher has to solve for the 

accuracy of the method: final biased consensus, socially induced bias and researcher bias. 

These can be solved by facilitating information exchange and review by participants, 

through the anonymous Delphi process, and by using standardised checklists or rubrics 

when grading responses. However, mixing qualitative responses with standardised 

quantitative survey measures may help reduce potential bias. Further challenges of a 

Delphi study include dropout rates during the Delphi rounds (Egfjord & Sund, 2020), and 

saturation (Hennink et al., 2017).  

Critics of both qualitative and quantitative research due to several limitations such as the 

generalisation of findings being not representative of the entire population or the lack of 
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incorporating experiential knowledge in quantitative data. However, this study aims to 

overcome these limits by combining quantitative and qualitative data to explore the 

concept of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing.  

This thesis contributes to advancing the knowledge of digital placemaking, promoting a 

consensual approach to this concept and its effects when applied to place marketing and 

branding. Theoretically, it is a starting point to explore place attachment processes, place 

branding and community identity development in hybrid environments, identifying 

unique dynamics. From a practical perspective, place attachment research from a 

branding perspective will offer insights into enhancing citizens' wellbeing when place 

attachment is promoted through digital placemaking in urban public spaces. Cultivating 

community place attachment through hybrid environment experiences created using 

digital placemaking practices has the potential to support behavioural sustainability goals, 

as well as provide an incentive for digital placemaking by illuminating the various 

benefits to both citizens and organizations. 

4.8. Summary 

This chapter presents the ontological and epistemological viewpoint of the researcher of 

this study. The methodology used has been provided in an attempt to address the research 

aim, goals and objectives. The case has been presented for a mixed method, abductive 

study, positioned under the remit of critical realism as argued by Bhaskar (1978) as it 

aims to go beyond mere causal relationships to understand how these are developed. 

Then, the discussion of data collection techniques, analysis, validity and reliability, and 

ethical considerations and limitations have been provided. In the next chapter, the results 

of the study are presented for all Delphi rounds of qualitative and quantitative data. 

  



 182 
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5.1. Preface 

The systematic literature review and the conceptual model presented highlight the 

potential role of digital media in place experiences, specifically how digital placemaking 

and the dynamics involved are understudied. By providing valuable insight regarding the 

interconnections among dynamics in digital placemaking, the previous chapters informed 

the development of the subsequent chapters within this thesis, and in particular the design 

of the modified Delphi study results presented in the following chapter.  

Based on the review of the literature and conceptual model, a modified Delphi method 

was selected to explore the phenomena. This chapter describes the results from the three-

round modified Delphi study – round one of semi-structured interviews, round two of 

questionnaire for agreement, and round three to validate and achieve consensus. Due to 

the richness of the data collected and the valuable insights found in this programme of 

research, the results are divided into two sections: a manuscript submitted to the Journal 

of Interactive Marketing (Part A) in February 2025; and other relevant results referring to 

key dynamics in digital placemaking and its use in nature for wellbeing (Part B).  

This chapter represents the third study in this PhD thesis and presents the main body of 

work included in this research programme. The article in Part A describes the primary 

contribution and result from the data collected and analysed, involving the study of 

identity mechanisms in digital placemaking. Part A first reports the identity mechanisms 

involved in the hybrid space created in digital placemaking, reporting the effects on 

physical and digital identity for place consumers. This study contributes to the overall 

aims of the thesis by providing novel data regarding the use of digital placemaking as a 

place branding strategy and understanding its use in promoting hybrid place attachment 

processes. Due to publication requirements, the main contribution of the thesis is 
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presented in Part A, while other key findings involving nature and wellbeing specifically 

are described in Part B. Part B presents complementary results involving digital 

placemaking as a concept, its place branding dimension, online place attachment, digital 

enhancement of nature connectedness and uses of digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing, and the final consensual statements from the three Delphi rounds of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing.  

5.2. Abstract 

Customers social identity mechanisms and interactions are distinctly different in hybrid 

digital-physical spaces, where digital placemaking is used for place branding. We 

developed a consensual model illustrating how customer social identity mechanisms play 

a role in digital placemaking using a modified Delphi approach (semi-structured 

interviews and two rounds of questionnaires to gauge agreement) with 26 experts and 

expanded expert in the field. Using Social Identity Theory, we uncover the power of 

hybrid physical-digital spaces in developing a stronger sense of place attachment through 

unique identity mechanisms. In hybrid spaces, digital tools enhance customer interactions 

enabling diverse subgroup dynamics, while mitigating risks of identity homogenisation. 

Storytelling and community belonging are mediators in hybrid spaces, where shared 

narratives manifesting in-group connections, reducing bias and celebrating diversity. 

Theoretical contributions assert the pioneer transformative potential of hybrid spaces on 

customer identities. Managerial implications include strategies for leveraging digital 

placemaking to strengthen community cohesion, inclusivity, and place attachment for 

marketers seeking to respect and celebrate the diversity of community identities. 
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5.3. Introduction 

Technology is embedded in our lives and shapes our identity development, from chatting 

with others, navigating a space or completing online purchases. The current digital era 

has emerged new arenas for consumer interaction and engagement (Abell & Biswas, 

2023; Carrozzi et al., 2019; Šimůnková, 2019), integrating digital technologies in 

physical spaces to create hybrid physical-digital spaces. These hybrid spaces mediate the 

relationship between consumers and brands (Bartoli et al., 2023; Carrozzi et al., 2019), 

underscoring the growing interplay between the physical and digital place identity.  

While extensive research has explored physical place identity (e.g., Hernández et al., 

2007) and digital identity (e.g., Çöteli, 2019) distinctively, there remains a critical gap in 

understanding how they interact in hybrid physical-digital spaces. Specifically, digital 

placemaking can leverage digital tools to enhance the experience and meaning of places 

(Atteneder & Lohmeier, 2024), providing a unique context to examine identity 

mechanisms. This concept represents a natural progression of place branding, where 

digital technologies augment the identity of places and foster branding engagement (Razi 

& Ziminski, 2022). However, limited understanding of hybrid spaces for digital and 

physical identities is shown.  

Our study extends interactive marketing scholarship in three innovative ways. First, we 

aim to understand consumers’ social identity mechanisms in hybrid physical-digital 

spaces through expert knowledge. Second, we conceptualise digital placemaking and 

hybrid spaces as a place branding strategy. Third, digital placemaking and identity 

mechanisms in hybrid physical-digital spaces contribute to broader studies of technology 

and interactive marketing (e.g., Abell & Biswas, 2023; Carrozzi et al., 2019; Stallone et 

al., 2024). We explain ways in which the hybrid space enhances and challenges 

consumers’ identity mechanisms. We address the pivotal role that consumers' physical 
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place identity and digital identity mechanisms play in hybrid digital-physical experiences 

and provide practical insights for placemakers, place branding and management experts 

to foster social identity in hybrid spaces. 

5.4. Digital Placemaking and Place Branding 

Digital placemaking derives from placemaking, which foster innovation to enhance 

public spaces (Chen et al., 2022). It is a multidisciplinary concept understood as a process 

that uses digital media to foster individual and communal sense of place attachment 

(Halegoua & Polson, 2021). It has evolved over the years regarding its technology use 

and purposes (Chen et al., 2022). From social media (Soedarsono et al., 2021) to 

augmented reality with Pokémon Go (Clowater, 2021),  combining digital and physical 

spaces. 

Digital placemaking is found to have four basic characteristics (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes 

et al., 2023b): it is a community engagement experience (Shih et al., 2021), with inclusion 

potential (Szaszák & Kecskés, 2020), which fosters sense of place attachment (Halegoua 

& Polson, 2021), through a hybrid space (Hespanhol, 2022). The sense of place 

attachment is commonly related to identity processes, whether is place identity (e.g., Razi 

& Ziminski, 2022) or individual identity (e.g., Chen et al., 2022). However, the key to its 

‘digital’ denomination is the creation of a hybrid space, where a digital layer overlays the 

physical space to add meaning (De Souza E Silva, 2006; Hespanhol, 2022). Hybrid spaces 

bring social networks into physical spaces reconfiguring them (De Souza E Silva, 2006). 

The hybrid space can enhance the experience on different levels, shaping the overall 

community identity of the place. The opportunities and potential are broad. However, 

challenges and risks should also be considered, such as homogenising the identity 

(Maciej, 2024; Özkul, 2021), and excluding marginalised groups (Peacock et al., 2021), 

among others. 
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As a place branding strategy, it mainly focused on tourism (e.g., Sugangga et al., 2021; 

Törnberg, 2022). However, scholars have described its potential use in creating authentic 

experiences to empower collective identities (Evans, 2015), as part of place management 

and branding (Keegan, 2021). Its application as a place branding strategy can help enact 

identification processes and foster civic pride (Mommaas, 2002), where placemaking is 

one of the roots of place branding Ashworth et al. (2015)  

Place branding applies branding principles to places (Reitsamer & Brunner-Sperdin, 

2021) to create, influence and reinforce the image and associations of a place (Warnaby 

& Medway, 2015; Zenker & Braun, 2010). Different categorisations can be found in place 

branding, from country level (Aronczyk, 2020), to destination and tourism (Chan & 

Marafa, 2013) or smaller dimensions (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2024b). The place 

brand identity is developed by brand managers, which is communicated to influence the 

image of the audience (Skinner, 2021; Zenker & Martin, 2011). Brand-community 

practices foster ownership through place branding co-creation, enhancing identity and 

local culture with memorable experiences (Aitken & Campelo, 2011; Kavaratzis & 

Florek, 2021; Wang, 2019). 

One strategy used in place branding to empower communities through co-creation is 

storytelling. Storytelling is used in interactive marketing and branding to expose 

appealing narratives conveying the brand values (Crespo et al., 2023; Hudak, 2019; Stoica 

et al., 2022), also considering its negative effects in the discipline (Grigsby & Mellema, 

2020). The evolution of digital media has also affected place branding, with the 

introduction of online place branding (Florek, 2011). However, a limited number of 

studies explore its effects in communities, referring to online and offline (hybrid) actions 

(Graziano & Albanese, 2020), and the recent denomination of phygital (physical and 

digital) consumer-brand relationships (Bartoli et al., 2023). Recently, scholars have also 
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called to guide the future of place branding involving digital media (de San Eugenio-Vela 

et al., 2023; Kavaratzis & Florek, 2021). Thus, a gap in the implications of hybrid 

physical-digital spaces in place branding is also found in literature. We move from the 

phygital environment to a hybrid space where the physical-digital spaces create a unique 

experience to benefit the place brand and image. 

5.5. Social Identity Theory 

Social Identity Theory enable us to explore digital placemaking’s dynamics by offering a 

deep understanding on group processes (Hornsey, 2008). This focus aligns with our study 

objective of investigation of identity mechanisms in hybrid place experiences. Social 

Identity Theory refers to a sense of belonging and identification to a social group (Makri 

et al., 2021; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Social Identity Theory suggests individuals 

internalise group membership to become part of one’s self-concept (Heath et al., 2017; 

Tajfel, 1978). Tajfel (1978) identifies three components associated with social 

identification: the cognitive component for awareness, the emotional for affective 

identification, and the evaluative component, alluding to the value connotations 

associated with the identification. This social identification can enhance the self-esteem, 

self-concept (Haslam et al., 2009), and improve wellbeing and health (Bowe et al., 2020).  

Members of a group develop in-group and outgroup attitudes (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). In-

group favouritism is a preferential treatment of people perceived to belong to the same 

in-group, differentiated from outgroups (Makri et al., 2021; Terry, 2003). Terry (2003) 

describes the existence of subgroup identities in pluralistic environments to respect the 

diversity of an organisation, and the use of recategorization of the social identity to reduce 

in-group bias among subgroups. Scholars describe the social identity complexity to avoid 

the reductionist approach of focusing on one singular social identity (Crisp, 2010; Roccas 

& Brewer, 2002). Social identity complexity discusses having multiple group 
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membership and its potential to reduce single in-group-outgroup distinction. This 

construct is specifically applied in multicultural societies, where social identity 

complexity could be associated with tolerance for diversity and acceptance of outgroups 

(Crisp, 2010; Roccas & Brewer, 2002). 

Regarding the current digital era, digital identity is mainly explored from managerial 

approaches connected with identity data consent, control and access (Camp, 2004; 

Masiero & Bailur, 2021). In the context of social identity, this theory has helped 

understand consumer engagement on social media and virtual communities (Abell & 

Biswas, 2023; Bradford et al., 2017) and ownership feelings using augmented reality 

holograms (Carrozzi et al., 2019). Bouncken and Barwinski (2021) introduce the concept 

of shared digital identity, which is described as the collective self-concept of an in-group 

towards the use of digital technology that creates feelings of belonging, community and 

enthusiasm. Recent digital placemaking studies adopt social identity but on analogue 

ways (Kotus et al., 2022; Sacramento et al., 2022), or refer to feelings of displacement 

and erasure of long-term communities using digital platforms (Törnberg, 2022). We 

identify a lack of understanding of social identity formation in physical-digital spaces.  

Involving branding and Social Identity Theory, scholars have explored brand 

identification in storytelling (Crespo et al., 2023) and social media and online brand 

communities (Kuo & Hou, 2017). In tourism and branding, this theory has informed the 

impact of technology (Çöteli, 2019), loyalty and place attachment (Dandotiya & 

Aggarwal, 2023). Place attachment is part of place identity, a substructure of social 

identity (Qazimi, 2014). Place attachment and place identity have been strongly related 

to placemaking practices (e.g., Moodley & Marks, 2023). Place identity describes the 

individual’s incorporation of a place into the concept of self (Hernández et al., 2007; 

Proshansky et al., 1983). It has been criticized for neglecting the social dimension of 
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identity (Hauge, 2007). Incorporating technology, studies allude to online place 

attachment (Huang et al., 2022; Schwartz, 2015), digital use in place attachment 

(Birnbaum et al., 2021; Rutha & Abbas, 2021), place identity and digital technology 

(Geng et al., 2023; Harner et al., 2017; Skinner, 2008) and even a digital sense of place 

(Dai & Liu, 2024). The meaning of a place is constantly renegotiated and so its 

contribution to identity is never the same (Hauge, 2007). Thus, Social Identity Theory 

can shed light on the relationship between place and identity where digital media in place 

experiences could help communities renegotiate meaning and identity, enacting and 

enhancing mechanisms in the hybrid space. 

5.6. Method 

We aim to understand consumers’ social identity mechanisms in hybrid environments 

through digital placemaking as a place branding initiative. We rely upon the opinions and 

interpretations of key informants in digital placemaking with in-depth knowledge of the 

concept to establish claims about its potential use. We collect qualitative and quantitative 

data to advance knowledge on the phenomena. 

5.6.1. Data Collection 

The Delphi method was first used by the RAND Corporation to refine group judgement 

(Grime & Wright, 2016) and has been used in marketing (Singh et al., 2022), digital 

advertising (Stallone et al., 2024), and place brand research (de San Eugenio Vela et al., 

2013). Its main principles are anonymity, repetition, controlled feedback and group 

response (Egfjord & Sund, 2020). We follow two modifications of the Delphi method. 

First, we included expanded experts as well as experts (Ketwaroo et al., 2019), due to the 

interdisciplinary nature of the concept (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Basaraba, 2021). This 

expert-based study assumes that industry and academy experts with the appropriate 
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background can help discerning identity mechanisms in hybrid places. We considered 

experts those who are specialists in the concept, have published about it, and also hold a 

position in an institution or programme. Expanded experts include individuals for whom 

technology and public spaces are central to their work, as well as placemaking 

practitioners. The second modification is the initial qualitative round through semi-

structured interviews (Avella, 2016; Hasson et al., 2000). This provides deep knowledge 

about the phenomena and more specific items in the quantitative follow-up phase 

(Harrison, 2013). The Delphi round one consisted of 45–60-minute semi-structured 

interviews, following an interview protocol tested through three pilots. By adopting a 

three-round modified Delphi method, common in these studies (Singh et al., 2022), we 

investigate the social identity mechanisms of consumers within hybrid digital-physical 

spaces in digital placemaking. Questionnaire rounds use a 5-point Likert scale (von der 

Gracht, 2012) in Qualtrics.com from ‘strongly agree to ‘strongly disagree (Avella, 2016). 

We tested the questionnaires with pilot participants to reduce participant fatigue (Singh 

et al., 2022). We combined open-ended questions and rating scales, and data was checked 

for errors (Saunders et al., 2007). Only agreed items were carried over (Miller et al., 2020) 

to reduce completion time. Data collection occurred between March 2023 and March 

2024 (see Table 5.1). 

Delphi 
Round 

Type of Round Nº of 
Participants 

Timeframe Purpose 

Round 
One 

Semi-Structured 
Interviews 
(Qualitative) 

26 1/3/2023    
– 30/6/2023 

Gather information about 
the topic explored. 
Identification of 
dynamics and themes 

Round 
Two 

Questionnaire 
(Quantitative) 

23 29/11/2023 
– 19/1/2024 

Confirmation of findings 
and determination of 
level of agreement  

Round 
Three 

Questionnaire 
(Quantitative) 

19 12/2/2024 –    
5/3/2024 

Confirmation of 
agreement levels to 
ascertain panel consensus 

Table 5.1: Modified Delphi study rounds' description based on Singh et al. (2022). 
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We confirmed the face validity and reliability of each instrument via expert review and 

pilot tests (Miller et al., 2020), successive rounds and participant expertise (Hasson et al., 

2000). The anonymous nature of the study increases participants freedom (Egfjord & 

Sund, 2020), and participants data review increases rigour control (Brady, 2015).  

5.6.2. Data Interpretation 

Interviews were recorded and transcribed, and qualitative data was analysed following 

the Gioia Method (Magnani & Gioia, 2023). An independent researcher with expertise in 

interview data analysis re-coded and checked the results to ensure external validity 

(Sandelowski, 2004). We went through hermeneutical cycles of analysis to identify 

patterns and relationships, which led us to assign second order themes and high-level 

aggregations (Figure 5.1). The initial coding was revised amongst the findings. For the 

questionnaires, we use descriptive statistics to provide information about the distribution 

of variables, central tendency, and dispersion (de Vaus, 2002) and additional metrics used 

in Delphi studies (e.g., Chamorro et al., 2012; Schmalz et al., 2021). Across rounds we 

measured consensus, strength and convergence of opinions (von der Gracht, 2012). We 

defined agreement as ≥ 70% concurrence among participants (Avella, 2016), combining 

ratings for agreement (4 = agree and 5 = strongly agree). We calculated the coefficient of 

variation (CV) (Giannarou & Zervas, 2014) and the stability of response (von der Gracht, 

2012), defined as ≤15% change as our stopping criteria (von der Gracht, 2012). 
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Figure 5.1: Data coding structure following the Gioia Method (Magnani & Gioia, 2023). 

 

5.7. Hybrid Spaces in Digital Placemaking for Social Identity and 

Place Branding 

A total of 26 participants took part in the modified Delphi study, with equal distribution 

between females (50%) and males (50%). The study aimed to understand consumers' 

social identity mechanisms in hybrid digital-physical spaces, as enacted in the context of 

exposure to digital placemaking experiences. 
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5.7.1. Results of Round One: Semi-Structured Interviews  

The aim of this round was to identify the mechanisms involved in digital placemaking on 

a consumer’s identity level, extracting themes related to digital identity, social identity, 

and digital placemaking. Digital technology was found to be a key element in the 

development of group identity processes in a community using digital placemaking.  

The most important element that permeated all the basic characteristics of digital 

placemaking was social identity. The analysis of the semi-structured interviews revealed 

that identity creation was a key aspect of digital placemaking experiences, specifically on 

a social level. Social identity mechanisms and in-group belonging feelings (Makri et al., 

2021; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) were described in different dynamics in digital placemaking 

during the interviews, demonstrating its role as a binding actor among dynamics and its 

positive effect. The analysis led to the generation of initial relationships between the 

hybrid space, social identity formation and place branding (Table 5.2). 
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Table 5.2: Round one code analysis. 

 Social Identity Theory Digital Placemaking Place Branding Place Attachment 
Hybrid digital-physical 
spaces in digital 
placemaking impact 
identity mechanisms. 

- Digital interactions 
affect identity formation. 
- Shared digital identity is 
extended to broad 
communities. 
- In-group processes can 
enhance social identity. 
- Complex social identity 
is developed to include 
diversity. 
- Storytelling helps 
recategorizing social 
identity groups and 
subgroups. 

- Disparity between digital 
and physical identity but no 
disconnection. 
- Positive social identity is 
fostered in hybrid spaces. 
- Technology in placemaking 
promotes inclusion of 
multiple identities. 
- Storytelling affects identity 
formation and promotes 
inclusion. 

- Storytelling facilitates 
community development and 
branding. 

- Storytelling can promote 
place attachment processes. 

Place branding and 
attachment can connect 
community social 
identity with culture, 
but challenges need to 
be addressed. 

- Social groups foster 
belonging feelings and 
place brand identity 
feelings. 
- Social identity 
complexity avoids 
identity reductionism. 

- Shift of focus from tourism 
to local communities in 
digital placemaking as place 
branding. 

- Memorable hybrid 
experiences enhance local 
place brand identity. 
- Unified/mainstream 
identities are a risk. 

- Shift from analogue tourism 
to technological 
implementation in place 
attachment linked to place 
branding. 

Online place 
attachment affects 
social identity 
formation and place 
branding. 
 

- Social identity acts as a 
binding agent enhancing 
belonging processes in 
hybrid places. 

- Community engagement is 
essential to foster belonging 
feelings. 
- Digital placemaking is a 
medium to foster connections. 
- Ownership feelings develop 
through place attachment and 
branding in digital 
placemaking. 

- Place branding consumers 
are co-creators. 

- Online place attachment needs 
to consider the significant role 
of local identities. 
- The social aspect of place 
attachment is crucial for its 
success. 
-  Place attachment and 
branding help are connecting 
on a social level to express a 
community identity, image and 
brand. 
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5.7.1.1. Identity Processes in Hybrid Digital-Physical Spaces in Digital Placemaking 

Digital placemaking offers a platform for consumers to interact with hybrid spaces that 

extend the physical place experience with a digital layer that adds meaning. We reveal 

hybrid physical-digital spaces, one of the basic characteristics of digital placemaking 

(Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b), enhance opportunities for community 

engagement experiences, inclusive practices and fostering place attachment. The hybrid 

space enact mechanisms that develop the social identity and enhance the other 

characteristics.   

When exploring identity processes involving technological experiences, a common 

fragmentation of physical and digital identities appears. We found a disparity between 

the physical and the digital identity when a digital element is introduced in the place 

experience. 

We are sharing, not only physical spaces, but also digital spaces, we are 
intermingling digital spheres with physical spheres, and those can change very 
quickly and can be different from person to person. We have this fragmentation 
of potential physical-digital identities that can be applicable to places but at the 
same time are detached from it. (Expert 5). 

I've seen people from the community I work with to be a little shy and hidden but 
their personality in digital spaces is like one hero, making reels and claiming that, 
so they are willing to connect. Because that gives them another identity. 
(Expanded Expert 9). 

 
Digital identity has commonly been understood as the adaptation of a person’s 

identity into machine-readable data (Camp, 2004; Masiero & Bailur, 2021). Contrary to 

Masiero and Bailur (2021), we find digital interactions to affect identity formation beyond 

mere adaptations of physical identity into technological data. A certain level of disparity 

between the physical identity and the digital identity is found. The digital identity is not 

a captured in a static process making it immutable (Masiero & Bailur, 2021) but it is a 
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fluid identity that creates a level of disparity between the physical and the digital identity. 

They are yet correlated and interconnected. The disparity of identities due to the digital 

realm (Törnberg, 2022) does not equals to a disconnection. We find the digital to lower 

barriers for consumers to express freely and show their personalities and identities, 

advancing previous managerial approaches to digital identity data (Camp, 2004; Masiero 

& Bailur, 2021). 

The identity formation and process enacted through digital placemaking is socially 

focused. Scholars approach identity in placemaking from a place identity angle (e.g., 

Hespanhol, 2022) with a focus on the individual effects. Recent studies have referred to 

building social identity (Kotus et al., 2022; Sacramento et al., 2022; Törnberg, 2022). We 

found the basic characteristic of community engagement highly linked to the social 

identity process in digital placemaking. The communal identity process is digitally 

expanded and enhanced. Place consumers can develop their digital identity, affecting the 

social identity too.  

I think we have the opportunity to expand that identity or mutual identity, from 
the actual physical place that prompts it to other locations. To allow people to 
carry their identity with them, virtually, for example, or through technology and 
continue to be connected to the place even though they're no longer physically 
there. (Expert 5) 

Some things happened and this WhatsApp group has been able to really galvanise 
them and coalesce them together. Their individual identities have now become, in 
this particular slice of their life, this group identity (…). They will anchor to that 
community garden and people know to go to them as well. It's just a WhatsApp 
group, but that WhatsApp group was really key to identity. (Expanded Expert 4). 

When you use, for example, social media to describe your life, (…) you are 
identifying or you are creating an identity of yourself, but also your circle of 
people, in which you are interacting with because that's the important part. Social 
media is not an act of saying something. There is the community around it because 
you can comment, you can retweet, you can have in exchange information. It's not 
an individual process. It's a social process. This is also something that helps 
people to identify themselves as a part of a group. (Expanded Expert 16). 
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Digital placemaking can enhance and reframe a community’s social identity concerning 

the place through a hybrid experience, which affects the place identity and the community 

digital identity. As predicted by Bouncken and Barwinski (2021), the shared digital 

identity concept that applies Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), technology 

usage can be a marker to foster group processes and in-group belonging. We extend their 

contribution shifting the role of technology from an audience identifier to a hybrid space 

for a broad community. These digital identity mechanisms allow consumers to modify, 

create and adapt their identity in the place and the digital world (Carrozzi et al., 2019; 

Çöteli, 2019; Hauge, 2007). We support the theoretical proposition that technology can 

foster place identity and act as a community builder (Harner et al., 2017), cultivating 

sense of group belonging identity (Makri et al., 2021; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Scant 

studies allude to social identity in analogue placemaking (Kotus et al., 2022; Sacramento 

et al., 2022) and the negative effect of technology (Törnberg, 2022). We diverge from 

these studies to describe the key role of digital placemaking in the formation of the social 

identity in a place. The group membership developed through digital placemaking is 

internalised generating a social identity where the place consumers’ self-concept is part 

of it (Heath et al., 2017; Tajfel, 1978). The identity mechanisms enacted through digital 

placemaking are social, where technology in the place experiences is key. 

One of the key challenges when fostering the social identity of a community and 

a place resides in the inclusion of all identities that form them. Inclusion is a basic 

characteristic of digital placemaking (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b). We describe 

how multiple identities being addressed in digital placemaking is a success factor.  

You have clashes between age groups and ethnic groups, (…) you've got many 
different types of communities, and how you're able to account for that, I think, is 
part of the success. (Expert 9). 

One of the big ones, which isn't a surprise, place is polysemic. People use and 
think about place as serving different functions in their lives, they imagine it to be 
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in certain ways. (…) I think one of the challenges is understanding what those 
different visions, different needs, different desires and different histories are of a 
given place and trying to do something that celebrates all of them if that's your 
goal. (Expert 1). 

Often in placemaking, there is this notion that is community-driven and is for the 
community, but actually, to add these inclusive lenses is a question of, who is the 
community? The community is not a homogeneous group. (…) Always in this 
space, there are people, it's not that there is no one, but who are the people? 
Maybe drug addicts, alcoholics, poor people, homeless… These are also citizens 
for whom we are working. We need as well to always counterbalance these 
inclusionary and exclusionary effects that are produced and reproduced. 
(Expanded Expert 2) 

 

A key success factor for the digital placemaking experience and the social identity 

mechanisms enacted is the consideration of the diversity in the community. The novelty 

of this approach to inclusion in digital placemaking resides in the need to account for the 

multitude of identities in a community. The social identity fostered is not homogenous 

but diverse. Following Social Identity Theory in-group and out-group processes (Terry, 

2003), counternarratives and underrepresented groups of the community can benefit from 

placemaking experiences involving some level of technology (e.g., Gonsalves et al., 

2024). Digital technology can adapt to different inclusion and diversity needs of the space 

and the community (Szaszák & Kecskés, 2020) and should face the problem of 

developing only one cohesive identity through digital placemaking (Maciej, 2024). The 

exploration of digital placemaking celebrating diverse identities has been overlooked. 

The social identity that respect the diverse identities in a group does not aim to drastically 

change the identity status of group members to meet the dominant group but to enhance 

it through subgroup dynamics (Terry, 2003). The dynamics of subgroups in the social 

identity means they will find a space to express themselves and take ownership of their 

narrative. Thus, our understanding of social identity in digital placemaking is considered 

‘complex’ as it is associated with tolerance and diversity (Crisp, 2010). We emphasise 
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the unique development of a social identity through digital placemaking that can be 

diverse and inclusive to all members to succeed.  

In this context, the implementation of storytelling as a strategy in digital 

placemaking can benefit the formation of a social identity, acting as a mediator that 

clarifies the process of digital placemaking connecting it to the place and the community 

since it fosters inclusion and ownership between the place and the community through 

community experiences.  

I think in sharing of stories, sharing other people's investment, knowledge and 
experiences in a certain location, digital media has been used to do effectively. 
People could point to certain social media, almost like hashtag activism projects, 
to also say “Oh, look, this created a sense a feeling of belonging for me, here to 
see other people who looked like me interact with this space in a way, similar way 
as me” or this idea of the ritualised, iconic landmarks that I see on social media, 
and I can say 'Oh, I've been there, and I take a picture of myself there, I feel maybe 
a sense of belonging, because I'm tapping into this ritual of travel to certain 
locations'. (Expert 1). 

The things that happen, either in digital or physical are always human things. 
Because you must live those things. People need to relate either to digital or 
physical in the same way, at the end. They live experience and then they share the 
experience. Once they share this experience, in my case the trip, then the place 
has an identity. It's built from the memories of people. (Expert 2).  

 

We found community storytelling to be a mediator that can help build a social identity in 

a place. Sharing place experiences through digital storytelling facilitates community 

development (Hudak, 2019), fostering belonging with others and with the place 

(Gonsalves et al., 2024; Hurley, 2023; Naji & Rzeszewski, 2022). Sharing group 

narratives of the place can help individuals identify themselves with the group they are 

members, where both storytelling and community belonging act as mediators, fostering 

social identity mechanisms (Makri et al., 2021; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Alluding to the 

concept of categorization in relation to social identity by Terry (2003), storytelling and 

community belonging mediate recategorizations to reduce in-group bias among 
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subgroups. We indicate that storytelling can address and highlight the multiple identities 

of a community, forming a collective feeling of belonging with the group and with the 

place through interactions with the narratives that arise within the community. 

5.7.1.2. Place Branding approach to Social Identity in Digital Placemaking 

Despite its main tourism focus when combining digital placemaking (Sugangga et al., 

2021) and place management and branding (Keegan, 2021), our analysis of results found 

a clear connection through the role of digital technology in place branding and social 

identity.  

You can create a shared sense of brand through placemaking routines. The 
technology has a place in doing that. That's the whole other side of technology 
too, which is all of the sharing and social media and Facebook groups where you 
can be sharing info about that stuff. (Expanded Expert 14). 

If we want to talk about brands, at the moment that we live now, no brand can be 
developed and promoted without the digital means and digital platforms and 
media. Towards the goal of brand identity and brand creation of a place, if digital 
means and media could be integrated from the very, very beginning, so they are 
part of the brand creation, and not just tools that they promote the brand, this 
brand will be stronger. (Expanded Expert 8). 

 

Digital placemaking can create a shared sense of brand in a place in the current digital 

landscape. The hybrid space should be a key part in place branding to ensure the place 

brand identity process is strengthened and connected with the community. Our results are 

consistent with Social Identity Theory, which emphasises the role of social groups 

fostering consumers’ sense of belonging to them (Makri et al., 2021; Tajfel & Turner, 

1986). The digital dimension is important in developing this social brand identity in the 

place, with group belonging feelings as a mediator. Prior studies exploring attachment 

feelings in place branding and tourism (e.g., Dandotiya & Aggarwal, 2023) have not 

accounted for the role of technology. We reveal the bond between place branding and 

digital placemaking to enhance the place brand identity and formation through 
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memorable experiences (Kavaratzis & Florek, 2021) to enrich the identity and local 

culture of a place (Aitken & Campelo, 2011).   

When combining place branding with social identity, negative views and critics on the 

use of marketing to foster identity can be found, as one of our experts points out:  

Place branding is not the same thing as identity. Because so many Western 
cultures in particular are so dominated by marketing. It's very much about the 
image. And centralised media, like Instagram, and TikTok have kind of made it 
worse the whole idea of a personal brand. It's so reductionary, because a brand 
is not culture. Culture is so much deeper and more than the image (…) I've haven't 
seen a lot of good things come out of place branding. And I feel that the projects 
that are better at cultivating an identity for a neighbourhood are ones where 
they're focusing the least on the identity, and they're not using the branding and 
marketing language.  (Expert 6). 

 

The consideration of the risks and challenges of place branding is essential in any project. 

Despite known benefits such as community empowerment or community wellbeing 

improvement from participatory place branding and digital technology (Hudak, 2019), 

the social identity should address multiple group membership in a community. We 

advance Hudak’s investigation by presenting the community belonging to subgroups as 

a mediator for social identity in digital placemaking. Alluding to Crips (2010) social 

identity complexity and Terry (2003) multiple in-group and subgroup membership, 

digital placemaking hybris space can avoid the reductionist approach to one social 

identity, advancing place branding outcomes.  

5.7.1.3. Online Place Attachment effects on Social Identity through Digital 

Placemaking 

Since sense of place attachment is a core characteristic of digital placemaking, we 

describe three inherent connections. First, the value of digital and online tools to foster 

place attachment. Online place attachment is a consequence of the current technological 
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evolution in cities, and the concept needs to consider the evolution of technology usage 

in consumers nowadays. The impact of technology use to explore and engage with the 

environments affects the process of place attachment connected with others in the place. 

Well, actually, this is about creating a sense of place through digital technology. 
It's happening in everyday life, it's happening all around us, in cities around the 
world and places around the world, and how there's differential power structures 
that intervene in the making of place, and we really have to pay attention to that. 
(Expert 1). 

I always think about that as a digital placemaking, how we learn to connect to our 
environment, by seeing what others have seen, and also being able to give 
information about what we have seen. (Expert 4).  

Limited research has deepened the understanding of online place attachment, describing 

its significant role in local identity (Schwartz, 2015), societal wellbeing (Huang et al., 

2022), community cohesion (Harner et al., 2017), and the role of digital technology in 

place attachment (Birnbaum et al., 2021; Rutha & Abbas, 2021). Despite the principal 

role that technology plays in daily interactions with the space, studies have overlooked 

this concept. We suggest considering digital technology when aiming to foster place 

attachment in a community, as this tool is already part of consumers’ daily interactions 

with the place and others. The role of other consumers foster place attachment and 

belonging (Scannell & Gifford, 2017).  

Second, when looking at the effects of online place attachment, we describe the promotion 

of group belonging feelings and place attachment processes in the hybrid space. This new 

hybrid environment, which combines online and offline elements, provides new 

opportunities to broaden the impact of place attachment on a social level. 

I think there's a lot of opportunities, when you think about how digital media can 
help people feel like they belong, and they feel safe versus emotional belonging, 
but also physical and emotional safety. (Expert 4). 

When you have the freedom of yourself changing where you are, and your digital 
environment, and everyone has the possibility of changing it. Then they can 
change collectively, and this can be transformed into a place of belonging and 



 204 

ownership. It's a lot about democracy. It's a lot about getting the correct tools to 
transform and to change yourself by changing where you are. If there's that 
capacity of changing where you are from everyone, then there is this capacity of 
also create collectiveness, community belonging, ownership. I think we are far 
away from this. (Expanded Expert 7). 

I think you can't escape the fact that whatever you do, it's not really about the 
technology, it's really about the connection between people in place, I think that's 
the essential aspect (…). It's all about the experience that you create for the people 
who make use of a particular shared space, their connection with the place, and 
the connection between themselves mediated by or prompted by the place. In 
order to make any new effort successful, that has to stay as a core. (Expert 5).  

 

Place attachment is formed by individual and collective elements (e.g., Scannell & 

Gifford, 2010a), but we reveal how digital mediation of place attachment fosters 

community belonging and sense of place. A focus on the social aspect of identity is clear, 

beyond mere individual identity effects. This advances the traditional individual focus on 

place attachment (Lewicka, 2011), by shifting the interest to the social dimension of the 

identity mechanisms. Digital placemaking technology is a medium to achieve a goal, to 

foster connections with others and with the place. Previous studies have implemented 

social identity to advance online consumers’ identification with a social media influencer 

(Abell & Biswas, 2023). However, the community engagement basic characteristic of 

digital placemaking speaks directly to the social aspect of place attachment, ensuring the 

experience fosters connection with the place and with the people in the place as a whole. 

The community belonging feeling acts as a mediator to explain the social identity enacted 

in digital placemaking. Scholars explored the digital impact in place attachment and social 

needs and wellbeing benefit (Birnbaum et al., 2021; Huang et al., 2022; Rutha & Abbas, 

2021). We advance Dai and Liu (2024) digital sense of place, which cultivates identity 

and belonging, by focusing on the application of Social Identity Theory to understand 

how the communal identity acts as a binding agent that enhances place attachment 

processes in hybrid physical-digital spaces. Social identity enacts mechanisms that 
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facilitate social processes, emphasising the interactions between people, technology and 

place. 

Third, online place attachment through digital placemaking can affect the community 

identity development. The online element brought by digital placemaking affects the 

representation of the community and its members, their culture, and their place. We 

confirm online place attachment’s impact on the place identity, image, and brand through 

the use of digital technology by the consumer, who has an active role. 

Your address is such a big part of your identity at that point. (…) When I engaged 
with the youth, they were openly talking about how they want to change it [their 
place identity], this identity is a perceived identity. There is an identity of what 
they think they are, and what the city thinks they are. I feel digital placemaking 
can bridge that gap of perception of a neighbourhood, specially marginalised, to 
what it is by having open conversations. Identity becomes a right, that means if 
it's your right you're allowed to express it, it's your fundamental citizens freedom 
to talk about it. If digital placemaking can look at it like that, more collective 
voices can be heard. (Expanded Expert 9). 

People were using digital technologies to celebrate their sense of place, to make 
their community sense of place more visible to the world, to say “this place 
matters, it doesn't just matter to us, but it should matter to you, and you don't have 
to come in and change it, there's certain things that we're doing and we can 
change ourselves”. It's very much like right to the city in digital placemaking. 
(Expert 1).  

 

The identity of a place that exists can be modified by the locals through digital 

placemaking. We find online place attachment strongly linked to place branding as a way 

of expressing a community view and identity, sharing the place image and building a 

place brand. This can create feelings of belonging between the community and the place 

(Reitsamer & Brunner-Sperdin, 2021). The hybrid space in digital placemaking can help 

the community to take ownership of their place identity and develop a stronger place 

attachment. It mediates communities interacting and sharing their identity. The place 

consumer role in the experience is shifted to a proactive and co-creative role, where they 



 206 

are producers of the place identity and brand (Aitken & Campelo, 2011; Kavaratzis & 

Florek, 2021), which is highly linked to the development of online place attachment and 

belonging feelings with the place. Huang et al. (2022) describe the managerial 

implications of the online engagement of students that can influence place attachment, 

social interactions, place bonding, and belonging to the brand of the place. We extend 

their work by connecting online place attachment and place branding to a social scale in 

digital placemaking. The social identity fostered in the digital placemaking experience 

can enhance the self-esteem of group members (Haslam et al., 2009) while connecting 

culture and digital media (Çöteli, 2019).  

This connection between place attachment and place branding is crucial in digital 

placemaking. Communities can claim the place image, identity, and brand, modify them, 

and communicate them in a way that feels truthful and personal through digital tools. Shih 

et al. (2021) defend the involvement of the local community in digital placemaking 

processes that affect identity formation, which is essential for belonging with the place. 

We advance this by exploring the social identity mechanism in digital placemaking, 

finding interlinks between place attachment, place branding and social identity. Drawing 

on Social Identity Theory group belonging and identity mechanisms (Hornsey, 2008; 

Makri et al., 2021; Tajfel & Turner, 1986), we find digital placemaking to act as an 

enhancer of these dynamics by incorporating digital media as a tool to enhance identity 

processes linked to the place, to oneself and to the community.  

5.7.2. Results of Round Two and Three: Questionnaires 

Round one was analysed and informed the creation of the following rounds. The analysis 

of the round two questionnaire informed the creation of the round three questionnaire, 

where only agreed items were carried over (Miller et al., 2020). Questionnaires were sent 

to all participants of the first round (n = 26) asking them to only fill it in if they had 
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participated in the previous round. Round two registered twenty-three responses (88,46%) 

and round three registered nineteen responses (73.08%). For this study, only items related 

to the research question explored in this investigation are considered (Table 5.3). Means 

were shared for each item in round three to inform about the group response, including a 

‘N/A’ option next to the Likert scale following some of the participants’ comments from 

round two. 

. 

 



 208 

 
 

 

  Round Two (n=23) Round Three (n=19) 

 Item Category Item Mean SD Median IQR    Agreement
% 

Mean SD Median IQR Agreement 
% 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking creates a 
place for people to connect with 
each other 

3.43 0.77 3.00 1.00 43.50 0 0 0 0 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Creating a sense of identity in 
the group is a key characteristic 
of digital placemaking 

3.57 0.77 4.00 1.00 56.50 0 0 0 0 0 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

How to address multiple 
identity communities is a 
challenge to digital 
placemaking 

3.96 0.751 4.00 0.00 78.20* 3.79 1.004 4 2.50 68.40 

Place Attachment A place’s identity is built 
through shared experiences and 
the digital can help with it 

4.13 0.536 4.00 0.00 91.30* 4.11 0.852 4 3.00 89.50* 

Place Attachment Communities have multiple 
identities 

4.65 0.476 5.00 1.00 100.00* 4.79 0.521 5 2.00 94.70* 

Place Attachment Digital placemaking allows 
people to carry their identity 
even though they are no longer 
physically there 

3.96 0.624 4.00 0.00 78.30* 3.84 1.182 4 4.00 68.40 

Place Branding Digital placemaking creates a 
shared sense of place image and 
brand 

3.65 0.633 4.00 1.00 56.50 0 0 0 0 0 

Place Branding Place branding can use digital 
placemaking to communicate 
stories of a place 

4.13 0.612 4.00 0.50 87.00* 4.37 0.482 4 1.00 100.00* 

St Place Branding Social media creates a space for 
people to share and build a 
place brand image 

3.91 0.717 4.00 1.00 69.50 0 0 0 0 0 

Place Branding  Digital placemaking can have a 
negative impact in perpetuating 
the image of a place 

3.43 0.77 4.00 1.00 52.10 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 5.3: Modified Delphi rount two and three results. 
 
Notes: * indicates the ≥ 70% agreement among participants is achieved (Avella, 2016). 
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Round two included ten items related to identity, from which five achieved a agreement 

(Avella, 2016). The multiple identities found in the previous round can face the risk of 

exclusion in the experience (78,2%). This item met our agreement criteria despite 

resulting in a mean of 3.96, which presents a slight dispersion of responses. Similarly, 

digital placemaking is agreed to allow people to carry their identity with no physical 

barriers (78.3%) while presenting a mean of 3.96. Participants agreed place identity is 

built through shared experiences (91.3%) and for communities to have multiple identities 

(100%). Exploring place branding, only one item achieved over 70% agreement, in which 

it can communicate stories about a place (87%). Regarding the analysis of the free-form 

comment sections in the questionnaire, no comments related to items on identity since 

they confirmed participant's choice. 

Round three included the five agreed items, from which three achieved consensus. 

Participants consider a place identity built through shared experiences with the help of 

digital tools (89.5%) and communities to have multiple identities. In this round, this item 

only achieved 94.7% agreement compared to 100% in the previous round. Participants 

achieved consensus on the consideration of place branding to use digital placemaking to 

communicate stories of a place (100%). Free-form comments analysis presented no 

notable aspects.   

5.7.2.1. Consensus Agreement (Rounds One, Two and Three). 

Regarding the stability of response, items present a low variation of stability (Table 5.4), 

which is aligned with the consensual agreement found and described and with the 

dispersion of responses. Stability of response criteria is met we stopped after the third 

round of the study.  
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 Item 
Category 

Item CV Frequency 
Variance  

Challenges 
of digital 
placemaking 

How to address multiple identity communities is 
a challenge to digital placemaking (mean=3,96) 

0.08 -9,80 

Place 
Attachment 

A place’s identity is built through shared 
experiences and the digital can help with it 
(mean=4,13) 

0.08 -1,80 

Place 
Attachment  

Communities have multiple identities 
(mean=4,65) 

0.01 -5,30 

Place 
Attachment 

Digital placemaking allows people to carry their 
identity even though they are no longer 
physically there (mean=3,96) 

0.15 -9,90 

Place 
Branding 

Place branding can use digital placemaking to 
communicate stories of a place (mean=4,13) 

-0.04 13,00 

Table 5.4: Comparative analysis of the stability of variation of the modified Delphi items. 

 
Therefore, consensus was achieved in three items (Table 5.5): 

Item Category Item 
Place Attachment A place’s identity is built through shared experiences and the 

digital can help with it  
Place Attachment Communities have multiple identities  
Place Branding Place branding can use digital placemaking to communicate 

stories of a place 
Table 5.5: Final consensus items from all modified Delphi rounds. 

 

5.8. Discussion 

5.8.1. Summary of Key Findings 

Our modified Delphi study offers the first consensual approach to the concept of digital 

placemaking involving customer identity dynamics. Digital placemaking is a significant 

driver for enacting unique identity mechanisms in hybrid physical-digital spaces. 

Through a Social Identity Theory lens, interactions of place consumers in the hybrid space 

experience build a stronger attachment to place, evoking feelings of belonging to a 

community, also considering different subgroups to reflect their diversity. Thus, 

storytelling and community belonging act as mediators explaining the social identity 
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mechanisms activated and reinforcing them reducing in-group bias towards diversity. Our 

results advance knowledge on place branding uses of digital placemaking by examining 

social identity processes, achieving consensus on three statements: a place’s identity is 

built through shared experiences and the digital can help with it, communities have 

multiple identities, and place branding can use digital placemaking to communicate 

stories of a place. In addition, we reveal that digital placemaking as a place branding 

strategy can enact identity mechanisms to develop the social identity of a community. 

Our results inform the ‘hybrid space model of digital placemaking and social identity in 

place branding’, which extend existing theories by demonstrating that digital 

placemaking helps build social identity in a place using place branding strategies such as 

storytelling.  

5.8.2. The Hybrid Space Model of Social Identity in Digital Placemaking and 

Place Branding 

Identifying the different identity mechanisms enacted through digital placemaking 

enables us to explain why the incorporation of digital tools in place experiences can 

strengthen the dynamics involved, enhancing place branding and attachment, and 

fostering social identity in the community. These mechanisms are explained in the 

proposed hybrid space model of digital placemaking and social identity in place branding  

(Figure 5.2). 
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Figure 5.2: Hybrid Space Model of Social Identity in Digital Placemaking and Place Branding. 

 

5.8.2.1. The Place Identity Formation 

Place identity is understood as a process of interactions with places that develops feelings 

of belonging to a specific place (Hernández et al., 2007), which leads to incorporating the 

place into an individual self-concept (Hauge, 2007; Proshansky, 1978). In this process, 

we differentiate the physical place experience, through which the place identity is 

developed, and the shared experience in the place. The physical place experience fosters 

place attachment processes, considered a part of place identity (Hauge, 2007).  Moreover, 

Hauge (2007) understands the influence of place on identity as a reciprocal process 
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between people and the physical environment, which leads us to ensure the social aspect 

is not overlooked. On the contrary, people develop a social identity that refers to 

belonging to certain social groups along with the emotions and values this conveys in 

them (Tajfel, 1978). Social Identity Theory also provides information on in-group 

dynamics with people we feel similar to, and outgroup alluding to dissimilarities (Tajfel, 

1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). In the context of place identity, a place is also understood 

as a social identity (Hauge, 2007), and the interactions among people in the place 

influence the formation of the social and the place identity. Both the physical experience 

and the shared experience influence each other’s identity formation.  

5.8.2.2. Hybrid Physical-Digital Space Impact on Identity Mechanisms  

Our participants described how the current digital landscape has an impact on the process 

of the identity of a place, which we advance in our model by the incorporation of a hybrid 

physical-digital space created through digital placemaking. The digital layer of meaning 

(Hespanhol, 2022) enhances the current mechanism described in a place identity 

formation (Çöteli, 2019; Harner et al., 2017). Digital placemaking creates a unique 

environment where physical and digital spaces collide and contribute, in hybrid 

spaces.  The hybrid space is formed through digital placemaking by the physical place 

experience and the shared experience, fostering online place attachment (Halegoua & 

Polson, 2021; Harner et al., 2017) and social identity processes (Kotus et al., 2022; 

Sacramento et al., 2022; Törnberg, 2022) respectively.  

Online place attachment is fostered through digital placemaking as the experience should 

promote a sense of place attachment (Halegoua & Polson, 2021). The digital layer of 

meaning can enhance belonging feelings with the place, which we find to act as a 

mediator in identity interactions for community cohesion (Harner et al., 2017; Schwartz, 

2015).  Digital media promote identity mechanisms when is employed to enhance 
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attachment feeling with the place and with others creating a hybrid sense of place (Dai & 

Liu, 2024).  

We found the identity formation and process fostered in digital placemaking are socially 

focused due to the community engagement characteristic of the concept. The digital 

media employed in digital placemaking can enhance and reframe a community’s social 

identity concerning the place, affecting the place identity but also their digital social 

identity (Çöteli, 2019). A shared digital identity (Bouncken & Barwinski, 2021) is 

fostered in digital placemaking to broad communities in a place. This is due to the 

interconnection between the physical and the digital identity, which are not autonomous 

but related through the hybrid space and should not exclude community members. 

Therefore, the positive effects of hybrid physical-digital spaces can foster in-group 

mechanisms and generate a social identity where the place is part of the consumers’ self-

concept (Heath et al., 2017; Makri et al., 2021; Tajfel, 1978). 

However, to ensure that digital placemaking complies with its basic characteristic of 

inclusion, the multitude of identities that formed the place community should be 

accounted for, avoiding one cohesive identity through the concept (Maciej, 2024). To do 

so, drawing on Social Identity Theory, in-group and out-group processes should be 

considered, and the digital social identity should be enhanced through subgroup dynamics 

(Terry, 2003) empowering tolerance and diversity (Crisp, 2010). 

The potential effects of the digital evolution of place attachment in the physical place 

experience are enhanced by digital placemaking’s hybrid physical-digital space (Rutha & 

Abbas, 2021). Similarly, the shared experience developed in the hybrid place experience 

is understood through the lens of Social Identity Theory, which posits the influence of 

group dynamics in identity processes (Makri et al., 2021; Tajfel, 1978). Our study 

advances the extensive research on physical place identity (e.g., Hernández et al., 2007) 
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and the managerial approach to digital identity (e.g., Masiero & Bailur, 2021) by 

addressing the remaining critical gap in understanding how these identities interact in 

hybrid spaces. We extend the concept of shared digital identity (Bouncken & Barwinski, 

2021) by describing how digital placemaking can enhance and reframe a community’s 

social identity. 

5.8.2.3. Strength of Identity through Digital Placemaking Place Branding Strategies 

The creation of a hybrid physical-digital space acts as an enhancer of the identity 

mechanisms, where social identity is found as a binding actor in both the physical place 

experience and the shared experience. The hybrid space, created through digital 

placemaking, is addressed from place branding as it can enhance the place branding 

identity creation process connected with the community. Attachment feelings in branding 

explored from Social Identity Theory are shown to affect the place identity, dependence 

and social bonding (Dandotiya & Aggarwal, 2023), promoting psychological ownership 

(Carrozzi et al., 2019). In our model, the hybrid space in digital placemaking opens new 

possibilities for enhancing the place brand identity and creation focusing on memorable 

experiences (Kavaratzis & Florek, 2021) and strengthening the identity and local culture 

of a place (Aitken & Campelo, 2011) due to the community engagement, inclusion and 

sense of place fostered (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b). 

We found online place attachment fostered through digital placemaking to be strongly 

linked to place branding as a way to share the community of a place's identity, image and 

brand. The experience brought by digital placemaking can help the community take 

ownership of their place identity and develop stronger place attachments. Online 

engagement of community members of a place can influence place attachment and foster 

social interactions and belonging to the place brand (Huang et al., 2022). This 

interconnection between online place attachment and place branding through digital 
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placemaking can enhance the self-stem of group members (Haslam et al., 2009) 

connecting the community social identity in the place with culture and digital media 

(Çöteli, 2019). 

In our model, storytelling is a mediator employed as a place branding strategy in digital 

placemaking, which is a common strategy in interactive marketing and branding (Grigsby 

& Mellema, 2020; Stoica et al., 2022). Community storytelling through digital 

placemaking can enhance different Social Identity Theory components (Crespo et al., 

2023), enacting a communal sense of identity in place branding and community 

development (Hudak, 2019), while fostering belonging feelings with others in the place 

(Gonsalves et al., 2024). Specifically, storytelling in digital placemaking promotes 

sharing narratives of the place that can help individuals’ identity to develop in-group 

identification and social identity (Makri et al., 2021; Tajfel & Turner, 1986), while 

reducing in-group bias among subgroups (Terry, 2003). This is due to the role of inclusion 

in digital placemaking but different challenges and risks of this implementation needs 

addressing.  

Therefore, the overall impact of digital placemaking as a place branding strategy in 

identity mechanism resides in the enhancement of social dynamics that affect the 

development of the community social identity and their attachment feelings to the place. 

The patterns found in our study align with the core tenets of Social Identity Theory group 

belonging and identity mechanisms (Makri et al., 2021; Tajfel & Turner, 1986), where 

digital placemaking act as an enhancer of these dynamics by incorporating digital media 

as a tool to foster identity processes linked to the place, to oneself and to the community. 

Our findings describing positive effects of hybrid spaces in community social identity 

mechanisms challenges previous studies on digital placemaking’s social identity (Kotus 

et al., 2022; Törnberg, 2022). 
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5.8.3. Theoretical Contributions and Future Research Directions 

Digital technology is a key element in the development of group identity processes in 

hybrid spaces. Prior frameworks on digital placemaking have not addressed the 

generation of a social identity fostered through the hybrid physical-digital space. We have 

developed a pioneer model that is premised on the role of hybrid spaces through digital 

placemaking in place branding. Using Social Identity Theory as a framework to 

understand the role of group belonging and identity mechanisms (Crisp, 2010; Makri et 

al., 2021; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) in digital placemaking and place branding, we propose 

a model to explain the significant role of hybrid physical-digital spaces in consumers’ 

physical place identity and digital identity mechanisms. The model advocates for a unique 

set of relationships fostered in the hybrid space that helps consumers develop online place 

attachment and digital social identity through digital placemaking’s place branding 

strategies. This unique theoretical contribution advanced knowledge on digital 

placemaking and place branding by connecting the community identity created with 

Social Identity Theory.  

While previous studies have explored place identity in placemaking (e.g., Soedarsono et 

al., 2021), and place culture and identity development through branding (Wang, 2019), 

only recently social identity has been explored in placemaking processes (Kotus et al., 

2022; Sacramento et al., 2022; Törnberg, 2022). However, these social identity processes 

are mainly described in analogue experiences and only describing negative effects when 

involving digital media. The understanding of how this social identity developed through 

digital placemaking is fostered in the hybrid spaces is still unknown. Our investigation 

challenges previous studies through an innovative understanding of how digital 

placemaking develops social identity, which acts as a binding agent among place 

attachment and place branding. Our model represents a unique contribution since no 
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studies to date have produced an overarching framework that combines digital 

placemaking and Social Identity Theory to permeate the dynamics involved in the 

experience, with storytelling and community belonging as mediators. Specifically, we 

broaden studies of technology and interactive marketing (Abell & Biswas, 2023; 

Ashworth et al., 2015; Carrozzi et al., 2019) by advancing knowledge in terms of an in-

depth understanding of belonging processes in digital placemaking, asserting the 

importance of social identity. We describe a digital dimension of social identity where 

the hybrid environment affects the creation and modification of the social identity in place 

and digitally. The Social Identity Theory lens to digital placemaking is an pioneer angle 

that acts as a binding agent enhancing place attachment and branding. 

Studies have explored the development of social identity in analogue contexts (e.g., 

Mackay et al., 2021). Only Çöteli (2019) describes the transformation of an individual to 

a digital social identity thanks to the new types of social relationships created in social 

media, which allows the individual to reconstruct their real-life identity by adding new 

qualities. Similarly, Bouncken and Barwinski (2021) introduce the concept of shared 

digital identity as the collective self-concept of an in-group towards the use of digital 

technology and how this use creates feelings of community belonging. In this case, Social 

Identity Theory is addressed to understand group membership dynamics and how social 

identification works in family firms with technology users. We extend these studies by 

bringing social identification processes outside of technology-only groups and social 

media platforms to a broader community through hybrid environments. We are the first 

to apply Social Identity Theory to hybrid physical-digital spaces, where technology is 

used as a tool to create social identification in diverse groups and storytelling and 

community belonging are mediators in these relationships.  
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One of the principal problems regarding digital tools and identity mechanisms is the 

development of individual and collective identities and placemaking practices that are 

homogenised (Özkul, 2021). Maciej (2024) states the problem of developing one 

cohesive identity through digital placemaking practices. Extending Szaszák and Kecskés 

(2020) study encouraging the use of digital technologies for accessibility and inclusion 

needs of the space and the community to support placemaking and strengthen identity, 

we suggest the innovative role of storytelling and community belonging as mediators for 

place branding and digital placemaking. These mediators create boundary conditions that 

question the traditional views of social identity as one cohesive identity (Maciej, 2024; 

Özkul, 2021). We extend this by addressing the social identity complexity and inclusion 

of multiple in-group memberships via subgroups (Crisp, 2010; Terry, 2003), explaining 

why diversity has positive effects on tolerance (Crisp, 2010; Roccas & Brewer, 2002). 

Our study and model specifically address diverse identities in a group from a Social 

Identity Theory perspective, where the identities are not aimed to drastically change their 

social identity status, but to enhance the social identity through subgroup dynamics 

(Terry, 2003). The development of social identity in digital placemaking should be 

diverse, heterogeneous and inclusive. 

Future research could explore the implications of digital placemaking as a place branding 

strategy in diverse cultural and geographical contexts in specific case studies, where the 

conceptual model presented can be further tested with place consumers. Specific 

investigation of the metrics and analysis involved in the impact of digital placemaking 

and its place branding outcomes could be investigated in future studies.  Finally, subgroup 

dynamics could be explored in future research investigating inclusivity and in-group 

biases to celebrate community diversity in different hybrid scenarios. 
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5.8.4. Practical Implications 

The practical implications of our study reside in the unique contributions of the proposed 

hybrid model, which provides a foundation for strategy and analysis of digital 

placemaking’s hybrid physical-digital spaces and social identity development. Marketers 

and practitioners in digital placemaking, place branding and management experts can 

benefit from our findings in various ways. Our research offers an interdisciplinary model 

valuable for interactive marketing, technology and urban design studies. The insights we 

share in this investigation are relevant to professionals seeking to integrate the physical-

digital realms to enhance social identity, cohesion and branding effectiveness.  

First, the results of the modified Delphi method conclude in three consensual items among 

all participants, which demonstrates the potential implementation of digital placemaking 

to foster social identity in hybrid spaces, the importance of respecting and considering the 

multiple identities in a community, and the use of place branding storytelling through 

digital placemaking. These three consensual items are key aspects that will help to ensure 

the success of the experience. Placemakers, interactive marketing strategists, place 

managers and place branding experts can rely on our results to implement storytelling to 

help build the social identity of a place through technology while celebrating multiple 

identities in the space.  

Second, our results help address potential challenges and curate a set of simple guidelines 

for mitigating risks in digital placemaking experiences. Preventing homogenisation of the 

social identity is essential to ensure communities’ multiple identities are considered and 

respected. This can be implemented by monitoring the digital placemaking experience 

ensuring it celebrates diversity of identities and subgroups, providing them a platform for 

representation while fostering tolerance and understanding. Finally, other negative 
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impacts need regular assessment to mitigate the potential harms of digital tools in place 

experience for communities.  

Third, the model presents a framework to enhance social identity mechanisms in hybrid 

physical-digital spaces as a place branding strategy. It provides key elements to take into 

account while showcasing the mechanisms’ potential effects. The model can act as a 

blueprint for managers and practitioners in related fields to enhance the social identity, 

cohesion and empowerment of a community using digital placemaking. 

5.9. Conclusion 

This chapter presents key contributions to place branding and digital placemaking 

research. First, it has challenged the fragmented understanding of digital identities with 

the description of hybrid physical-digital spaces in place branding. Second, it has offered 

a hybrid model where Social Identity Theory is drawn to elucidate the complex nature of 

identity mechanisms in hybrid spaces through digital placemaking. The important role 

social identity plays binding the different dynamics in digital placemaking is one of the 

key contributions of the study. Third, it has addressed both theoretical and practical 

implications. In closing, the article opens up several new avenues for future research in 

these fields, as well as limitations: the specific demographic and cultural contexts of the 

participants involved in the modified Delphi study, where further research is needed to 

validate the hybrid space model across diverse populations; the own biases of the experts 

and expanded experts involved in our study; the rapid evolution of digital technologies 

which may affect some aspect of the proposed model to be obsolete or less relevant; and 

the highlight of benefits from hybrid spaces, where deeper explorations of negative 

impacts should be further analysed. We hope this article inspires place branding and 

digital placemaking researchers to keep exploring the different mechanisms enacted in 

these experiences in contemporary initiatives.  
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Chapter 5. Digital Placemaking in Nature for 

Wellbeing: maturity of the concept, dynamics and 

forecasting its value in nature for wellbeing. (Part 

B) 

5.10. Preface 

Chapter 5 Part B complements the previous study resulted from the analysis of the 

modified Delphi method, advancing the knowledge on digital placemaking dynamics in 

nature for wellbeing, specifically extending the concept of digital placemaking, its use as 

a place branding strategy, the place attachment mechanisms and nature connectedness, to 

finally forecast the use of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing.  

The first section in Part B describes the demographic data collected from the experts and 

expanded experts who took part in the study. This is followed by a presentation of the 

results from each of the three rounds. The chapter concludes by identifying different areas 

in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing that achieved consensus agreement and 

stability. 

5.11. Introduction 

The modified Delphi method developed achieve an optimus response rate among 

participants in all rounds. 84 experts and expanded experts were initially contacted via 

email, 26 of whom agreed to an interview (31% response rate). Of the 26 participants 

who agreed to participate in round one, 23 completed the round two questionnaire and 19 

completed round three. Therefore, a response rate of over 70% was achieved, which is 
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crucial for data validity (Hasson et al., 2000). The response rate is satisfactory as even in 

the third round most experts and expanded experts completed the questionnaire. 

5.11.1. Demographic Data of Participants 

The 26 participants were comprised of 10 digital placemaking experts, and 16 expanded 

experts in related fields of the study aim (Table 4.7), with an equal distribution of males 

and females (Figure 5.4) and most of them located in the United Kingdom, United States 

and Australia (Figure 5.3). This presents the international application and growth of 

digital placemaking as a concept, with experts around the globe. 

 

Figure 5.3: Distribution of sample with locations. 
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Figure 5.4: Distribution of sample by gender and age. 
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Theme TID Code TID Subcode TID 
Digital placemaking  645 Characteristics 255 Hybrid Place 36     

Co-Creation 30     
Storytelling 30     
Inclusion and Accessibility 29     
Community Connection 27     
Place Characteristics 21     
Sense of Place Attachment 19     
Sense of Identity 14     
Duration 11     
Democratisation 10     
Behaviour Change 9     
Enhancer 7     
Gamification 5     
Call to Action 4     
Enact Senses 3   

Challenges 162 Privacy-Online Safety 31     
Inclusion and Accessibility 27     
Digital Equity 24     
Top-Down 19     
Cost 15     
Ethics 12     
Digital Stickiness 11     
Addiction/Tech Reliance 8     
Motivation 6     
Interdisciplinary Team 5     
Gentrification 3 
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Exclusion 1   

Measurement/Eval
uation 

105 Quantitative 29 
    

Others 25     
Challenges 17     
Qualitative 15     
For Nature 7     
For Wellbeing 6     
No measure 6   

Definition 39 
  

  
Confusion 32 

  
  

Audience 24 
  

  
Success Factors 24 Pros and Cons 19     

Iterative Process 5   
Social Media 4 Human-Nature Interaction 4 

Technology 236 Tech + Nature 111 Tech Wayfinding Nature 22     
Exposure to Nature 17     
Virtual Nature 16     
Take Notice 15     
Dichotomy 8     
Awareness 7     
Education 7     
Climate Change 6     
Animals 5     
Imagine Futures 3     
Management 3     
Shared Experience 2 
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Tech + Nature + 
Wellbeing 

51 Tech Enhancer Wellbeing 21 
    

Relationship 18     
Safety 5     
Data Collection 4     
Education 3   

Tech to promote 
place 

22 
  

  
Tech as process-
medium 

21 
  

  
Teh for data 
collection 

14 
  

  
Challenges 10 

  
  

Tech promote 
conversations 

7 
  

Place Branding 95 Challenges 27 
  

  
Identity 13 

  
  

Participatory 13 
  

  
Tourism 10 

  
  

Uniqueness 9 
  

  
Image 8 

  
  

Place Management 7 
  

  
Place Branding - 
Nature 

3 
  

  
Rebranding 3 

  
  

Hybrid Events 2 
  

Place Attachment 65 Place Attachment 21 
  

  
Identity 15 
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Community 
Relationships 

8 
  

  
Emotional Stories 8 

  
  

Memories 5 
  

  
Ownership 4 

  
  

Challenges 3 
  

  
Wellbeing 1 

  

Nature 26 Nature 
Connectedness 

22 
  

  
Nature 
Connectedness + 
Tech 

46 
  

  
Circular Economy 4 

  

Wellbeing 5 
    

Table 5.6: Thematic analysis codes from the Delphi Round One.
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5.12.1. Findings I: Digital placemaking as a concept 

The aim of this exploratory study is to understand the dynamics involved in digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing, testing the presented conceptual model and 

advancing theory and practice. The first finding presents digital placemaking as a concept, 

investigating its definition and maturity to then describe its characteristics. The confusion 

and definitional dilemmas found in literature in Chapter 2 are addressed through this 

finding. Moreover, in order to understand the impact on nature and wellbeing outcomes, 

the evaluation of digital placemaking is also described in this section (Figure 5.5). Thus, 

the first finding explains the current state of digital placemaking as a concept, what is 

needed for it to reach a maturity state, the characteristics that define a digital placemaking 

experience and its assessment methods. 

 

 

Figure 5.5: Summary of Findings of Digital Placemaking as a concept 
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involvement in digital placemaking if they were expanded experts, and to find common 

elements of their description that would help create a consensual definition of digital 

placemaking. Findings also help to understand why confusion is generated around it. 

Fifteen participants described in their interview this definitional dilemma, which was 

explained as an intrinsic characteristic of the concept (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 

2023b). There is no previous empirical evidence of the evolution of digital placemaking 

as a concept from experts in the field, its interdisciplinary nature and the lack of 

agreement among experts and expanded experts. 

There's not a nice, nifty clean definition of it (…) I don't know if it will become a 
whole research area in itself or become more solidified as a specific thing. I think 
it might be one of those things adopted by different disciplines and in different use 
cases and scenarios. At this stage, I think it's quite early days to see where it could 
develop. (Expert 8) 

There is no single definition of placemaking (…) Placemaking is awesome 
because it's meant to be anything to anyone, it's not clearly defined purposely, I've 
been told, and I think it makes a lot of sense (…) And actually placemaking is 
something that can connect many disciplines. (Expanded Expert 7). 

 

This extends the definitional dilemma of digital placemaking (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 

2024; Basaraba, 2021; Chen et al., 2024; Główczyński, 2022; Keegan, 2021; Sanaeipoor 

& Emami, 2020b). Amirzadeh and Sharifi (2024) studied the evolutionary path of 

placemaking, where despite the wide recognition of the concept, confusion is still 

surrounding it, from spelling ways to objectives, meanings and scales. Focusing on digital 

placemaking, the uncertainty on its definition was either found through systematic 

literature reviews or scholars introducing the concept as complex and not having a 

consensual definition. Participants confirmed the definitional dilemma of digital 

placemaking, with some of them being hesitant to provide a definition due to the 

complexity of the concept. This lack of a consensual definition of digital placemaking 

negatively affects how the concept evolves and is able to find a maturing ground. 
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Furthermore, the broad understanding of digital placemaking presented in the analysis 

confirms its interdisciplinary nature, with participants from different backgrounds 

understanding the concept differently. 

It's been said to me, that people have had some different understandings of what 
it is. So that would make me very hesitant to describe myself what digital 
placemaking is. (Expanded Expert 4) 

I wanted to use that term (…) but also developers and other people use that term 
to mean something totally different. We really wanted to set a definition. (Expert 
1). 

 

This interdisciplinary nature was key in the participant recruitment process and the 

exploratory modification of the Delphi study to include expanded experts. Depending on 

their expertise and background discipline, participants understood the concept from 

different lenses. Only in Basaraba’s (2021) review across disciplines, digital and creative 

placemaking evolved from place-making practices, where digital placemaking appeared 

in media studies.   

Regarding the evolution of the concept of digital placemaking, experts started using 

digital placemaking to later find they were applying the concept. Similarly, the expanded 

experts who were placemaking practitioners or scholars – who did not consider 

themselves using digital placemaking – were actually applying this concept without 

knowing it was digital placemaking. The uncertainty and novelty of the concept are found 

to have affected the approach of the participants. It is important to understand the 

complexity of the concept which leads participants to identify themselves as digital 

placemakers after analysing their practice. 

I didn't even know that this part of the project was related to placemaking. But 
when I had to frame it, I discovered that it was really about placemaking. (Expert 
2) 
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Originally, I was not focused on digital placemaking, I was focused on places and 
GIS, audio maps. I wasn't using the term digital placemaking, that was a 
theoretical rationale later on. (Expert 3). 

We probably touched some of these elements before, without knowing it. Because 
at the end of what we do, we try through social media, in this case, to characterize 
places (…) I think it's something of a digital placemaking initiative that they didn't 
know is called digital placemaking. (Expanded Expert 16). 

 

The emergence of the concept of digital placemaking and the reality of its broad 

application and presence beyond initial knowledge is shown in this data analysis. This 

confirms the importance of having a consensual definition of the concept which helps to 

orientate and guide its application as well as consolidate its maturity. Therefore, the 

existence of a theoretical rationale that helps guide and explain the dynamics involved in 

a digital placemaking experience is crucial to categorise their work and further explore 

digital placemaking in practice. 

The ethical approach to digital placemaking is found crucial for discussion, understanding 

that digital placemaking is currently under a maturing moment. Participants continued 

mentioning the importance of considering the ethical effects of digital placemaking, since 

it affects individuals’ and communities’ use of public spaces, their attachment, identity 

and connection with others. Therefore, reflections on the need for ethical considerations 

of the practice seem relevant for the maturity of the concept. 

It also does have ramifications for the ethics of our practice (…) I think that the 
placemaking sector, as a whole, has to have a sustained and meaningful reflective 
moment where it looks at its practices, its ethics, and its intentions. (…) As a 
maturing sector, placemaking is at quite a pivotal time. (Expanded Expert 4) 

I think the challenge there is understanding the pre-existing meanings of a certain 
place, really being thorough and ethical, and as accurate as you can be. (Expert 
1). 
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Due to the evolution of the concept and the initial variety of projects that have claimed to 

be digital placemaking, participants call for a reflection on the ethics of digital 

placemaking in order to ensure it is applied for the benefit of the community in the place. 

This call for a reflective moment extends Amirzadeh and Sharifi’s (2024) transition of 

placemaking towards community-based participation, and social and environmental 

elements to an ethical assessment of the practice. The revaluation of the main purpose of 

digital placemaking is crucial to ensure it evolves into a mature concept. The ethical 

dimension of placemaking, which has been approached from an ecological conception 

linked to governance (Eckenwiler, 2021) in analogue ways, has been recently mentioned 

as a call to critic and rethink the ethics of engagement in placemaking practices and the 

hybrid environments (Gonsalves et al., 2023; Hespanhol, 2022; Klein, 2022; Najafi & 

Mohammadi, 2024; Petrovski et al., 2024). Thus, these ethical calls and understanding of 

placemaking is extended to include the digital dimension. Ethical considerations are even 

more present in the digital evolution of digital placemaking due to the number of risks 

that technology may bring to the experience.  

When participants shared their definitions of digital placemaking (Table 5.7), a number 

of common characteristics were found through thematic analysis. Codes were grouped 

into themes. The identified themes are found as essential aspects when defining digital 

placemaking: community engagement/sense of community, hybrid environment, to take 

place (which is understood as placemaking), sense of place, enhancement, 

accessibility/inclusion, to create meaning, identity, virtual place and community-

driven/lead (Table 5.8). Based on the data from the interviews, digital placemaking can 

be understood as the creation of places from spaces, fostering place attachment or sense 

of place, sense of community and community engagement, and meaning-making using 

hybrid environments where technology enhances the physical experience. 
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Analysis of results presents the key themes among the definitions collected of digital 

placemaking among participants which indicates the main common aspects of digital 

placemaking from an interdisciplinary approach. This is the first time a number of experts 

and expanded experts have shared their definition of digital placemaking in a study, 

providing different views and focusing on different elements. These characteristics will 

be part of the consequent Delphi rounds of questionnaires to gauge agreement.
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Participant Definition 
Expert 1 It's a good overall umbrella thing, is how people use all forms of digital media, to create a sense of place for themselves 

and others, but also really prioritising this idea that creation of place is not always positive, and it's uneven, it's unequal, 
it's exploitive in a lot of cases. Two things I really wanted to push back on. One was that place is always poetic, place is 
always home, or that place is always positive, and that we're always trying to get to a sense of place. And that when we 
do it's like this utopian, maybe not utopian, but it's a positive thing. But then I really wanted to think about (…) how place 
isn't necessarily always a ground-up production, and it's not always possible, it's not always equitable. Thinking about 
how we use digital media to those ends as well. But then also pushing back on this other emerging definition of digital 
placemaking (…) One thing that was being established in industry press, and popular press, and among urban planners, 
or urban developers, was this idea of digital placemaking as using social media to listen to populations. It was a very 
practical instrumentalized form of digital media use. 

Expert 2 Digital placemaking is a way to get people together through any kind of device that could be also digital. But the point is 
to get people's together, so it makes a place. (…) It becomes a place because there are some activities that happen there.   

Expert 3 Digital placemaking is contributing a conception of a place that is plural, or that is, you might say individualised or 
subjective, using computers or using the internet, would be the digital part. (…) Digital placemaking is oftentimes 
individual, whereas placemaking, in general, is more collective or is more socially you might say. (…) I would imagine 
that digital placemaking is about places where you're not at or you're not geographically located at. 

Expert 4 The way people use digital media to create emotional attachments to place, I think that's a really nice, quick way of 
describing it. But I would add to that, (…) If we can feel out of place we can feel in place, what is the thing that makes us 
feel in place? I think it's knowing how to behave, knowing how to act, knowing the routines, knowing how your body 
should move through space, how you should speak to people. I like thinking about how the digital environment might 
help us already know and feel like we have that belonging when we arrive to a new place. 

Expert 5 It is definitely more than just a simplistic definition of using technology for placemaking. (…) it's the new behavioural 
and cultural dimensions that are brought by technology to the practice of placemaking (...) The normalisation of hybrid 
experiences across all the different domains of life, which wasn't really the case prior to 2020.  

Expert 6 Digital placemaking is the appropriate use of technology for placemaking. The reason why I like that definition is because 
immediately makes people's ask 'well, what is placemaking?' That itself is a contested term, also misused. 

Expert 7 Digital placemaking is essentially using digital technologies to create a sense of place. Whether that be using sensors, or 
whether they're using LED screens for information. That's essentially using technology to inform public space and create 
a good public space. 
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Expert 8 The use of digital technologies to create a virtual place, or you use digital technologies in a physical space to create it (…) 
There's not like a nice, nifty clean definition of it, but I would consider digital placemaking in both of those scenarios.     

Expert 9 Placemaking has to do with understanding a place, and not only understanding the diverse values associated with it, but 
who's potentially involved and what f stake they might have in that place. You're always going to have different opinions, 
and oftentimes contested ideas. Then how you facilitate those ideas over time can turn into placemaking, and how those 
practices extend to other aspects of the landscape and to social relations and so forth. Then when you talk about digital 
aspects of it. 

Expert 10 It's about having the person or group of people, because with the digital environment you can have many in the setting, 
experience that sense of presence so that they're in the environment, they feel like they're a part of it. They're enabled to 
enact their senses, sight, hearing, touch to a setting so that again, they get that sense of presence. (…) Those elements 
really help create that digital placemaking. But again, it spins it to a sense of presents. 

Expanded 
Expert 1 

It's using kind of digital technology to help people to connect to place, an enhancement and augmentation of natural 
environment with technology to help you develop or foster or connect to people more to those places.  

Expanded 
Expert 2 

It is related to using digital technology to create space, to think about placemaking. I don't know if it's a combination of 
both, what I told you in which there is something happening at the end in the physical, but the technologies are used as 
the main vehicle to conduct or to produce that process? Or it's something more like Pokémon games, where everything 
happens in the digital, but you create meaning of the space anyways. Or maybe it's everything, maybe people talk about 
the different digital placemaking from different approaches.  

Expanded 
Expert 3 

Using some kind of digital platform or technology to enhance or in some way support people's experiences of place, 
thinking about whether a place has an identity of its own, whether that could support people's own place identity about 
themselves in relation to the place. 

Expanded 
Expert 4 

It's been in two camps, it's either to use digital as a means of having that conversation with people. Or it's been about 
putting digital assets into the infrastructure of place. Those two things aren't necessarily mutually exclusive, but they do 
speak to very different types of practices. 

Expanded 
Expert 5 

Some form of engaging people from the digital aspect, but also presenting them opportunities to create, to view a place, 
but also influence how this is saved digitally. But also, I always thought it was a different way as well, creating place in 
the digital matter. I don't know if it has to do with Facebook groups gathering, talking about nature in place, organising 
practices via the social media. I think it's probably a mixture of both, but this is kind of my knowledge of the field. 
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Expanded 
Expert 6 

Something to be said around the representation of places through online multi-channel digital communications and how 
place is talked about. 

Expanded 
Expert 7 

How to give meaning, how to bring meaning by the users, the community to the space. How to transform this space into 
a place. This is by bringing meaning and bringing users, bringing activities and these activities when they are digital, they 
are not necessarily fully physical. This is for me, digital placemaking. It's also about the metaverse. (…) how to actually 
create meaning to the space, how to add meaning, also value and value can be environmental, or social, cultural, economic 
value to the space How to create this value? That's for me placemaking. When it's digital, it involves this connection 
between the physical, the digital space, but also it works a lot in metaversal way of thinking. 

Expanded 
Expert 8 

Digital placemaking has to do with anything that includes in the practice and in the process of placemaking, of place 
identifying, of place maintaining and of place creation, it is everything that uses technology, artificial intelligence, and 
digital means of that. So, I would say that anything, that it's not manual, on a traditional level, is digital placemaking. 

Expanded 
Expert 9 

Placemaking is a very organic process of connecting place to people. In short, turning spaces into places. (…) Digital, 
would be to also take it a notch up and have people who are not part of your neighbourhood to also know that they could 
be part of this. I feel like we're at a very neighbourhood level, digital placemaking makes it a very global thing. It lets you 
borrow from other cultures; it lets you learn from what's happening here. (...) Digital interventions are based on three 
principles of care of safety and freedom 

Expanded 
Expert 10 

My understanding, reading between the lines from what I've heard is sort of like the metaverse. It's related or linked to 
the metaverse as a broader concept. But digital placemaking can also be at a very simple level, some of the stuff that we're 
already doing, using Google Maps or even going back in the day to games like SimCity, where you're able to design 
structures and buildings and places. 

Expanded 
Expert 11 

Our ability now from space and through very sophisticated GIS systems to get a precise understanding of what elements 
are in what location. 

Expanded 
Expert 12 

It's when we use digital tools to enhance placemaking, like when you're doing observation and public spaces, and we can 
take our iPads. 

Expanded 
Expert 13 

Behaviour change is the first thing that comes to my mind. Where it's looking at using data to both inform what a space 
is from a point of view that is looking at various factors, such as human centred or environmental, and then looking at 
using that data to inform what it could be and to make smart decisions about what it could be. 

Expanded 
Expert 14 

Placemaking is transforming a place into something that feels more like home and all the elements that go with that like 
socialisation, comfort, safety, recreation, etc. I know it has a very particular use in planning, and there's placemaking 
wheels and things you can use. But in our terms, I just think of it as infusing place with layers of meaning that sort of 
socialised it from just being pure environmental, or bricks and mortar. 



 238 

Expanded 
Expert 15 

Use of different technologies, to strengthen peoples' feelings of connectedness with the place or to boost the experiences 
in places in different ways        

Expanded 
Expert 16 

Using digital tools and services to enhance the physical place, making a sense of community and so on.  

Table 5.7: Digital placemaking definitions by the modified Delphi study participants.
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Digital Placemaking Definitions Codes Nº Times 
Community engagement/sense of community 12 
Hybrid environment 10 
To make place (placemaking) 8 
Sense of place 6 
Enhancement 5 
Accessibility/inclusion 4 
Create meaning 3 
Identity 3 
Virtual place 3 
Community driven/lead 2 
Behaviour cultural dimension 1 
Behaviour change 1 
Place comprehension 1 
Enact senses 1 
Good public space 1 
Place maintaining 1 

Table 5.8: Codes extracted from the digital placemaking definitions provided by the panel of participants 

 

5.12.1.2. Digital Placemaking Characteristics 

Understanding that making place or placemaking is an evident characteristic of digital 

placemaking practices, and therefore one most repeated aspect in the definitions provided 

by the participants, the four basic characteristics of digital placemaking described in the 

systematic literature review (Chapter 2) have been confirmed – community engagement, 

sense of place, hybrid reality and inclusion. Furthermore, during the conversations, 

participants explained key aspects of each of these characteristics and extended the review 

findings by providing other elements that are also important for digital placemaking. 

5.12.1.2.1. Community engagement 

Community engagement and creating a sense of community are presented in this data 

analysis as important repeated aspects of the definition of this concept. The community 

is a key part of digital placemaking, not only as participants but also in the way the digital 
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or hybrid environment allows them to interact with each other, create belongingness and 

feel connected with the place and with the community. 

I always think about that as a digital placemaking, how we learn to connect to our 
environment, by seeing what others have seen, and also being able to give 
information about what we have seen. (Expert 4). 

Digital placemaking is a way to get people together through any kind of device, 
that could be also digital. But the point is to get people together, so it makes a 
place. Maybe it could also be a place where people go by themselves, (…) it 
becomes a place because there are some activities that happen there.  In my case, 
it was about making social activities, it was an encounter between two persons. 
But I also think that it's good to be alone and placemaking can also be useful to 
make a place where you go alone. (Expert 2). 

 

The digital placemaking experience is described as allowing people to connect with others 

in place – either physical or digital/hybrid – and to learn to interact and connect with the 

place by seeing and interacting with others. Digital technologies have the potential to 

enhance and facilitate community engagement (Petrovski et al., 2024). The community 

engagement element in digital placemaking is therefore crucial for the development of 

feelings of belonging with others, explained through Social Identity Theory as individual 

group membership becomes part of their self-concept (Heath et al., 2017; Tajfel, 1978). 

Moreover, this element also promotes feelings of belonging to the place, understood from 

place attachment theory as the creation of an intimate relationship the environment that 

provides feelings of relief and belonging (which is explained in Finding III). This is 

significant as, in the digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing model, the connections 

between place attachment and Social Identity Theory explain the main dynamics that 

affect the wellbeing impact of digital placemaking. 

The result of this involvement of the community is often connected to belonging feelings 

among individuals, ending up in a collective experience. The individual experience is 
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important, but digital placemaking is described as focused on community and collective 

dimensions in this data. 

How to guarantee access and how to guarantee that it supports not an individual 
experience of space, but a collective experience? (Expanded Expert 2) 

If you're feeling potentially disengaged from the community, but you see online 
that there are these other people, these other groups doing things, you think "Oh, 
I could do that too”, or “here's something I could join in”, and then that benefits 
the whole community further (…) it's also about enhancing visibility of things that 
are already going on. (Expanded Expert 3). 

I don't see digital as a different tool than anything else that you might have in your 
suite of placemaking tools, whether you're using digital to collect data or have a 
conversation, whether you're using digital to show the end results or as an output 
or something. What I love about placemaking, and I think what makes it so 
different from other place-based designs, urban practices, or policy practices, is 
about those relationships. I think if you're using digital well, you can build that 
trust in those relationships and have those conversations. (Expanded Expert 4) 

 

This importance of the collective group is supported by the work of Lewicka (2011) who 

claimed a lack of collective approaches to the person dimension in the place attachment 

tripartite (Scannell & Gifford, 2010a) in literature. Previously, the person element has 

received primary attention in research, without understanding the collective relationships 

created that are meaningful for place attachment. In the digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing conceptual model, the place attachment tripartite by Scannell and Gifford 

(2010a) is modified to emphasize the overlap between the community and the individual 

element in the community dimension by approaching them from a Social Identity Theory 

perspective. The understanding of the impact of feeling belonging to a group and the 

intergroup processes that affect people (Hornsey, 2008; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) is 

essential to clarify the dynamics involved and how to implement digital placemaking 

conceptual model. 
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Analysis of findings has revealed that community-driven activities are also crucial for 

digital placemaking. This is highly linked with community engagement and a sense of 

community but placing the community at the core of decision-making and ownership of 

the digital placemaking experience, which is identified to lead to a number of benefits. 

This approach has been found oftentimes connected to the idea of the democratization of 

processes in a community. 

The ideas of community participation, that you own the technology, you've co-
designed the technology, you've gained a sense of digital literacy and media 
literacy, you're recording your own stories, you're building an archive of your 
own stories about a place that then you can share and listen, that it becomes this 
infrastructure or a symbol of community strength, or an investment in community 
vibrancy and participation. It's a repurposing of a technology that's adding sort 
of new life to it. (Expert 1). 

A lot of the work we do is in public space, around basically the democratisation 
of public space. So, allowing people to use public space to voice their opinions 
and have their point of view. A lot of the things that we do are digital based, 
because we've worked with big screens for local councils and stuff like that. 
(Expert 7). 

Does this digital thing, whether it's on our phones or on our website or physically 
in a public space, make it easier for strangers to meet each other, and then become 
neighbours, for example? That's a huge part of the democratic or the human rights 
benefit. (Expert 6). 

 

The sense of ownership developed in the community through the digital placemaking 

experience is categorised as a benefit (Kale, 2019), which increases not only the success 

of the project but also its potential lifespan, truly fulfilling the needs of the community. 

The sense of ownership and agency with the place can foster identity processes (Atteneder 

& Lohmeier, 2024; Razi & Ziminski, 2022). Furthermore, that collective sense of 

belonging and identification of ‘neighbours’ refers to the social identity formed through 

community interactions (Makri et al., 2021; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). The community 

perceived themselves as part of the place, which they feel ownership about, and that 
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develops their identification and membership with the physical space, enhanced through 

a digital medium.  

This community-driven and co-creation approach can be understood as a bottom-up 

process. However, it contradicts the majority of digital placemaking projects that are 

develop in reality, which are top-down. Theoretically, digital placemaking experiences 

should be developed from the community and with the community, whereas real digital 

placemaking experiences tend to be developed from higher authorities that do not take 

the community fully under consideration. The participants described the importance of 

co-creation and community-led in the creation of valuable experiences and also 

belonging, whereas the power dynamics usually involved contradict this. 

Often that's used in exploitative ways, like if you look at smart cities for example. 
The collection of sensor-based data is often just collected into a database and may 
be used against certain populations, but there might be some potential for 
belonging and the act of doing something collectively. (Expert 1). 

To a large degree, it has been appropriated also by completely top-down 
development, which has been qualified as digital placemaking. Because they make 
places and literally build new places, but not necessarily the involvement of 
communities. (Expert 5). 

Sometimes, in many processes that you come across, they call it participatory, but 
it's very top-down and the discussions are completely ignored. (…) They say, “but 
I did a workshop, I asked the questions of what people prefer”, but still people do 
not have ownership about it, they do not attach to the place. (Expanded Expert 7). 

 

Top-down projects with an objective other than the benefit of the community are 

commonly described as a challenge in digital placemaking (e.g., Foth, 2017a; Kamols et 

al., 2021). For a project to be considered digital placemaking as described by the panel, 

the community should be the central focus. However, scholars have reported a lack of 

community purpose and genuine engagement (Chen et al., 2024; Foth, 2017a) which 

should be considered a risk for digital placemaking, also when involving place attachment 
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processes. Being a community imperative activity (Courage, 2021) that enables authentic 

civic engagement and reboots the relationship between bottom-up efforts and top-down 

institutions (Latorre, 2011) is the base of placemaking. Participants emphasize the 

importance of being coherent with digital placemaking, as a placemaking practice, and 

ensuring the community participation is real beyond the top-down approach the 

experience has. 

5.12.1.2.2. Sense of place 

Sense of place, which refers to place attachment, is another essential aspect mentioned in 

many definitions given by the participants and also repeated during the conversations on 

digital placemaking to further understand the dynamics involved. Place attachment is 

another of the crucial dynamics developed in a digital placemaking experience. 

Digital placemaking is essentially using digital technologies to create a sense of 
place. Whether that be using sensors, or whether they're using LED screens for 
information. That's essentially using technology to inform public space and create 
a good public space. (Expert 7). 

it's using kind of digital technology to help people to connect to place, an 
enhancement and augmentation of natural environment with technology to help 
you develop or foster or connect to people more to those places. I suppose places 
that they live in. But I suppose they could be places that they visit as 
well. (Expanded Expert 1). 

 

In the definition created by Halegoua and Polson (2021), sense of place attachment is key 

when defining digital placemaking. Analysis of results has found that many of the experts 

and expanded experts also include sense of place or place attachment in their definition. 

Place attachment is inherent in digital placemaking due to the relationship created 

between the place and the community.  

Similar to community engagement, the development of place attachment through digital 

placemaking experiences also comes with challenges and risks that need to be taken into 
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consideration when creating the experience in order to ensure the main elements and 

values of digital placemaking are protected. The power dynamics involved in digital 

placemaking, and the commonly top-down approach have crucial effects on the 

community’s place attachment. 

I think generally placemaking is often encouraged from this point of view like 
creating and fostering attachment and belonging which I think can be also 
dangerous in the sense of producing meaning and what is the position of the 
practitioner encouraging the process to make people produce meaning. 
(Expanded Expert 2) 

I think with any kind of technology, you have to look at who owns it, and who's 
driving it and who gets the benefit of it. That can happen at all sorts of different 
levels, (…) because they want to change the identity of their neighbourhood, or 
they want to strengthen it. (Expert 9). 

 

The risks that need to be factored in any digital placemaking experience are as important 

as ensuring the digital placemaking experience complies with the main elements for it. 

Previous studies have mentioned challenges and risks from the digital implementation in 

placemaking when fostering place attachment and sense of place (e.g., Kotus et al., 2022; 

Törnberg, 2022). However, analysis of results describes the need to assess the challenges 

in this are to provide clarity on positive and negative dynamics that can be found in digital 

placemaking experiences when fostering place attachment. 

5.12.1.2.3. Hybrid environment 

Analysis of findings has revealed that digital placemaking is a combination of digital and 

physical experiences, online and offline, creating a hybrid environment. Despite being 

defined as hybrid reality in the results from the systematic literature review (Fernandez-

Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b), the review update and assessment of Delphi results lead to 

change the name to hybrid environment. Hybrid reality leads to perceive the digital reality 

as a replacement of the physical experience, whereas hybrid environment combines both. 
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Participants described this combination as a crucial element in these experiences, where 

the connection to the physical place should be clear and coherent in the digital experience. 

I asked people to select the place and then to go there physically and take a picture 
of it with a physical sign, and in the physical sign it was written 'co-drive stop'. 
There was a moment where they really bridged the physical and the digital 
because starting from the picture, they gave the picture to me and from that 
moment that place was also becoming digital. (…) I think it's really important that 
you have a clear and physical anchor to the placemaking. (Expert 2). 

Some of the lessons of what I call like 'authentic digital placemaking' that is still 
about a holistic approach, where we're not separating cyberspace from offline 
space, we're looking at it all together (…) There's a better synthesis about this 
holistic thing on how the online and offline are constantly affecting each other. 
And you can't separate it. (Expert 6). 

One of the key things that we found was that having some tangible, real-world 
sort of input is really important. Because where we lose people is where it's not 
tangible, where it's not rooted in 'oh, this is a real physical space that I can go 
and visit, and it's practical to me and helps me in my life'. (Expanded Expert 13). 

There must be a clear connection to the physical place that you are targeting. 
Even if you have digital layers on top of it, it's still the need to address or to 
somehow relate to the physical location that must be something that (…) It must 
foster feelings and experiences that, as a consequence, become attached to that 
physical location. (Expert 5). 

 

There are multiple conversations on the digital representation of place and the broad 

spectrum of the level of immersion you can achieve through digital placemaking (Chen 

et al., 2022; 2024). Technology alone cannot define digital placemaking but the use of 

technology to create this holistic approach, where online and offline are interconnected 

to foster place attachment and community engagement. The anchor or connection 

described as needed in digital placemaking is critical for the correct development of the 

experience. 

Not only the digital place has to have an anchor in the physical, but the consideration of 

how the physical and the digital are connected and what is represented is crucial for a 

successful digital placemaking experience. 
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Careful consideration of what aspects of the place should be represented in the 
technology. Is it the physicality of the place, to do with the architecture or the 
landscape qualities? Is it supposed to represent things that people know there, but 
a kind of more intangible like air quality or things like that? (Expanded Expert 
3). 

I come back to the idea of experiences because this is really the core. It's what 
people would feel when they go to that space and experience what's on offer. While 
previously communicated through the built environment and physically situated 
interventions in the built environment, now gets augmented by the potential virtual 
experiences connected to that site. There must be a connection to the site, and the 
connection must be designed in a way that's coherent with the physical experience 
you are having there, or the personal experience that you have on-site. It should 
not be disruptive. (Expert 5). 

But it needs to have these representations of space, which is quite important. And 
how this is mirroring, to the people who use the place more. (Expanded Expert 
5). 

 

The hybrid environment representation has not been fully approached in previous studies, 

as per the craft of the digital-physical anchor. Some digital placemaking studies include 

elements that consider the analysis of virtual attributes of the physical place with a strong 

gamified element (see Boffi, 2021; Chew et al., 2020; Pang et al., 2020b; Qabshoqa, 

2018) or the sensorial aspect of virtual placemaking (Globa et al., 2019). Only a few 

studies describe the building process or elements considered to create hybrid 

environments. Costa et al. (2024) refer to the importance of measuring physical attributes 

of public spaces in participatory budgeting and placemaking to understand the effects in 

the community, Sanaeipoor and Emami (2020b) distinguish between a triggered 

augmentation and a view-based augmentation and Hespanhol (2022) provides a model 

for augmented placemaking, including the different digital infrastructures over the 

physical location (the superspace), and the different place modes layered over them 

(pluriplace). His model aims to help reflect about the relationships between technology, 

people, space and place. This finding expands this work by discussing the importance of 

placing special consideration into the creation of the hybrid environment, how the 
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physical is represented in the digital, why it is represented that way, and how the hybrid 

environment is designed beyond its interactivity but also its aesthetic. The thorough 

creation of the hybrid environment aligned with the community needs and purpose of the 

experience should be a basic element in the development of the digital placemaking 

experience. 

However, there are risks involved in the hybrid environment created, specifically on the 

digital side as the participants discussed privacy and online safety concerns, digital 

literacy, digital stickiness or technology reliance. 

Many people think there's online and offline, or cyberspace and real space. And 
now there's almost another confusion, there's digital public space, but what 
they're looking at is privately controlled digital space, and they're calling that 
public space, which to me is very dangerous. (Expert 6). 

Now we can see in a post-privacy world, that there are a lot of concerns about 
sharing data because of privacy issues, or potential concerns about how your data 
might be used. That creates another digital divide. (…) I'm sure we would see 
some cut-off both in terms of age, but also in terms of socio-economic access. 
There's also a kind of digital literacy. (Expert 9). 

There are a lot of challenges in terms of digital literacy. (…) Who has access to 
these digital technologies? Who do they serve? Are they accessible? Are they 
accessible to people with disabilities? Are they accessible to people without 
smartphones? Do people have those sorts of literacy to use these digital media? 
Do they have the desire to? Is there a purpose or point to incorporating it? Are 
you trying to solve a problem, that actually technology is not the answer to it's 
like a social or artistic or creative thing? Is it not really a problem at all? Who is 
that a problem for? (Expert 1). 

 

These concerns derived from the hybrid environment experience, specifically the digital 

side, extend current studies on the topic (see Chen et al., 2024; Kostopoulou & Fatah gen 

Schieck, 2021; Y. Li & Alencar, 2022; Najafi et al., 2022). When creating and developing 

a digital placemaking experience, critical consideration of potential risks is crucial. 

Participants describe a number of risks. However, the continuous growth of digital 
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technology and new realms of hybrid environments make a risk assessment of the 

experience created crucial to any project. 

Moreover, this hybrid environment where digital placemaking is developed is not new 

for first-world citizens, as people are constantly interacting with their environment 

through some kind of technological mediation. While conversations around the need for 

digital in placemaking may differ, the reality of technology being an inherent part of their 

daily routines is undoubted. 

We increasingly use the digital as a way of processing our ideas at the moment. I 
rarely have a thought that I don't immediately Google (…) The kind of live nature 
of the digital has become really integrated into our own mental processes. And 
because of the mobility and the location-based nature of smartphones, that has 
then transferred into a more all-day long thing, every waking hour, you have that 
ability to think through digitally. When you leave the house, you have the ability 
to move your body through digital. So now you're thinking and you're moving with 
digital. (…) We're going to have to think through how the digital helps us discover 
place, interact with place, remember place, protect place, celebrate place. It just 
seems like a natural connection. (Expert 4). 

The digital aspect of that is quite interesting because it happens simultaneously 
on different platforms and channels. I would call it maybe "multi-channel 
retailing", focusing on when you go to a shop but you will look at your phone at 
the same time. It feels similar, to how you can actually support this notion of 
people engaging with the place, people trying to make something different with 
what they have and understanding how cow technology can help do 
that. (Expanded Expert 5). 

 

Therefore, there is a need to fully understand how the digital, which is part of our 

everyday activities, also affects the way people connect with place and with others 

through place. Digital technologies have transformed people’s interaction with the 

physical environment in digital placemaking (Petrovski et al., 2024). However, the way 

people interact with the digital depends on their characteristics as a group, which confirms 

the importance of assessing the risks involving digital equity or digital literacy. Findings 

corroborate the need to update place attachment and Social Identity Theory to the new 
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hybrid paradigm where the experiences of place and of interactions with others and with 

their own self-categorization are mediated and affected by the constant interaction with 

digital and technological devices. 

Aligned with the hybrid aspect of digital placemaking, findings have revealed the 

enhancement of the physical experience as an important aspect. The enhancement created 

through digital placemaking is a distinctive element in order to get audiences and 

stakeholders to fully understand the purpose of this concept. The enhancement is 

interconnected with the hybrid environment created and emphasizes the idea of digital 

mediation as a booster of the goals of the experience. 

You're using a digital media apparatus, like a soil sensor, to enhance a sense of 
place, because it's aimed at community gardening. Also, anything that brings 
people together to think collectively or work collectively around a given issue or 
a given problem. (Expert 1). 

Using digital tools and services to enhance the physical place, making a sense of 
community and so on. I mean, this is probably the definition that is the standard 
definition, like a discipline. (Expanded Expert 16). 

What do we need to plant the seed, so people understand that digital doesn't mean 
“let's go put everyone in virtual space”. We want to actually counter this 
technocratic idea that we can replace humans, and we can replace human contact 
with algorithms. (Expert 6). 

 

Despite being mentioned in some studies (Bilandzic & Johnson, 2013; Chew et al., 2020; 

Sepe, 2016), the enhancement aspect has been overlooked in digital placemaking studies. 

The dichotomised approach to digital vs physical in digital placemaking is a common 

misunderstanding, which is addressed by Atteneder and Lohmeier (2024). In their study, 

the digital and physical aspects have emerged and combined in the place experiences. 

However, their results demonstrate that place consumers present a black-and-white 

distinction on physical and online experiences. Therefore, scholars have called to enhance 

places through digital media in order to create meaningful experiences (Dai & Liu, 2024). 
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Special attention to the aspect that is enhanced in the experience is needed, while most 

digital placemaking projects focus on the technological approach to digital placemaking. 

The idea of creating virtual realities with no connection to the physical, or that try to 

replace the physical, is a decreased approach to how digital placemaking should be 

described. 

The enhancement aspect was also defended by the concept of technology as a process or 

a medium, not a goal or a final product, among participants. This understanding of 

technology that is at the service of a bigger purpose is crucial in the understanding of 

digital placemaking as a concept. 

I think digital technologies are a means to reaching a certain experience in the 
real world. Whereas some other people might think that actually you can replicate 
that in a digital way. My personal opinion is I want to use digital information to 
facilitate a physical experience, as opposed to I want to create a digital 
replacement of that physical experience that I think is valid and has the same 
health benefits. (Expanded Expert 13). 

To use digital as a means of having that conversation with people. (Expanded 
Expert 4) 

Digital is just a means to an end, it's another communication modality. If we went 
back whatever, three, four or 300-600 years, the same sorts of questions would 
have been asked about print, and books. (…) As a matter of fact, in some case it 
replaced nature and in some cases books augmented nature. I think it's sort of 
both. (Expanded Expert 10). 

I want to stress that technology is not the solution at all. It's actually just a way, 
a mean, not the final goal. (Expanded Expert 16). 

 

It is evident that the digital element of digital placemaking is aimed to be an enhancer and 

a medium to a solution or a goal (Shih et al., 2021), which has to be connected to fostering 

place attachment and community belonging to ensure its impact benefit communities. 

This finding is important to understand how digital placemaking can foster different 

dynamics in communities. They are aligned with Najafi et al. (2022) review where the 
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technological enhancement of placemaking helps understanding the relationships 

between people and place, increases participation and facilitates activities, which 

contributes towards creating a more collective approach. 

Finally, the hybrid environment of digital placemaking also allows the creation of 

gamified experiences where the community interact with a digital layer that brings play 

into the experience. 

I think that the most successful placemaking projects that we have done, are 
related to the screen, but using their technology to get people to interact with a 
screen or to interact with each other while using the screen. So that might be a 
game that they play, and they have to interact with the screen and with the people 
around them. (Expert 7). 

There are also examples with children, in which they changed the appearance of 
a street through play, digital also enables playing and through play you feel more 
attached, or you create a new experience in your space. (Expanded Expert 2) 

 

Gamification is presented as a strategy to engage with the community using a digital 

device to play in place, which helps achieve the success of the experience. Gamified 

examples of digital placemaking have been broadly used (see Clowater, 2021; Klein, 

2022; Pang et al., 2020a), mostly focused on location-based games. However, the effect 

of this gamification beyond the interactivity element is what participants discussed in this 

Delphi round. Gamification can be understood as an instrument or strategy adapted to the 

community need that is addressed in the digital placemaking experience. This strategy 

can boost attachment feelings in the place, where the hybrid element of mixing the 

physical place engagement with the digital gamified layer is essential for its success. The 

community element in the gamified experience is also presented as important for the 

further impact of digital placemaking, as it helps members to connect with others through 

the gamified interaction. Therefore, the use of gamified hybrid experiences is key for the 

development of community belonging and place attachment. 
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5.12.1.2.4. Accessibility/Inclusion 

The last characteristic found in the systematic literature review that has been tested in the 

modified Delphi study is inclusion. Findings have revealed that inclusion is highly 

important in digital placemaking as it is connected with place attachment, identity and 

community empowerment. 

People might otherwise be very objectifying because this person is from a different 
culture, and they look and dress differently than me. Therefore, they're a stranger, 
they're another. But a good public space or good digital placemaking experience 
can help make people be less afraid of differences. (Expert 6). 

They went online because of the pandemic, and then they reconnected afterwards. 
It's all about creating this community of people who would otherwise feel excluded 
but through those interventions, become able to find pathways back into the 
broader social life, and conversely, raising awareness with everyone else, 
increasing the likelihood of them being more easily adopted as part of the broader 
community. (Expert 5). 

 

Inclusion is found as a beneficial characteristic of digital placemaking that makes 

individuals feel connected to the community, included and accepted, which extends the 

work that identifies inclusion as crucial for placemaking (Foth, 2017b; Szaszák & 

Kecskés, 2020) to the digital realm of the concept (Najafi & Mohammadi, 2024). 

Hespanhol (2022) describes the importance of inclusive digital placemaking experiences 

to those who had been excluded and the potential impact on the sense of community and 

social impact, which he declares has been overlooked. This work is extended by revealing 

how inclusion has social benefits for the community and the accessibility potential of 

digital media is an important dimension, which needs to be addressed in all projects. 

One of the ways of promoting inclusivity through digital placemaking was found to be 

storytelling. Sharing narratives that have been overlooked or dismissed in the past for 

everyone to discover and engage with helps developing inclusive experiences. 
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It was a digital storytelling project, I was commissioned by the local government 
in an area where there's a high proportion of refugees, (…) The project was to 
conduct a series of community engagement workshops where I sit with them and 
they told me their stories and we draw together their recollections from three 
phases of their lives: their lives on the original country, then their journey to this 
country; and their lives now here. (…)  Just revealing those stories to the broader 
population was something that was very important to them, important to the local 
government and with the potential of rearranging the relationships, increasing 
mutual awareness, but also mutual care. (Expert 5). 

Asking students to articulate a counter-narrative that the general public might not 
be closely familiar with. Because sometimes there are uncomfortable truths about 
the university, about our place that are oftentimes either omitted, or if they are 
included in a dominant history, a primary history, they oftentimes come 
secondary, they oftentimes could be segmented off perhaps. (…) We established a 
dominant narrative, and I saw digital placemaking as a way to create a counter-
narrative. (Expert 3). 

What the group did was, they partnered with local community leaders, and they 
repurposed pay phones to make them a creative digital placemaking project. You 
could pick up the phone and hear recorded stories about what it feels like to live 
in that neighbourhood or watch documentary films that were made by local 
artists, you could record your own story about living in the neighbourhood and 
what you valued, and things of that nature, the local history, what people should 
think about in terms of cultural landmarks. (Expert 1). 

 

Digital storytelling is described as a strategy to bring inclusion into digital placemaking. 

Storytelling has been explored in the literature (see Breek et al., 2021; Stokes et al., 2018), 

specifically in potentially bringing voices and narratives that have been socially excluded 

(Gonsalves et al., 2021; 2024). Results advance these approaches by identifying inclusion 

as a basic characteristic of the panel interviews, whose importance resides in regard to 

the multiple identities that form the community. Connected with community engagement, 

the use of storytelling could promote social identity processes that will establish group 

membership feelings (Heath et al., 2017; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and the place image 

(Zins & Abbas Adamu, 2024). These multiple identities can form a collective feeling of 

belonging with the group and with the place through sharing and interacting with the 

narratives that arise within the community.  
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Inclusion and accessibility are potential benefits from the lower or barrier-free 

experiences created in digital placemaking. However, challenges to digital literacy from 

the digital placemaking target participants are important to address as well as digital 

equity or other potential exclusionary risks. 

To be successful, everybody has access. That's another problem that I find with 
digital (…) But I work in international countries a lot, and not everybody has 
access. In many cases that [digital] wasn't going to work as an approach. (…) I 
also think everybody has to have access to it and be familiar with how to use that 
digital piece, to comfortably use it. (Expanded Expert 12). 

Understanding the cultural significance of what you're doing, the potential harm 
or risks and forms of exclusion that you're creating with the intention of creating 
inclusion. (Expert 1). 

But there should also be this eye towards inclusion. That's why inclusion and 
openness really matter. Otherwise, it leads to provincialism, and exclusionary 
separatist mentalities that are very othering, in a negative way. (Expert 6). 

Digital equity I think, is one of the key things. Digital equity can be bifurcated 
into multiple dimensions. One dimension of digital equity, for example, is, (…) if 
they don't have the equipment, if they don't have a smartphone, if they don't have 
a tablet, or even if they have that equipment but they don't have a sufficient signal, 
then they're not going to be able to access any of these elements. Another angle 
of digital equity or the consideration of digital equity is, though they have a 
device, they have a connection, do they know how to use their digital devices to 
actually explore this type of function? (Expanded Expert 10). 

 

The accessibility potentials of digital placemaking have been presented in previous 

studies (see Clarke, 2021; Szaszák & Kecskés, 2020). However, as described in previous 

findings, there is a need to also address risks and challenges such as excluding community 

groups or the community being unable to engage with the digital placemaking experience 

(see Table 5.9). A complete assessment of these risks is important to understand the 

dynamics involved in digital placemaking. 

Challenge / Risk 
from Digital 
Placemaking  

Connected 
to 

Found in Key studies 
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Top-down  Community 
engagement – 
community-
driven and 
co-creation 

Round 1 
Interview and 
Chapter 2  

Latorre (2011) 

Lack of community 
purpose 

Round 1 
Interview 

Chapter 2 Chen et al. (2022), Foth 
(2017a) 

Lack of genuine 
engagement 

 Chapter 2 Chen et al. (2022), Foth 
(2017a) 

Power dynamics Sense of 
place 

Round 1 
interview 

 

Privacy and online 
safety 

Hybrid 
environment 

Round1 
interview and 
Chapter 2 

Hurley, (2023, Kostopoulou 
and Fatah gen Schieck (2021), 
Li and Alencar, 2022, Najafi et 
al., 2021, Yang, 2023) 

Digital stickiness Hybrid 
environment 

Round 1 
interview 

 

Technological 
reliance 

Hybrid 
environment 

Round 1 
interview and 
Chapter 2  

Hespanhol (2022) 

Digital literacy Inclusion and 
Accessibility 

Round 1 
interview and 
Chapter 2  

Clarke (2021), Klein (2022), 
Kolotouchkina et al. (2022), 
Maciej (2024), Najafi et al. 
(2021), Szaszák and Kecskés 
(2020) 

Table 5.9: Challenges and Risks derived from Digital Placemaking's main characteristics. 

 

5.12.1.2.5. Other aspects 

This stage of the study has revealed a number of other important aspects that are part of 

digital placemaking as a concept, beyond the confirmed findings from the systematic 

review. Specifically, aspects involving meaning-making and behaviour change are found 

as additional elements to consider when creating and analysing a digital placemaking 

experience. 

5.12.1.2.5.1. Meaning-making 

Analysis of results has discovered digital placemaking to create meaningful experiences 

that promote place changes in the participant’s mind and their use of the space. Beyond 

attractive experiences or appealing experiences, the key aspect of a successful digital 
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placemaking experience resides in the meaning created through it. This meaning is both 

individual and collective.  

I just think of it as infusing place with layers of meaning that sort of socialised it 
from just being pure environmental, or bricks and mortar. (Expanded Expert 14). 

It would be how to give meaning, and how to bring meaning by the users, and the 
community to the space. How to transform this space into a place (…) bringing 
activities and these activities when they are digital, they are not necessarily fully 
physical. This is for me, digital placemaking. (Expanded Expert 7). 

You can bring things to a particular location, which maybe wouldn't naturally fit 
in there so you can play with different temporal dimensions, reconstruct the past 
in particular spaces, or reconstruct a potential future so you can play with 
dystopian futures, and therefore, raise awareness about it. (…) That increases the 
likelihood of you eventually getting a good solution that would have addressed a 
number of people meaningfully. (Expert 5). 

There is no recipe for technology, it's always about the meaning that you manage 
to convey, is the discussion you manage to trigger among people. (Expert 2). 

 

The role of meaning-making in placemaking is identified by Brunnberg & Frigo (2012), 

focusing on social encounters as important factors. Hespanhol (2018) explores its use in 

public spaces through co-design in digital placemaking initiatives. Individual and 

collective meaning-making are found to be important aspects of digital placemaking that 

also affect the other dynamics involved in the experience, such as place attachment. 

Recent studies allude to meaning-making through different placemaking typologies 

combined with digital technology (Atteneder & Lohmeier, 2024; Naji & Rzeszewski, 

2022; Ouda, 2022). Ebaid (2023) call to combine place branding and meaning-making in 

placemaking strategies for the inclusion of all community members. Meaning-making is 

found to bring individuals together, and it is adapted to the place and the community in 

order to be effective. The value and meaning of public spaces are important, and the 

hybrid environment is crucial for them in digital placemaking (Chen et al., 2022). 

Through meaning-making, the digital placemaking experience allows consumers to 



 258 

connect with the place and to connect with others in that place, developing belonging 

feelings that can have further effects, such as feelings of safety or comfort, supporting 

their wellbeing. 

5.12.1.2.5.2. Behaviour Change 

To affect behaviour change in the community has also been found as a characteristic of 

digital placemaking that has appeared during the evolution of the concept. 

It's the new behavioural and cultural dimensions that are brought by technology 
to the practice of placemaking. (Expert 5). 

It also makes me think, again, of that call to action (…) How does that change 
their relationship to that place? And how does it make me want to be a different 
kind of citizen within that place as well? (Expanded Expert 4) 

It's probably this technological acceptance and familiarity with these aspects of 
technology that can be used for mobilising some sort of action. I think that 
placemaking always has been directed with some sort of action, something needs 
to happen. (Expanded Expert 5). 

 

This behaviour change approach to the concept is linked to the connection created with 

the place but also with the ownership of the community towards the experience. Chen et 

al. (2022) include a behaviour path as one of the six design elements of digital 

placemaking, to which this work contributes by connecting behaviour change with 

meaning-making and having a call to action in the experience. When reflecting on the 

dynamics involved in digital placemaking that promote place attachment and community 

connectedness, the behaviour involved and the call to action that the experience has must 

be incorporated as elements to consider. 

5.12.1.2.5.3. Challenges 

However, linked to these characteristics, there is the challenge of motivating the 

community to participate and take part in the digital placemaking experience. Community 
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participation and involvement are basic in digital placemaking, but the ways to motivate 

them are a key challenge found in this analysis. 

Because most people don't have the time, patience, or consciousness to appreciate 
a complex human being, especially in this sort of hyper-capitalist world that we 
live in, where attention is constantly being divided, and so much of the media is 
designed for us to get you to purchase something. (Expert 6). 

And how do you motivate those people to then bring more people into the thing 
that helped them change? (Expert 4). 

When you think about motivations, that's something that we're struggling with. I 
think it's probably quite different depending on the population you're addressing. 
(Expanded Expert 11). 

 

Motivation in the digital placemaking experience is presented as a challenge, and 

participants do not have a clear blueprint on how to overcome it. However, if all the 

characteristics described earlier of digital placemaking – including meaning-making, 

place enhancement, storytelling, or gamification, as strategies to engage the community 

– were combined with the purpose of the experience being tied to the community’s needs 

and they are co-creators, the assumption of the demotivation risk can decrease. 

Finally, the analysis of the data suggested different approaches to the duration of the 

experience. The duration of digital placemaking varies among participants, which can be 

explained by the interdisciplinary approach to the term. 

Digital placemaking is just a way to bring people together or bring the person to 
reflect, you shouldn't last too long. If in the real world, you have signs that last 
long, in digital placemaking, I think it's the opposite or the signs may fail if they 
are seen as stickers. (Expert 2). 

They started as a temporary, one-off intervention, which again, is one of the 
characteristics of good placemaking. (Expert 5). 

Part of placemaking it's a community-led process in perpetuity, forever. Digital 
by its very definition, might have a deadline or an expiration date. One question 
would be if it's successful, the digital placemaking approach, I would think it has 
to have a continuing ability for the community itself to drive that process of 
transformation in their own neighbourhood. (Expanded Expert 12). 
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The variety of duration examples and concepts for digital placemaking is aligned with the 

complexity of the concept and its interdisciplinary nature. Amirzadeh and Sharifi (2024) 

describe a shift from short-term to long-term placemaking. Participants also connect the 

duration of the experience with the assessment, its cost, and the lack of funds for long-

term evaluation, which is a crucial challenge of digital placemaking. A summary of 

challenges from this section is presented in Table 5.10. Through this modified Delphi 

study, the aim is to shed some clarity on what duration to achieve in a consensual stage, 

if any. 

Challenge / Risk from Digital 
Placemaking 

Connected to Found in 

Motivation & Participation Other characteristic Round 1 Interview  
Duration Other characteristic Round 1 interview 

Table 5.10: Other Challenges and Risks of Digital Placemaking 

 

5.12.1.3. The Pivotal Role of Analytics in Understanding Digital Placemaking  

The aim of the thesis is to understand how digital placemaking as a place branding 

strategy can foster place attachment processes to promote community nature 

connectedness to support wellbeing. The assessment of the digital placemaking 

experience was important to comprehend how these dynamics have an actual effect on 

consumers. A key finding from the interview process has been the variety of evaluation 

or assessment methods described in digital placemaking and their challenges.  

5.12.1.3.1. Confusion and challenges 

How to measure the impact or success of a digital placemaking experience is also a 

confusing area, as there is no agreed procedure to employ. This is important as it presents 
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the complexity of the concept and the novelty of its nature, where aspects such as 

assessment are still an area to develop and find consensus. 

I think coming up with those measures of success around placemaking, in general, 
via digital or otherwise, is very difficult. Because you're ultimately creating 
hierarchies of value among certain desires, and amongst certain relationships to 
place, which I feel an emotional effect on that. (Expert 1). 

That's a huge new market, to be honest, about the return of investment on social 
return of investment, but also the common return of investment. We need to 
measure everything we do, and we need to learn from our mistakes as well. I think 
it's crucial to learn and to measure what we do all the time. (Expanded Expert 7). 

It's always difficult, especially when you're trying to measure social and cultural 
outcomes, like when you're talking about social inclusion, identity construction, 
empowerment, public space appropriation... Big words, but very difficult to 
measure. Because of my approach is seeking those benefits and maybe not seeking 
economic ones, because the economic ones are always easier. (Expanded Expert 
2). 

 

Several challenges related to the assessment of the digital placemaking experiences are 

expressed during the interviews. However, measuring and assessing the experience is 

important to understand its effect and impact on the place consumers who are involved. 

Despite the importance of the assessment of digital placemaking, this topic has not been 

explored in the literature. To understand how digital placemaking fosters different 

dynamics and benefits, an assessment of the experience is needed, despite its difficulty. 

Furthermore, a number of participants described an absence of assessment of the digital 

placemaking project they have been part of. This lack of real assessment of the projects 

beyond anecdotical evidence is very concerning, as digital placemaking projects involve 

communities for their benefit, but this benefit is, in the end, not the subject of evaluation. 

I didn't really do an assessment of the project. The project was not about the 
assessment of placemaking, that was just a little part of it, and I was not even 
focusing on it. (Expert 2). 

It's hard to talk about benefits because most of it hasn't necessarily been tried and 
evaluated, it's all very new. (Expert 5). 
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I don't think we've ever done any really drill-down assessment of any of the 
projects, that's really just sort of anecdotal evidence. (Expert 7). 

I've never directly undertaken an evaluation of the success of digital placemaking, 
I've typically been kind of dealing with it more theoretically and how it's working. 
I don't think I would answer that from the perspective of having actually done a 
formal evaluation. (Expert 4). 

 

Experts in digital placemaking identified a lack of assessment of digital placemaking in 

the real world due to their academic approach to the concept and their theoretical 

perspective. However, expanded experts are also identifying a lack of assessment of their 

practice. A gap in the literature is found in the assessment of digital placemaking. This 

could be explained by the complexity of the concept, which makes it difficult for the 

participants to fully understand its nuances, and other challenges. 

Another reason for this is found to be related to project costs and funds, which do not last 

or cover the post-assessment of the digital placemaking experience. This problem resides 

in the value of creating short-term solutions that do not aim to assess long-term effects. 

So many community projects, civic projects, they get funded to set up and start 
and then there's no funding to continue. And some of these things require public 
funding in one form or another, in order for their full impact or their full benefit 
to be realised. (Expert 6). 

But that is something we did not do, and most of the time we do not do it because 
it is not accounted for inside the project’s budgets. Two weeks after we had to 
return to Argentina. Of course, we were associated with local organisations, but 
still. I think the assessment is a huge topic and there is not so much critical inquiry 
on the matter. (Expanded Expert 2). 

 

Funding challenges and constraints are described as crucial for the ability to measure the 

impact of digital placemaking. However, economic goals in placemaking and place 

activation have blurred the real aim and soul of the concept (Foth, 2017a; 2017b). This is 

contradictory to the aim of digital placemaking to create or foster a sense of place 
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attachment, inclusion, and community engagement dynamics, as there is not a process in 

place to ensure these dimensions have been measured or captured.  

In line with the challenge of funding and evaluation, analysis presents the importance of 

tangible impact metrics and results to demonstrate the real effect of digital placemaking, 

which can influence the policy context. 

What you can do with these digital tools is you can start to understand, collect 
and document these more personal perspectives on a larger scale. If it's on the 
map it counts, but also if you can show impact or indicators or something that 
translates into a policy context, based on these very subjective perspectives, then 
you actually can have an impact on that policy context. (Expert 9). 

We gave also a template for how to assess it from a point of view that the council 
can then say, “We should fund the massive project of this because this meets our 
goals that we're targeting from the policy point of view, but also from the wider 
global sustainable development goals point of view”. (Expanded Expert 13). 

 

Since digital placemaking is focused on communities and fostering a sense of belonging 

and attachment, it is important to ensure the effects of this experience can influence policy 

for the good of the community and the environment. In order to promote the growth of 

digital placemaking as a concept, formal assessment of its impact is crucial to provide 

arguments to prove its value. To ensure how the different dynamics involve in digital 

placemaking influence consumers, assessment methods have to be in place. 

5.12.1.3.2. Evaluation approaches 

When exploring how to measure a digital placemaking experience, analysis has revealed 

the importance of defining success for each project. Again, there is not a single tool to 

use but an adaptation of the assessment method to what is considered success for the 

specific project. 

When we consider what we've done a success, we need to measure that success, 
and if we don't measure their success, then you've just done something, it could 
be great, it could be whatever. When we've measured it, it's made a big difference 
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in terms of how we've been able to communicate and ultimately gain more 
attraction. A normal assessment method is important but knowing what you're 
trying to do first, being clear on what the goal is, what your objectives are, what 
the actual aim is. (Expanded Expert 13). 

First, you have to define success. One thing that we've started to hone in on with 
our Nature Score (…) If your term of success is to make the population live longer, 
meaning they're just broadly healthier, then that's really what we're doing with 
Nature Score. (Expanded Expert 14). 

We have some tools for specific KPIs indicators for measuring our success, we 
use a lot of place diagrams from PPS, as attributes, but also as tangible and 
intangible indicators for measuring our success. We use this, and we have worked 
on this in our projects in a very analogue way. But there is a huge potential for 
measurements on data, especially now that everything is more open, getting to a 
faster way of measuring what we do. (Expanded Expert 7). 

 

In addition to the need to detangle the nuances of digital placemaking for achieving a 

mature state in the current paradigm, participants describe the importance of 

understanding the goal and aim of the project in order to define success and thus be able 

to assess the impact of the project. Purpose focused experiences are shown to be critical 

for the success definition of a project. Each project needs to have clear goals, aims and 

strategize its assessment against them to ensure ‘success’ is achieved. Success changes 

from one project to another, and with the digital realm that digital placemaking opens, 

participants described the potential for measuring. This can facilitate the assessment of 

digital placemaking, as digital tools can automate and collect a variety of data. But also, 

open new dimensions for assessment, such as specific digital measurements. 

Specifically enquiring about methods, analysis has found a variety of approaches to 

evaluating digital placemaking. A number of participants described qualitative 

approaches to their practice, which reside on being present and involved in the place. This 

insider comprehension of the place and its dynamics is important to understand how to 

best assess the impact of digital placemaking. 
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The way in which we assessed the results was through several observations 
looking at how the space was functioning afterwards and also conducting 
interviews with people who were daily users of the space. (Expanded Expert 2). 

For example, this digital tool can be used to engage people in activities that are 
real, I mean that happens for real, so the activity itself is a result. (…) Here we 
go in the realm of more qualitative approaches, more small data and not big data, 
actually tiny data, but very meaningful, because they're the subject is more, I will 
say it's deeper than just to study this proxy, that coming from the digital world. 
(Expanded Expert 16). 

 

A range of different evaluation approaches are used to evaluate digital placemaking. 

Participants describe the implementation of a qualitative approach due to its richness and 

adaptability to the experience goal. This extends the work of Basaraba (2021), whose 

review found a primary use of ethnographic methods combined with observation and 

interviews. Participants shared different approaches to understanding the place, the 

community, and the project, based on conversations, relationships, and reflection. The 

digital dimension of digital placemaking is shown as an addition that can enhance the 

physical or analogue collection.  

On the other hand, analysis also revealed the use of quantitative approaches. These are 

focused on the digital side of the experience and how that can track and measure the 

involvement and engagement of the participants. This opens up the realm of impact 

assessment in digital placemaking thanks to its digital enhancement of the physical 

experience. 

In terms of digital placemaking, I will try to use the normal KPIs that you use in 
terms of measuring website rates, number of visitors, tribe engagement, and how 
long people spend concerned with these things. These will be typical measures 
that I would use in the first place. (Expanded Expert 5). 

We use Nest Forms, an app where you can collect if you want data about religion, 
age, all of it from like 1900 people. There's just one app where you make your 
own form, and have it, so we do that for mapping. (Expanded Expert 15). 
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We use footfall, people will question that, but we think it's a very good measure, 
in the sense, that the data set we use is 97%, reliable. And it is actually a measure 
of a person in a place, it doesn't capture anything else and tell you how rich or 
poor they are, or whatever (…) There are others. There's place sentiment data, 
which we can quickly do. But also, the other measure is economic around business 
investment, new firm formation, the vacancy rates are a good one as well, how 
many active units either in a town centre or we can measure change over time. 
These are important KPIs for local stakeholders because they are quite easy 
things to measure or understand. That also gives us a universal measure, so we 
count the same things the same way across all locations, or we can make 
comparatives, or we can aggregate the data into something more meaningful, so 
we could then produce reports. (Expanded Expert 6). 

I would like to see (…) a randomised controlled trial and grab to that level now 
but wearing wearable technology like Fitbit and Garmin watches so that we can 
actually get some biometric measures of heart rate and heart rate variability. 
When you get into that kind of neurofeedback, where people can see live what 
effect it's happening on them, we're going to have a lot more confidence in it. 
(Expanded Expert 14). 

 

Participants described how digital can also support a quantitative approach to experience 

assessment by analysing data collected through the digital instrument in digital 

placemaking. A quantitative approach aims to quantify a problem to understand its 

dimension involving consumer behaviour (Cunha & Valente, 2019). Depending on the 

goal of the digital placemaking experience, the quantification of different aspects, such 

as digital users or health indicators, can help demonstrate its dimension and value. A 

variety of approaches are shared, which again confirms the interdisciplinary nature of 

digital placemaking and its adaptability to the project and the community. Furthermore, 

there is complexity in following a quantitative approach since digital placemaking is 

mainly used from a constructivist perspective that uses qualitative methods. 

Finally, analysis also revealed the importance of combining mixed methods assessment 

in digital placemaking. The combination qualitative and quantitative methods aims to 

gain a more holistic understanding of the digital placemaking experience. 
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If you want to evaluate, you should use a combination of tools, both qualitative, if 
you want to go more on the effect of an initiative in the real world, on a small 
scale at the community level. And then also quantitative and data-driven in the 
technological sense, studying the data that you collected from the digital 
interfaces and platforms that you're using. (Expanded Expert 16). 

It's not only about the stats, but I would also try to figure out how to help people 
based on this assessment. I'll go back to the apps, for example, what the visitation 
from the app is based on the visitation of the actual place that we're going, maybe 
there is a gap, a disparity there. I will try to have some focus groups, how I can 
make things better, or how I can make things more seamless, more hybrid, if you 
prefer so. (…) I would try to figure out ways to measure these ideas and based on 
that I would probably have different tools or techniques to use. (Expanded Expert 
5). 

We do questionnaires, surveys, and discussions with them through life-chat 
discussions to understand how their honest involvement, not with our activity, but 
with the practices that they learn from our activity, and how intense this 
involvement is. (Expanded Expert 8). 

 

However, the importance of mixing both qualitative and quantitative analysis resides in 

the holistic assessment of the digital placemaking experience. Participants described the 

benefits of combining quantitative data, such as digital users quantification, surveys, etc., 

to deepen their understanding of digital placemaking through qualitative methods such as 

interviews or focus groups to understand the processes and dynamics involved. Recently, 

scholars called future studies to combine qualitative and quantitative methods exploring 

human-nature relationship (Barragan-Jason et al., 2024). Therefore, a mixed method 

approach assists to demonstrate the broad influence and effect of digital placemaking in 

the community and the environment. The potential described in mixed methods by 

participants could help in understanding digital placemaking dynamics when these 

involve a variety of variables, such as nature connectedness or wellbeing outcomes. 

5.12.1.3.3. Assessing nature and wellbeing 

Findings present the assessment of human health such as psychological tests or self-

reported wellbeing questionnaires as the main way to evaluate wellbeing. The assessment 
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of the wellbeing impact of digital placemaking is important, as the different dynamics 

involved in digital placemaking described earlier could have a number of effects on the 

wellbeing of participants. Understanding how experts and expanded experts have 

addressed this is crucial for its evolution and refinement. 

The main way we do it at the moment is in our research lab at the uni. We have a 
trail on the University that does six stations and takes about 20 minutes to 
complete. They do one walk, and then they just do one walk doing the six routines, 
and then we run their experience with about six different psychological tests. 
That's the main sort of really thorough way that we're measuring impact. 
(Expanded Expert 14). 

We quantified it in terms of their self-reported wellbeing, what they see, and what 
they experience, giving them data back on that. (Expanded Expert 13). 

You may measure some indicators of health, that are typically associated 
depending if we're talking about something that increases psychological 
wellbeing so then, we would assess something in that direction, like satisfaction 
with life and mental wellbeing or if we're also interested like in the physical 
activity, we can just look at the levels of physical activity for example, or blood 
pressure or some of these indicators that we clearly want to increase their 
physical activity. (Expanded Expert 15). 

 

The diverse approach to wellbeing assessment in digital placemaking is aligned with the 

findings above on the difficulty of measuring this concept and how it has to be tailored to 

the experience. When assessing the wellbeing of the participants, only some members of 

the panel either used psychological tests or self-assessment reports. As described in the 

quantitative approach to the concept, there is the intrinsic complexity of measuring health 

indicators, which tends to subscribe to a positivist approach of research based on 

quantitative methods, whereas digital placemaking has been mostly approached through 

qualitative methods. Therefore, a mixed methods approach seems to provide a complete 

and more accurate analysis. 

Additionally, when nature is involved as an element for analysis in digital placemaking, 

different approaches have been found. This provides further understanding of the 
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behaviours in the space and their impact on the participants, with some participants 

specifically looking at nature connectedness assessments. 

The technical side of that, for us, was around data monitoring, and we use footfall 
counters. We have access to a national network of across 700 centres, and we 
were able to monitor so we can tell you if you invest in green infrastructure that 
will make a place more attractive, and more people come and they will stay 
longer, they'll have a nicer time, a better experience, and hopefully spend a bit 
more money on local business. (Expanded Expert 6). 

In both of those studies, one of the things we've been interested in is not just 
whether can we get people's nature connectedness scores to change, but do people 
feel more connected. But actually, can we ensure that they stay changed as well? 
(Expanded Expert 1). 

I also feel nature is a measurement for me. Because I know it naturally makes 
people happy, it actually makes people relax. Since we are adding components, it 
also should be something that's mandatory that every placemaker should think 
about nature. How many natural elements do you have to interact with? What are 
your activities like? Are all your activities demanding attention or are they 
demanding relaxation? Can you just have a serendipitous moment? (Expanded 
Expert 9). 

Every budget has a forecast, it has impact metrics, and it's just hard to quantify 
nature and the impact it's having, because it's just a complicated web. (…). All 
those things historically have been hard to calculate because everyone had their 
own disparate approach, I think that creating a single unifying number, a Nature 
Score, hopefully, will allow politicians, cities, and researchers to just be able to 
start incorporating nature in their calculations. (Expanded Expert 11). 

 

Nature can be measured in a number of ways, but an interest in the relationship between 

nature and participants and its effects was described. This is crucial for understanding 

digital placemaking dynamics involving nature and wellbeing and how these are 

interconnected. The way the panel connects human-nature relationships with the usage of 

space and the complexity of measuring this are found in this study. Nature connectedness 

is linked with behaviour change, which is also one of the characteristics of digital 

placemaking as found in the analysis. For one of the panel members (a placemaking 

practitioner), nature is a measurement itself, which means nature is undoubtedly linked 
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with wellbeing and is an aspect to take into account when designing the placemaking 

experience. In order to fully understand how digital placemaking in nature supports 

wellbeing, the assessment of both nature as an active element in the experience and 

wellbeing effects needs to be developed. This is aligned with the conceptual model, where 

nature is an intrinsic part of the physical place dimension. Nature has to be accounted for 

as an element that is connected with the online place and social place elements. 

5.12.2. Findings II: Place Branding dimension of Digital Placemaking 

Digital placemaking has been recently approached from a place marketing and branding 

perspective, through a tourism lens (Sugangga et al., 2021), and combined with place 

management (Keegan, 2021). Other studies might mention brand distribution in digital 

placemaking (Cameron, 2020) or places becoming added brands to cities in placemaking 

(Ouda, 2022), but without purposely diving into the place branding dimension of digital 

placemaking focused on local consumers. Findings on the place branding dimension of 

digital placemaking demonstrate the different connections between concepts, challenges, 

the participatory approach, and place branding in nature uses (Figure 5.6). 

 

 

Figure 5.6: Summary of Findings of Place Branding dimension of Digital Placemaking. 
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5.12.2.1. Connections between Digital Placemaking and Place Branding 

Analysis of the results shows clear associations between digital placemaking and place 

branding. The enhancement of the place brand through digital placemaking is the main 

connector found in this analysis. Place branding and digital placemaking work together 

in the place, enhancing the experience by allowing to digitally influence the impression 

and perception of the place. 

I think digital placemaking could be used to enhance that in many, many aspects. 
It's just a matter of defining the place and how you're going to brand it and then 
what media and digital experience you create around that. I think it would be 
different for each kind of scenario. (Expert 8) 

In terms of branding, I view that as an extra dimension that gets applied to all the 
other aesthetic and experiential design aspects that were already there, now we 
have this extra one. But it should still continue to work intendant, cohesively to 
communicate, to reinforce and to nurture that experience. (…) You can make use 
of that augmented dimension to also bring force to place branding, somehow. 
(Expert 5). 

There are limits and perhaps possibly untapped potentialities around the digital 
technologies, how that might be used more creatively to enhance people's 
experience of place where they could share identity, or their perception of a place. 
That doesn't necessarily mean about driving visits or markets necessarily, I'm 
thinking very much about local attachment. (Expanded Expert 6). 

Even if it's unconscious, it's a kind of place branding. You create a brand of 
community, a place, a neighbourhood, where you live, where you post a lot of 
pictures, your life is here, you're happy, your kids play in the park, you have a 
social life. (Expanded Expert 16). 

 

The digital dimension of placemaking is the main connector found in this section between 

both concepts. Its digitality enhances the place experience, which is interrelated with the 

place brand. If the place branding process is taken into account in the digital placemaking 

experience, there are possibilities to enhance the brand formation or modification, 

strengthening it and allowing consumers to share their place identity and perception. 

Therefore, the place branding approach of digital placemaking resides in the enhancement 
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of the experience and the conscious branding of it to benefit consumers image and 

perception. Terms such as online place branding (Florek, 2011) or digital place brand 

management (Hanna & Rowley, 2015) have described the benefits of incorporating 

digital technologies in place branding processes. However, few studies specifically 

explore this dimension, while place branding has been called to be supported by online 

and offline actions (Graziano & Albanese, 2020). In this context, this study adds a digital 

dimension in place branding through digital placemaking, focusing on place experiences 

that can impact the brand of the place. The conceptual model created in this programme 

of research, which has been tested, confirms that digital placemaking has a place branding 

dimension that needs to be factored into the experiences.  

Another aspect that connects digital placemaking and place branding is communication. 

As a communication tool, place branding can benefit digital placemaking through 

promoting and making conscious decisions on how to inform and share an experience. It 

also involves how that experience has an impact on the impressions of the consumers of 

the place, and how these consumers share their own stories of the place. 

I always think of the branding and marketing in placemaking as is just the tip of 
the iceberg. Ideally it should make people realise that “oh, this is just the tip of 
the iceberg, that’s not the whole thing”. There’s so much more to this 
neighbourhood, or community, or place. (Expert 6). 

That’s the thing, is that wisdom of the crowd, understand using social media 
channels to listen to what people already say about places through channels like 
Google reviews, TripAdvisor reviews, or whatever platform you want to look at. 
There are two elements there about communication and listening, and how that 
extend the place brand in a more democratic and inclusive way. That gets closer 
to what I understand digital placemaking. (Expanded Expert 6). 

Oftentimes, that's purely just through my mediated experiences of watching 
TikTok or Instagram or something like that. That's something that, certainly in a 
marketing situation, should be taken advantage of. (…) I definitely see lots of 
utility. But it's all about like showing off what makes your place unique, telling 
your place story. (Expert 3). 
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Place branding also helps communicate and position the digital placemaking experience 

in the head of the consumer and can leverage consumer interactions. Digital placemaking 

can better inform the place branding process through community engagement, which as 

described previously, also refers to community-driven activities. Moreover, the 

participants describe the rebranding possibilities of these experiences, which can modify 

the impression, image and perception of the place, also permeating their identity. The use 

of social media in digital placemaking have been explored to facilitate rebranding of 

places and raising awareness (Razi & Ziminski, 2022). This rebranding use in digital 

placemaking is extended to a deeper understanding of its use as a place branding strategy. 

These place branding dynamics through digital experiences can also enhance consumers’ 

interactions and ownership of their place stories. The communication aspect of digital 

placemaking increased through place branding is relevant as it opens up a variety of 

strategies and potential benefits that will adapt to the place and community needs. The 

model outlined in Chapter 3 emphasises community participation and the value of the 

digital placemaking experience in enriching its positive outcomes. Therefore, digital 

placemaking as a place branding strategy can support identity processes in the community 

with the place. 

One of the key aspects of place branding is authenticity. Examination of the results 

suggests authenticity is another element that connects place branding with digital 

placemaking. Authentic place experiences transform the ordinary into special moments 

or activities. 

It is about creating some sense of specialness about that location, and what you 
define as a special would be aligned with the brand that you intend to create for 
that place, maybe a relaxing place, a place of for socialisation, a romantic place, 
sporting related place, luxurious, or accessible place. Whatever the intentions are 
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or the brand tagline you adopt, that should permeate all experiences that get 
designed. (Expert 5). 

There's marketing done well, which is the stuff that you emotionally connect to. 
But especially in cities, where it has a wide group of people, there's things that 
everyone can relate to and it's finding those things that are unique to that space 
that don't feel generic. (Expanded Expert 13). 

 

Authentic place experiences translate into meaningful encounters for the consumer, 

which enhance the place associations in their mind (Aitken & Campelo, 2011; Stoica et 

al., 2022). Panel members described how place branding brings specialness to the place 

experience, which can help to emotionally connect with the place. Meaning-making and 

gamification have been used in placemaking experiences (Klein, 2022), also to connect 

with nature spaces through augmented reality (Clowater, 2021). Meaningful digital 

placemaking experiences can be approached from a place branding perspective to ensure 

the authenticity of the place is aligned with the intention of the brand created through the 

experience. The conceptual model proposed and tested confirms that digital placemaking 

can promote a sense of belonging and authenticity, through meaningful experiences that 

impact the consumers’ vision of a place and of their involvement within the place. This 

is supported by this finding, where authentic place experiences derived from meaningful 

place experiences are enhanced through place branding in digital placemaking.  

5.12.2.2. Challenges between concepts 

However, this authenticity that is promoted or boosted in the place experience seems 

contradictory. A close look at the findings indicates the digital tension between place 

branding and digital placemaking, as the uniqueness of a place is spread, which makes it 

common to others. 

How do you create a sense of uniqueness around place that many people are going 
to experience? How do commonly make people feel that with branding they can 
still have some kind of experience that's different or unique to them. That's the 
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tension with digital placemaking and with place branding, because the more you 
digitise, the more it's going to become known and popular. (Expert 4). 

To me place branding is critically important. And I think it's a great way to sell 
something. But it is so unique to that place that, I think the best way to use the 
digital technology is to use it to market why that place is unique, which is sort of 
stupid, because you're “this place is super unique” and then you're spreading it 
to the whole world to tell them why this place is unique. I do think sharing stories, 
sharing experiences, what is special and different about that place, and why that 
place is the only place in the world that has those characteristics. That's a really 
important message to spread. It's the stupidest way to use technology but I think 
you would want to market the unique special stories of people and places that's 
the way I would use the technology actually. (Expanded Expert 14). 

 

The dichotomy of digital tools is present when discussing the authenticity and uniqueness 

of places that are promoted through place branding and digital placemaking. Despite 

being found as a connector, the digital dimension added through digital placemaking into 

place branding initially seems to be contradictory. Cameron (2020) criticises how 

placemaking uses media events as a spectacle of commodification spaces through digital 

technology. Digital placemaking distribution of the brand through global networks (e.g., 

social media) flattens and appropriates the social and cultural aspects of the community. 

However, this study challenges this view by proposing a participatory place branding 

approach to digital placemaking, where the local consumers are leading the process of 

creating the digital placemaking experience, where ethics and respect for social and 

cultural aspects are crucial for its success. The dimensions and characteristics found in 

digital placemaking in this study, with the importance of the ethical considerations, 

advance this approach to ensure the place experiences created enforce and benefit the 

community. 

Other challenges have also been discovered during the assessment of the results. 

Primarily, a place branding approach to digital placemaking would create top-down place 
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experiences for a target audience, therefore excluding a percentage of the community, 

which leads to focusing on the economics of the place and ultimately to gentrification. 

Branding is inherently focused on a specific demographic, a specific target 
market. Therefore, it's inherently not inclusive, in my view. It's very difficult to 
have a really great brand that's inclusive. I find this challenge interesting and an 
important one to consider. (Expanded Expert 13). 

I think it's difficult to detach the branding of a place from the economic side. At 
some point, if you think "I want to upgrade the space, to make it more attractive" 
you always need to think, from which perspective? Clearly, you're not talking from 
the perspective of the poor women that are selling empanadas in the street, 
because that for you is not appealing. So attractive for whom? (Expanded Expert 
2) 

I must admit, there is a lot of place branding out there, which when it's top-down, 
feels so commercial, and kind of sanitised. All of those things which any discourse 
on gentrification and regeneration will point out to you. I've seen some of those 
digital assets, and they felt quite cold. It's felt of a commercial means of 
communication, marketing, advertising, branding. (Expanded Expert 4) 

If you're trying to use branding and campaigns through social media, or anything 
else, you're going to need to be careful making that decision of who this is for and 
what you want it to say, and what effect you want that to have. (…) Something that 
has happened in places that I've lived at is, the celebration through social media, 
through branding campaigns, that were just signs or logos (…)  it has no sense of 
place, and no sense of the reality of living in this place. And therefore, it didn't do 
anything for sense of belonging, that's just a marketing thing. That feels very 
separate from anything I know to be true. (Expert 1). 

 

Scholars have criticised top-down place branding’s processes as marginalising social 

groups, resulting in gentrified spaces (Lucarelli, 2018), with a strong focus on economic 

success (Govers, 2020). Gentrification is also a potential disadvantage from placemaking 

practices (e.g., Gonsalves et al., 2023). As with any other process that can affect 

consumers and residents, place branding and digital placemaking must address the risks 

and challenges involved in the experience. The place branding approach to digital 

placemaking should ensure the main characteristics of the latter are safeguarded. The 

community must stay at the core of the process, and ethical considerations are crucial. 
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Studies have explored the connections between place attachment and place branding, 

where co-creation of the place brand results in positive attachment feelings (Leal et al., 

2022). The digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing conceptual model explores these 

dynamics along with nature connectedness and wellbeing outcomes to validate that digital 

placemaking from a place branding perspective can benefit communities and urban 

spaces, with attention to the place brand identity developed and the place brand image. 

5.12.2.3. Participatory Place Branding approach to Digital Placemaking 

Specifically, the participatory approach to place branding was found to provide a number 

of benefits to the concept, aligned with digital placemaking, as an answer to the evolution 

of the concepts and their challenges. Participatory place branding’s success resides on 

communication and engagement of stakeholders, which empowers a place brand that 

resonates, and it is owned by the consumers and residents. 

This is the problem with the place branding literature, there's not enough 
acknowledgement of participatory place branding. What we'd argue, 85% of top-
down place branding strategies don't work, because they don't speak to the place 
and don't resonate locally. They've got to do it in partnership. (…) it could be 
transformative and visionary, but I think it's got to have that collective buying. It 
doesn't mean everyone; we never get everyone to subscribe to it but people see it 
and work towards it. (Expanded Expert 6). 

I think branding is important, and participatory branding is a good idea, because 
it gives people a sense of agency and ownership of perhaps where that brand looks 
like, and it relates to them. (…) There's a really important point around branding, 
where we're at the moment, where it seems to be we acknowledge that branding 
is important, but to what extent do you go down? Because there's very different 
types of branding. I think the participatory element of it is important. I guess I 
would question about how that would look like. Because when you really think 
about urban areas, you can have a significantly wide variation of opinion, and 
views and aesthetics. (Expanded Expert 13). 

I've seen some really great place branding out there, which has felt authentic, and 
having emerged organically out of that place, and always been created with a 
really deep listening, this place branding feels really real and not imposed. 
(Expanded Expert 4). 
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Panel members described the potential of implementing participatory place branding in 

cities due to its co-creative approach. Consumers are part of the process and are provided 

a sense of agency and ownership. Therefore, the place brand resonates with the 

community, as it feels authentic and real. Participatory place branding can provide pride 

and sense of belonging to the residents of the place (Zenker & Erfgen, 2014), and increase 

brand commitment (Hatch & Schultz, 2009). Results build upon these studies by 

including the sense of ownership and enhancing their benefits through digital 

placemaking. In the conceptual model, a participatory place branding approach to the 

concept is presented to ensure the place brand formed or modified is aligned with the 

community and that community feels connected to and responsible for it. 

Furthermore, the study of data indicates a number of benefits from the inclusion of 

participants in the place branding process, whether this is an organic dynamic or 

facilitated by place branding experts. The participation of place consumers in the branding 

process is essential for its success and longevity. 

It's interesting, because one of the ways you see places be branded that is really 
effectively is user created. If you Google "Pisa pushing", you know the leaning 
tower, people from all over the world do hashtag #PISAPushing, and you see them 
pushing the tower. That's a really good example of a user generated practice that 
has branded the place through. You're not trying to be unique, you're not the first 
person who did that, you're actually joining a group of people from all over the 
world who did the exact same thing. (Expert 4). 

And they did so very successfully [X Market in the UK], but also it enables them 
to be mutable and sufficiently loose, so that people can pack into that brand. 
That's where good brands work, they don't complete the story, they are half 
finished frames that the consumer or the recipient of that message needs to fill in 
the gaps and imagine themselves in that landscape, in that place, or wherever it 
is. The modern market town did that very, very effectively. (Expanded Expert 6). 

There's a bit of work done with informal settlements, and place branding, which 
is really, really interesting because these people themselves self-appropriate 



 279 

spaces, they self-produced them to coproduction techniques. In that process, they 
create a brand. (Expert 10). 

 

The inclusion of a participatory place branding approach to digital placemaking can 

empower the mentioned informal processes that develop group belonging and place 

ownership in the place brand (Chapter 3; Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2024a). This 

study suggests that consumer-created place brands are more effective due to the 

appropriation and production of the brand by the user. A participatory place branding 

approach to digital placemaking promotes place brand ownership and proactivity that will 

foster community belonging and identity, key dynamics in the model. 

Thus, specifically analysing the place branding approach to digital placemaking, 

participants discussed the potential of participatory place branding. The role of consumers 

in the place branding process is aligned with the findings of digital placemaking 

characteristics. 

The idea of trying to understand participatory place branding in the context of 
digital placemaking has to include this appreciation of how people are 
representing the place and how people are talking about the place, whether they 
think about the materiality of a place, but also when it comes to the digital, it 
becomes some sort of performative act, it is already, but the digital could probably 
hide and enhance that idea of performativity of who is doing a performance, of 
what the place means, or whatever. (…) There is potential, but I don't think it's 
quite clear how that work, because it's not even clear on the ground, it's usually 
top-down driven. (Expanded Expert 5). 

For me, branding is not about objects, it's not about colour forms, sizes, shapes. 
It's about objectives, it's about sensations, it's about personal experiences towards 
the brand. It will make a difference about objects and objectives. And placemaking 
is about objectives. Making a participatory process about place branding, 
shouldn't be about which colour is your favourite. This is also very hegemonistic. 
(Expanded Expert 7). 

The vision of a place is the product, not of consultants or academics, but on the 
people, the stakeholders who live there who mutually work together. I think that 
the digital communications give ordinary communities the power to do that, the 
tools and the mechanism, which previously wouldn't be impossible. A great 
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example of that is a town we've worked with in South Manchester, where there 
were 60 local traders, independent businesses, and they work together to 
collectively brand the location, which is "We are X". (…) Particularly useful 
during the pandemic as well, because they could advertise when shops were 
reopening, of what times and do more coordinated activity, setup home delivery 
systems and all that which is very useful. How you extend your experience of place 
online and reflect that through digital channels is perhaps not well understood, 
like the skills and capacities there locally, but can be very effective as a certain 
scale. (Expanded Expert 6). 

 

Nowadays, place brands must have a strong component of participation since the place 

brand image and identity are created for and by the consumer. It was essential in the 

model to adopt a participatory place branding approach to digital placemaking due to the 

need to shift the focus from tourism and destination branding to local residents and 

consumers (Zenker & Erfgen, 2014). As shown earlier in this section, there are clear 

connections between these concepts, whose benefits and risks have been described. The 

potential of specifically approaching digital placemaking from a place branding 

perspective resides in the unique characteristics of the concept and its digital and hybrid 

dimensions (Chapter 3, Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2024a). The processes involved in 

digital placemaking, such as community engagement dynamics, meaning-making, and 

the hybrid environment, make a participatory place branding approach important for place 

brand identity and image formation and modification. Similar studies have explored 

digital storytelling in participatory place branding, proving the community wellbeing 

benefits of this strategy (Hudak, 2019). Their study is expanded by providing further 

strategies and tactics for digital mediation of place experiences, in nature for wellbeing. 

Finally, participants called for the creation of specific guidelines to implement this 

participatory approach. The innovative aspect of implementing a participatory place 

branding approach to digital placemaking is found to potentially benefit consumers in a 
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number of areas. However, many times, panel members questioned how to achieve those 

outcomes as no clear instructions were available. 

Especially talking about place branding, we have an opportunity to lead the way 
by providing guidelines that will allow people to get it right more than wrong. 
(Expert 5). 

When I'm raising some of those concerns about how you address and make sure 
you're inclusive, it has to be an ongoing process. There's an agile type of approach 
to having a brand that usually a brand is defined, and then you stick with it, 
because then people remember it. (…) There's a point when it won't represent the 
community anymore. Or worse, it excludes people who don't relate to it. 
Therefore, it's so rigid, you can't go in and change it. It alienates people and 
excludes people, which is the complete opposite effect. I think that the key thing 
that you can only really do is just make sure that there's a process in which it can 
be adapted, and it can transform, and it can mould depending on who is 
participating. And that's a very challenging thing to do. (Expanded Expert 13). 

 

The novelty of the digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing conceptual model, which 

is tested through this modified Delphi study, is the result of a number of consensus 

elements from the expert panel that will help guide facilitators and stakeholders that want 

to promote place attachment and community nature connectedness, supporting wellbeing 

using digital placemaking from a participatory place branding approach. Participants call 

for clear steps on how to implement participatory place branding in digital placemaking. 

The tested conceptual model will result in a set of statements that will fulfil this need in 

literature (e.g., Basaraba 2021; Kalandides et al., 2012) and practical contexts. 

5.12.2.4. Place Branding for Nature 

Finally, when exploring the connections between place branding and nature 

environments, the assessment of results indicated that branding has the potential to 

promote positive connections towards nature, which can also translate into pro-

environmental behaviours. 
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But how are we going to do that unless everybody has positive, empathetic 
experiences with nature? There is a great paper called “less loss, more love 
branding biodiversity” from Futerra (2022). They make this really sensible 
argument that negative messaging about biodiversity in a psychological sense, in 
a marketing sense, doesn't work. If you scare people with dying polar bears and 
sea level rise, people turn off. But if you give people positive, empathetic 
connections with nature, essentially if they love it more, they're going to do more 
to look after it. When you're talking about branding, I guess that's what I'm 
thinking. (Expanded Expert 14). 

 

Emotional and place attachment to natural settings through place branding can translate 

into nature connectedness and pro-environmental behaviours. Place branding can 

facilitate these processes thanks to the communication of a positive place image, identity, 

and brand, which is found to have greater effects on nature connectedness than negative 

messages. In this context, the spread of hopeful messages that connect optimistic feelings 

with nature through a place brand is found to be successful. 

The evaluation of the findings implies the importance of branding for nature spaces as a 

way to attract consumers to natural settings and the value of technology to shift the image 

and experience of the place. 

Branding is super important, and it seems like from our recent research, it's 
important for green spaces and trying to get people to them, and the same will 
happen, obviously, in other public spaces. But it's a challenge to get it right, to 
make sure it's inclusive. (Expanded Expert 13). 

I think using technology to encourage people to experience specific places like for 
example, if it's a really remote place, it's difficult to get to, using digital media 
could help them navigate it or attract them there, in terms of a place branding 
perspective. I can think of a couple of examples from a tourism perspective (…) 
Having digital technology to help them get there to make it less of a struggle and 
reduce the barriers for them to access these kinds of remote nature places. Might 
be a couple of areas. (Expert 8) 

In this sense, I think digital can have both a positive and negative impact on 
perpetuating the identity of green space. Or the place and nature. Sometimes it's 
done proactively, sometimes it's outside the control of the administrators of the 
green space. In the sense of the incivilities, that's outside their control, but they 
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could use that to modify the perception and address some of the concerns. 
(Expanded Expert 10). 

 

As discussed in the Chapter 3, nature involvement in place branding studies is limited and 

focused on tourism (Graziano & Albanese, 2020). Results point to the need to advance in 

place branding involving digital technology for nature settings to create attractive and 

meaningful nature experiences that are adapted to the consumer’s needs. The lack of 

participatory place branding examples involving technology and nature settings reveals 

the need to advance in this area as a way to address the current human-nature 

disconnection in cities. 

Moreover, place branding has the potential to rebrand nature spaces as hybrid 

environments that open new accessibility possibilities to consumers. Digital placemaking 

and place branding can broaden the place opportunities for users and shift their perception 

of the place. 

The main links will be the idea of creating hybrid places from the get-go, or places 
that have this aspect of openness, public green spaces, national parks, whatever. 
To treat them as hybrid spaces that are not only important for sustainability or to 
meet some sort of targets, the carbon zero net economy, whatever, but try to make 
them hybrid spaces that people can actually engage with in many aspects of their 
everyday life. Not everybody has the option to walk somewhere every day. (…) 
Flipping the narrative, not saying these things, it will be in the branding back 
there, branding these locations as hybrid spaces in the city that people can 
connect every day, but also from the comfort of their home, will be quite a 
beneficial story. (Expanded Expert 5). 

 

Panel members described the need to include a digital enhancement to nature spaces to 

adapt them to the diverse needs of consumers and their lives. The digital element plays 

again a key role in creating bespoke experiences for place consumers that would help 

them create meaningful relationships with the place and augment the nature benefits. 

Nature can also benefit from a place branding approach to digital placemaking in the 
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communication of the possibilities of the space. In the conceptual model (Cahpter 3, 

Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2024a), the participatory place branding approach to 

digital placemaking is crucial for the augmentation of the place experiences in nature, 

which is evident due to the place image, identity, and brand formation, modification, and 

communication. 

5.12.3. Findings III: Online Place Attachment 

Both digital placemaking and place branding are strongly connected with place 

attachment. The conceptual model of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing is based 

on the modification of the place attachment tripartite by Scannell and Gifford (2010a), 

which includes the digital dimension in nature for wellbeing. Place attachment is a key 

process developed during digital placemaking and in any placemaking experience. 

However, its digital dimension has not been fully explored in literature. The conceptual 

model has been tested, and the data analysis has resulted in a deeper understanding of the 

digital dimension of place attachment, or online place attachment, as well as different 

strategies for its development (Figure 5.7) 

 

 

Figure 5.7: Summary of Findings of Online Place Attachment. 
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5.12.3.1. Deepening the understanding on online place attachment 

The primary finding in this section is the value of digital and online tools to foster place 

attachment. Analysis of results shows that online place attachment developed through 

digital placemaking opens the concept to a community dimension, which has been 

overlooked in the literature (Lewicka, 2011). Digital placemaking is found to broaden 

place attachment on a community scale. 

Maybe the social aspects, this is an interesting one to me, because quite often 
when I researched place attachment, and what I know of the literature, attachment 
is considered in a very individual way, my attachment to my favourite place. And 
then I think the possibility of digital placemaking opens that up to communities, 
how do how does this community feel attacked this place? People can more easily 
communicate individual to individual about their different types of attachments, 
their different favourite memories and that kind of thing. It's broadening it to a 
different kind of scale, which is really interesting to me, and I think quite under 
researched. (Expanded Expert 3). 

 

The community scale of online place attachment allows for deepening connections with 

the place and with others in the place, which has been mentioned in literature but tends 

to be overshadowed by the individual differences in place attachment (Lewicka, 2011). 

When exploring online place attachment, collective attachment is described as promoted 

through digital interactions where users can see other users’ interactions in place virtually 

(Schwartz, 2015). Birnbaum et al. (2021) mention using digital tools to keep individuals 

connected to their original communities. However, no further analysis of the effect of this 

collective attachment in place attachment is studied in hybrid environments. Therefore, 

the model presents digital placemaking potential to broaden online place attachment’s 

community dimension. 

However, online place attachment also presents challenges for communities. Analysis of 

results determined the risks of technology use in place attachment, potentially being a 
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detriment for this process, as well as the challenge in the sensorial aspect of digital 

mediums for places. 

I think that using a digital technology to augment real experiences, I don't think 
that helps with belonging, and with attachment to place. I actually think it takes 
away. (…) Sure, you can meet people in your little area online but it's not the same 
thing as meeting in your neighbourhood. (Expanded Expert 12). 

I think we have a world have digital that's so visual and audio, oral I guess, but 
what we've seen is that we are missing that sensorial touch, that feeling of being 
together being in an environment where you smell where you feel, and even 
attempts to make you feel an emotion. I think the longer we live with the digital, 
the harder it is to feel the emotion from the digital that maybe we early on, we 
used to feel. (Expert 4). 

 

Despite describing how digital placemaking faces different challenges that need to be 

considered, there is a gap in the literature on the challenges of online place attachment. 

The few studies that specifically explore this concept do not present any potential risks 

for communities. Therefore, this investigation advances the field of online place 

attachment by providing potential risks such as the limits of online belonging to physical 

places, the sensorial restrictions of technology for place experiences, and the 

contradictory nature of digital and physical encounters. 

5.12.3.2. Strategies for online place attachment 

In order to develop online place attachment, data results indicate that a hybrid 

environment is needed. The combination of physical and digital elements is essential for 

the creation of place attachment using digital media. 

There must be a clear connection to the physical place that you are targeting. 
Even if you have digital layers on top of it, it's still the need to address or to 
somehow relate to the physical location must be something that, if experienced 
elsewhere is going to be a huge to different. It must foster feelings and experiences 
that, as a consequence, become attached to that physical location. (Expert 5). 
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A clear link to the targeted physical place is vital for the creation of online place 

attachment. As defined by Schwartz (2015), online place attachment refers to the online-

offline personal connection to a physical space mediated by technology. The clear 

connection with a physical place is essential for user agency, meaning-making and sense 

of place in digital placemaking (Razi & Ziminski, 2022). Analysis of findings suggests 

that clear interconnected elements, both physical and digital, are needed to foster place 

attachment, where constant references to the physical place targeted are crucial for the 

creation of a sense of belonging to the place. In this sense, online place attachment 

introduces digital placemaking’s hybrid environment as a way to facilitate the 

development of attachment feelings to the place. A clear connection to the physical place 

and considerations on how this connection is built are crucial. Therefore, the hybrid 

environment developed in the digital placemaking experience can foster online place 

attachment feelings among consumers. 

When exploring uses or strategies for online place attachment, participants described the 

advantages of finding familiarity in unfamiliar places through digital technology. The 

analysis of the data presents how online place attachment can bring consumers closer to 

unknown places to develop belonging and community processes. 

I kept thinking, “well, is that so bad? That you just want to get to your 
destination”, because you've put all of this time and research into finding that 
destination and thinking that's where I'm going to belong in this unfamiliar space. 
If you're using some sort of aid to get you there, what else happens on the journey? 
And then what does that enable you to feel or to experience in terms of belonging, 
and community and things like that. (Expert 1). 

 

Place attachment functions as a safe haven (Nisa et al., 2020), but online place attachment 

is described as reinforcing and maintaining the relationship with places (Schwartz, 2015). 

Therefore, this study broadens this field by providing a new way to foster online place 
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attachment to create familiarity with unknown places, which can develop into fostering 

place and community belonging. Online place attachment can act as a window into a new 

place, helping to discover its details and increasing place knowledge and awareness for 

future interactions. 

Thanks to the community belonging created through online place attachment, the 

assessment of results presents the value of using digital technology to promote online 

place attachment through community communications and networking. 

What digital media communications are enabled, which probably didn't happen 
previously as much, was for people to organise and create their own networks. I 
think that's where the place attachment stuff becomes important. Someone goes 
on at Facebook and goes "Oh, look at the state local park, I wish someone could 
clear the litter up, or I wonder if get some volunteers", and quickly you can do 
it. (Expanded Expert 6). 

They can have that sense of familiarity and keeping connected and in the loop 
because of this digital access. (…) there's a place in Portugal that is very special 
to me. And on Facebook, I subscribed to the local council Facebook page so I get 
all these updates from the local council about like "oh, we opened this new 
cinema". "Oh, we're having a festival". It makes me feel like I'm in the loop about 
what is going on even though I'm here in the UK. It can be your way of maintaining 
that bond beyond physical experience or physical proximity. (Expanded Expert 
3). 

 

Online place attachment can provide information and familiarity with places the 

consumer has never visited, but they can also maintain the connection with a place over 

time. Specifically, the findings update Schwartz’s (2015) study on online place 

attachment by providing ways to support place maintenance through digital 

communication channels beyond those that are location-based focused. The variety of 

technologies used in the concept is aligned with digital placemaking’s definition (Chen 

et al., 2022). Consumers can interact with the place and with others in the place, allowing 

long-distance relationships to flourish. 
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Finally, online place attachment is found to be fostered through digital storytelling, where 

community members can share their stories of attachment with the place digitally. This 

not only acts as an archive of stories for the future but also opens up opportunities for 

stories to be shared. 

People's stories as their journey to becoming attached to a place and the 
memories they have of that place, can then be conveyed in a digital way. That also 
means that they can be stored very well, because I think one of the challenges that 
can happen is people, if they just keep an oral or internal dialogue about their 
relationship with a place often that can get lost. (…) Having the digital archive of 
what a place is now, and then seeing how that changes over time as well, what 
are the different stories that starts to become important, I think that creates a 
lasting record of a place in an interactive way that supports place attachment. 
(Expanded Expert 3). 

 

Although mentioned as one of the factors of online place attachment (Schwartz, 2015), 

digital storytelling has not been particularly studied in this realm. Heck and Tsai (2022) 

explore co-creative digital storytelling for place connections. Even though place 

attachment is not mentioned in their study, stories are found to create emotional 

connections and foster belonging with place. Involving digital placemaking, storytelling 

has been mentioned in several studies to help foster sense of place and attachment to place 

through digital narratives (e.g., Gonsalves et al., 2024; Hurley, 2023; Naji & Rzeszewski, 

2022). The analysis of the results further develops the concept of storytelling through 

digital placemaking as a strategy to support place attachment, community belonging, and 

community heritage. Connected with previous findings, the role of meaning-making in 

digital placemaking (Low et al., 2022) to affect place attachment, storytelling could me 

employed as a strategy to boost these individual and collective processes. Storytelling can 

then enhance meaning-making and social identity – as described earlier – to support 

digital placemaking holistic dynamics.  
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5.12.3.3. Place Attachment in Nature 

Exploring place attachment in nature, participants discussed the role of storytelling in 

fostering place attachment and belonging feelings with nature, linked to heritage and 

culture. The creation and spread of meaningful stories are important for the development 

of place attachment in natural settings. 

You can also create belongingness with nature as well. For example, I am Greek, 
my idea of nature comes from what my grandfather, and his ancestors were 
actually talking about a piece of land that was belonging to that person, and this 
olive tree, that it's been here for 150 years, these stories. These little snippets of 
stories, or narratives can be very important in creating belonging. (Expanded 
Expert 5). 

 

Storytelling can promote place attachment in natural settings by sharing narratives of the 

place as a way to foster belonging. Storytelling has been consistently present in these 

findings as a successful strategy to promote place attachment and place branding in digital 

placemaking. But when specifically analysing how to foster place attachment in nature, 

storytelling is found to enhance human-nature relationships. As a result, sharing stories 

of the belonging between people and nature can explain how digital placemaking can 

foster place attachment and community nature connectedness to support wellbeing. 

Additionally, digital placemaking can also enhance place attachment processes in nature 

settings as a shortcut to increasing nature connectedness. Digital can open new 

possibilities and opportunities for nature engagement in cities, fostering feelings of 

belonging. 

People like to be surrounded by nature, if it's too costly or too hard to replace a 
building with a natural space, or to create a new park or to regreen streets, then 
a shortcut is to promote that feeling associated to that place through digital 
means. It's not a solution, of course but if it's approached from your perspective 
like "this is helping to prove the point" (…) That would help them potentially to 
create a sense of place and longing for the physical transformation of that space 
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that is promoted through digital or digitally enhanced experiences. That's what 
comes to my mind immediately. (Expert 5). 

 

Digital placemaking offers new opportunities to explore reconnections with nature by 

promoting place attachment processes that otherwise could take longer to develop. The 

digital advance can speed up attachment and belonging un nature spaces, as an 

enhancement for nature connectedness. In this sense, the model aims to serve as a 

framework to initiate nature interactions in cities that otherwise might be difficult, thanks 

to the number of benefits and unique characteristics of digital placemaking. 

5.12.4. Findings IV: Digital Enhancement of Community Nature Connectedness 

The novelty of the model resides in the focus on urban nature spaces to promote 

community nature connectedness. Specifically, the benefits of community nature 

connectedness and how it can be enhanced through digital technology are explored in this 

section (Figure 5.8). 

 

 

Figure 5.8: Summary of Findings of Digital Enhancement of Community Nature Connectedness. 
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5.12.4.1. Community nature connectedness 

When exploring nature connectedness, the panel members described identity as a key 

element in the relationship with nature. Analysis of findings present how connecting with 

nature can affect people’s identity, where nature is part of it. The connection and 

belonging feeling translate into identity formation or modification. 

Then over time, that place becomes, literally like family. I couldn't think of a 
stronger sense of place than feeling like a piece of landscape was family. That 
word “home”, I think is key. (…) I think it's the same with a place or what we're 
doing nature, you can't just look and go “a tree is a tree”, but if you spend the 
time getting to know it, it becomes socialised and linked with your identity. It feels 
like home. And if you do that, for the birds, the cloud, the sky, or the rocks, the 
trees, the soil, the water, everything, then you have this incredible multi layered 
sensation of actually belonging. (Expanded Expert 14). 

When you have this nature-based solutions, or an intervention that is newly made, 
the technology layer is one way to even just let citizens know that something's 
happening, to connect with them, to create a sense of unity. (Expanded Expert 16). 

I guess that sense of belonging is also brought about through multiple users 
experiencing it. We only tested really one person at a time in the setting. But when 
you talk about belonging, it's also brought about through other creatures or things 
in that setting, other humans or animals or something like that, that helps with 
that. (Expert 10). 

 

Nature connectedness refers to the relationship with nature, affecting how people see 

themselves as part of nature (Richardson et al., 2020). The socialised element described 

in the results refers to the broader relationship with nature and the elements within, which 

includes other people and living creatures. Group membership is internalised by 

individuals into their self-concept (Heath et al., 2017). Clayton and Opotow (2003) 

explore environmental identity framed in social identity to understand how experiences 

in nature impact the sense of self and pro-environmental behaviours, with different 

dimensions of social influence where animals are also included in the socialisation 

process. However, nature connectedness per se is not included in their study. 
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Furthermore, Mackay et al. (2021) mention nature connection as a form of collective 

identification from a social identity perspective, where recent studies describe a shift to 

group identification in human-nature connectedness (Lengieza & Aviste, 2024). Analysis 

demonstrates that this group membership can happen between humans and other living 

creatures and nature elements. Therefore, their work is advanced by including all actors 

in nature, animals and other living elements in the environment, which also play a role in 

socialisation and identity building with nature. This helps fill the gap between Social 

Identity Theory and nature connectedness, where the living actors in nature play a key 

role fostering connectedness and identity formation. 

The study of the data indicates that the social aspect of nature is crucial for the 

development of nature connectedness. The community aspect that is created in and around 

nature plays a vital role in this relationship. 

And I think there are two dimensions. Your contact with nature is one thing, how 
you feel is one point but also what you do. It's actually really interlinked. You do 
an action or an activity, (…) So you run in nature, how do you feel running in 
nature? But another action can be doing a picnic, for example, with your family. 
There is the activity part, there is the sentiment part. In all of these elements, the 
social component is also sometimes very prominent. Sometimes you do something 
in nature, with other people, with your friends, your family, with your kids. 
(Expanded Expert 16). 

Everyone needs contact with nature. Everyone needs places to cool that they feel 
are part of their community and they can feel their selves out. From a population 
who will actually use the technology and benefit from it. (Expanded Expert 13). 

The history or the heritage of a place, which I think is something you find in 
augmented reality apps already. And maybe an opportunity to share experiences 
about their visits to nature as well. Always they're a community around this green 
space, do I want to share photos of my visit? Or see what other people have been 
doing here? Maybe if it's a community garden, can I use this kind of digital tool 
to understand if I want to volunteer and join in myself? How could I do that? 
That's actually something I wonder when I go past a community garden, "oh, how 
do I get involved?" And often, it's not super easy to find that out. (Expanded Expert 
3). 
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I guess the community element is also interesting. If there's some means by which 
the community could actually more formally engage with a green space or with 
the nature space, from a conservation perspective, I think that can be quite 
interesting. (Expanded Expert 10). 

 

Group identification with a broader world is crucial to understanding nature 

connectedness (Mayer et al., 2009). However, the study of connections between Social 

Identity Theory and nature connectedness specifically are absent in literature. The 

analysis of results presents the important role of social identification and belonging in 

nature spaces to foster nature connectedness. Group activities in nature settings such as 

community gardens, or social gatherings can enhance engagement in nature spaces, where 

nature becomes another actor in the community, not only increasing nature connectedness 

but also pro-environmental behaviours. This shift from nature as a passive context as 

described in Chapter 2 Part A, to nature as an active actor is aligned with Boros et al. 

(2024) proposed change from nature-as-object to nature-as-subject in the more-than-

human approach to planning and placemaking. This approach is extended in the presented 

results by adding a technological mediation to empower nature as an active subject. Social 

Identity Theory states how group identification affects pro-environmental attitudes 

(Maricchiolo et al., 2021) and focuses on the personal sense of belonging to a social group 

(Makri et al., 2021). The community dimension of nature connectedness found in the data 

analysis resides in the feeling of belonging to a group and to nature, where those dynamics 

interact, increasing nature connectedness. The model specifically combines Social 

Identity Theory in the community elements due to the high impact of community 

relationships in place attachment and also in nature connectedness, which can lead to 

wellbeing benefits (Leavell et al., 2019; Petersen et al., 2019; Richardson et al., 2020). 
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Furthermore, identity shifting is found as a strategy to help people reconnect with nature 

in the current urban environment. The idea of reframing the identity of a place, highly 

linked with place branding, is important to foster nature connectedness in cities. 

There has been this initiative to make pocket parks out of parking spaces, starting 
in Hackney, in East London, I think it's kind of spread around. Now it's been 
managed by the local governments. Now you're not allowed to just turn your 
parking space into a little park, you have to get permission and it's a lot more 
complicated. But I thought that was quite interesting, because it was about the 
switching identity, the space is the same, it's not like they dug up the road or 
something, but just the identity of it changed because people put a little few plants 
on the bench in their parking space, which seemed like a very interesting twist to 
the sense of place and the identity of it. (Expanded Expert 3). 

You see how the attach, how a new urbanistic endeavour actually, eventually, 
ended up reconnecting people with a piece of their natural environment, which is 
now at the centre of the identity of city. If you Google Drammen, and you see 
pictures of the river. (Expanded Expert 15). 

 

A place identity can be changed for community purposes, and this is also applied to foster 

nature connectedness in urban environments. Involving place attachment and identity, 

nature connectedness can find ways to help consumers reconnect. Moreover, this can be 

a strategy to shift a place identity into nature spaces, from small actions such as pocket 

parks to larger-scale urban endeavours. The inclusion of nature elements in public spaces 

in cities, where there were none previously, can foster community nature connectedness 

and place attachment. 

5.12.4.2. Digital enhancement of nature connectedness 

Participants confirmed the importance of exploring digital mediations of nature 

experiences and nature connectedness due to the current technological environment in 

which communities live. Similarly to previous findings in place branding and place 

attachment, the role of technology in people’s daily lives should update nature 

connectedness to the digital era. 
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Realistically, you have to meet people where they're at, I think that's a really key 
principle of nature connection mentoring, is meeting people where they're at. And 
where they're at is in the tech. In a way, meeting people there and coming through 
the technology into experiences with real live nature and real-life humans is going 
to be totally part of the future, I think, almost like an antidote within itself. 
(Expanded Expert 14). 

There's a long history of nature and technology being at odds to a certain degree. 
But also, there is this indication that technology could be used to promote a 
reconnection with nature, by facilitating experiences that would, conduct people 
being in nature and bringing nature back to their lives. (Expert 5). 

 

Findings present technology as an antidote to the over-digitalisation of consumers’ lives. 

Despite sounding contradictory, technology is shown as a way to bring nature to 

consumers and help them connect with it, ultimately translating into experiencing non-

digital nature. The value resides in the idea of reframing the human-nature relationship 

by shifting the use or purpose of technology in nature from replacing nature to enhancing 

the physical place experience. 

Analysis of results points to the importance of clarifying that the digital placemaking 

experience is not a full replacement of the physical experience, which tends to be a 

misconception. On the contrary and aligned with the finding on digital placemaking’s 

augmentation of place, the use of technology for nature connectedness resides in 

enhancing the nature experience instead. 

Again, what we don't want to do is to replace nature but what we want to do is to 
try to use these digital modalities to enhance the experience of nature and actually 
increase nature connection for the children and young people. (…) Digital was 
always seen as a means to an end rather than an end in itself in terms of nature 
enhancement. And what they worked hard on was actually trying to ensure that it 
was designed in a way that the digital would not replace nature, but rather 
augment it. (Expanded Expert 10). 

 

Challenging the digital approach to nature experiences, mostly focused on virtual or 

simulated nature (Brambilla et al., 2024; Litleskare et al., 2022), results suggest a shift to 
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augmentation and enhancement of nature experiences that combine digital and physical 

elements for nature connectedness. Less immersive technologies that focus on hybrid 

place experiences are proposed to combine physical nature with digital layers. Extending 

Livingston’s (2022) study on the prospect of tour apps for biodiversity engagement, pro-

environmental behaviours, and ‘connection to nature’ through place attachment, the 

hybrid environment approach enhances nature experiences, promoting a number of 

benefits for real nature connectedness and place attachment. Some of the benefits are 

outcomes of implementing digital placemaking, as described in previous sections, such 

as community ownership, and belonging and attachment feelings that support wellbeing. 

When interconnected to the finding of community nature connectedness, digital 

placemaking and technological mediations are found to foster social identity and 

belonging in nature connectedness. Aligned with the mentioned need to update nature 

connectedness in the current technological era, the benefits of community nature 

connectedness are explored by the participants. 

I think digital placemaking or placemaking can be a vehicle for thinking about 
space differently in many senses. One can be in this sense in how to foster a 
connection with nature, at some point is a vehicle. Then is more thinking from the 
perspective of the citizens, what does it means for them to connect with nature? 
(…) You could use digital to make people connect with others and organise open 
gardens, they go together to upgrade and to make it greener. (Expanded Expert 
2) 

I think that example of digital placemaking campaigns, or digital placemaking 
practices, that listen to the ways that people are already practising stewardship, 
community gardening, things like that, and then coming up or designing digital 
or socio technical ways to enhance those activities, further encourage or expand 
those activities. (…) Anything that brings people together to think collectively or 
work collectively around a given issue or a given problem. (Expert 1). 

The other big one, I think, to really successfully trigger connectedness, it's good 
to have an integration of the experience. If you have this amazing experience, it's 
a bit like taking a photo and never looking at it. But if you can share it with 
someone, that's great. It's hard to do that on the tech without resorting to 
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Facebook, which is what most online nature connection causes do. (Expanded 
Expert 14). 

Maybe we are looking at ecological relationships. It's another lens. It's not only 
human lens, maybe the technology can give us the opportunity to look at it with 
another lens. (Expert 2). 

 

Digital placemaking is found in this study to develop meaningful place experiences that 

foster community engagement and are community driven. When developed in a nature 

setting, the unique characteristics of digital placemaking can foster community nature 

connectedness. The social or community dimension augments nature connectedness and 

broadens its effect. The enhancement of social engagement in nature places through 

digital placemaking promotes place attachment in nature settings but also facilitates 

community-driven activities that will empower places. Moreover, it helps connect with 

other living actors in nature, such as animals. This finding supports the conceptual model, 

where digital placemaking is key to fostering place attachment and community nature 

connectedness for consumer wellbeing. 

However, this approach to nature connectedness from a digital perspective is found to 

raise concerns due to the dichotomy of nature and technology. Technology tends to be 

demonised, and this is a challenge for digital placemaking for nature connectedness. 

There's this dual conception of concepts in general. And it happened exactly the 
same with nature and digital. (…) How actually can digital benefit from nature? 
How can nature benefit from digital? Connecting these things, how to stop 
thinking always on black and white. (Expanded Expert 7). 

There are a few dangers. First, the feeling that some of the people will always 
react saying "this is nature, digital, it's the antithesis". And try to let people know 
that the meaning of using digital tools is so they can coexist, it's not one or the 
other. So that's one danger. (Expanded Expert 16). 

My only fear with saying that is that the people become reliant on the digital 
natural environment, and it is nice to get off your backside and go have a walk 
through the natural environment. Because again, it's the sound. It's the scent of 
the flowers, hearing the leaves rustle. It's all those sensory experiences that go 
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with it. Again, this is where you can start to build those things into the digital 
world. It gets back to that education dimension. (Expert 10). 

 

The dichotomy of nature and digital is common in literature (e.g., Kesebir & Kesebir, 

2017), fearing that digital nature replaces real experiences. However, the dual conception 

of technology should be overcome by understanding digital technology as a medium, not 

an end. Findings suggest this conception of technological use for nature has to be clearly 

stated to conquer this challenge. The fundamental characteristics of technological use in 

digital placemaking as a medium is aligned with this conception of nature and digital to 

help communities and environments grow. 

Assessment of results provided further challenges in digital placemaking for nature, 

including ecosystem risks, the need for education and technological footprint. The 

assessment of risks in any practice that affects the environment and the living species 

within it is important to ensure the experience is ethical and safe. 

Because if people do get to have those experiences [of nature and posting on 
social media], that can help them want to protect the places. I think there's like 
definitely a missing link in those kinds of conversations that I've seen on, which 
are like digital place-defending or guarding, or there's definitely a digital 
placemaking thing happening, but it's very contested in Instagram. (…) I think if 
there was just more education around how people could connect to nature with 
the digital versus going in and attacking people. (Expert 4). 

The connection between digital placemaking and nature, it's less clear. In a way, 
any use of technology, particularly public use of technology and digital media has 
been for a long time criticised because of its environmental footprint. There have 
been efforts made to offset that footprint but that still remain, the potential 
consequences about lighting, or Wi-Fi and consequences to wildlife and so on. 
Not to mention the whole lifecycle of electronic components and the potential 
environmental damage that they promote. (Expert 5). 

We are on cities that are in natural habitats. And a lot of the other animals that 
we share this planet with, are also now city or urban dwellers. We need to be so 
much more responsible for the way that we are sharing space with other forms of 
life. That's partly why I feel the park focus of placemaking and this challenge in 
all the major cities in the world of how we increase the ratio of residents per 
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square hectare of public space, and to increase that ratio so that there's more 
public space, park space, especially green space, available within a 10 minute. 
(Expert 6). 

 

Linked with the detrimental effects of technology in communities, the results present a 

number of scenarios that need to be considered when developing nature experiences in a 

community. Aiming to understand how to use digital placemaking from a place branding 

perspective to foster place attachment and community nature connectedness to support 

wellbeing, key challenges and risks need to be accounted for to ensure the experience is 

safe for all users. Not only human risks, which have been considered in previous findings, 

but nature risks from the digital enhancement, such as the footprint of the technology 

implemented or the effect on other living creatures in the place, are crucial. The model 

not only focuses on consumer wellbeing, but findings suggest a broader perspective, 

including nature as a key actor as well as the different dynamics and living species 

involved in this habitat. 

5.12.5. Findings V: Forecasting Digital Placemaking in Nature and Wellbeing 

Finally, the assessment of results has provided a number of connectors, future uses, and 

strategies, as well as challenges to support wellbeing specifically. In the previous 

findings, digital placemaking, place branding, online place attachment, and community 

nature connectedness were explored, all interconnected and affecting each other. In this 

section, specific wellbeing outcomes from these dynamics are shown (Figure 5.9). 
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Figure 5.9: Summary of Findings of Forecasting Digital Placemaking in Nature and Wellbeing. 

 

5.12.5.1. Connectors among concepts. Digital placemaking impact on nature for 

wellbeing 

The connections among digital placemaking, nature and wellbeing are found to be part of 

a circular economy dynamic. The circular economy approach to digital placemaking, 

nature and wellbeing refers to the evident connection among these elements that cannot 

be autonomous but part of the same circular dynamic. Therefore, there is not an element 

that is prioritised over the others, but all of them interact and affect each other.  

Digital placemaking, nature and wellbeing are part of the same circle. Nothing 
comes first, nothing comes second. This is important to understand and to ensure 
when we practice digital placemaking. These way of connections between 
themselves is ensured. At the same time, the circle goes in both directions. It does 
many loops, but on many different directions. None of them could be alone, 
autonomous. If they are connected, it should be connected through a circular way, 
on both directions of the circle. (Expanded Expert 8). 

One of the things that I see in those kinds of different elements is their 
interrelatedness. We often focus on things, particularly if we're coming from a 
scientific background, we'll look at those, but actually we sometimes neglect to 
focus on the relationship between those things. (…) it's mostly about things that 
are most meaningful and potentially impact our wellbeing considerably as well, 
are about the relationships between things. And we're probably just starting to 
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understand some of those things in other dimensions as well. (Expanded Expert 
1). 

 

The circular approach to digital placemaking is novel in literature. The circular economy 

is a model that focuses on sharing, reusing, refurbishing and recycling existing materials 

and products to extend their life cycle, reduce waste to a minimum and create value 

(European Parliament, 2023). Scarce studies have incorporated a circular economy 

approach to analogue placemaking practices due to its benefit of developing resilience in 

communities (McKeown, 2021) and fostering regenerative processes involving tourism 

(Tomassini & Cavagnaro, 2022). Recently, scholars have called for future research to 

incorporate circular economy principles in digital placemaking methods (Petrovski et al., 

2024). This PhD thesis found that the three main elements explored have been connected 

in past studies, where a hierarchy was understood due to the lack of depth in the nature 

and wellbeing elements (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b). However, the digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing conceptual model (Chapter 3 Part B; Fernandez-

Osso Fuentes et al., 2024a) presents an interdisciplinary and multidimensional approach 

that aligns with the network model of the circular economy, where all the different 

dynamics involved in the enhanced hybrid place experience have an effect on each other 

and on the consumer. 

The analysis of the results demonstrates the connections among digital placemaking, 

nature and wellbeing, as well as its impact from an expert view. Participants described 

how digital mediations of place experiences can promote social identity and place 

attachment, positively impacting nature and people’s connection with nature, which in 

the end supports their wellbeing. 

This Facebook group I mentioned before that put everything together is social 
identity, or social interactions, and place attachment and restoration. But we're 
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looking at images of nature, and maybe even promotional visitation of places so 
that facilitate physical activity. I think that's a good example. (Expanded Expert 
15). 

The communal feeling of the people that are participating into our project, of 
course has to do with their wellbeing as well, because they are given a voice, 
they're given space to do or say something. And of course, they have as well a 
sense of belonging to somewhere with something very important. (Expanded 
Expert 14). 

 

Social media platforms can act as a nexus that boosts social identity, place attachment, 

and pro-environmental behaviours in a nature space. The digital mediation is mentioned 

as a connector and enhancer that can facilitate physical connections with the place. El 

Khafif et al. (2021) describe how creative placemaking experiences based on connecting 

an online community with a person’s physical community help improve community 

engagement and sense of local identity, positively affecting their physical, social and 

emotional wellbeing. Recently, Amirzadeh and Sharifi (2024) distinguished different 

placemaking paradigms such as sustainable placemaking and healthy placemaking, 

presenting several links to nature and its benefits. This PhD thesis builds upon this by 

clarifying how these benefits are found as outcomes of the different dynamics described 

in the model, where social identity enhances each process supporting wellbeing. Digital 

placemaking is a holistic concept that implements technology to inspire and augment real-

world experiences and interactions, specifically promoting online communities to connect 

socially and with the environment. Chapter 2 presented three categories for understanding 

the wellbeing approach to digital placemaking, where health benefits were linked to 

nature and social resilience, to sense of place, or to psychological benefits from social 

relationships (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b). In this chapter, digital placemaking 

is found to potentially benefit wellbeing due to nature connectedness, place attachment 

and social identity dynamics, which can promote pro-environmental behaviours. The 
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novelty is to combine all three elements in the model to propose an interdisciplinary 

approach to digital placemaking, where social identity acts as a binding agent that boosts 

all dynamics’ benefits. Therefore, digital placemaking promotes place attachment and 

community nature connectedness through digitally mediating and acting as an amalgam 

that allows real and online interactions with others, with the place and with nature, which 

are demonstrated to support wellbeing. 

As described throughout this chapter, social identity is the unifying force in the digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing model. The community identity and belonging 

created through digital means help enhance hybrid place experiences’ effects on 

consumers. Not only can having a specific nature experience fosters place attachment and 

nature connectedness but involving other community members to interact foster a sense 

of identity and belonging that boosts these effects. 

Using digital technology to boost the experience of the environment, so to make it 
easy for people to reach the environment and to enjoy it and maybe have a more 
meaningful experience there. And then creating a social relationship, because the 
environment is not just the physical environment, it's also the social environment. 
If technology can help creating or facilitating the access to both the social and 
physical environment, and therefore act as a facilitator in making people's holistic 
health better, that's an important thing. And I think technology has that potential. 
(Expanded Expert 15). 

But I think even the app I-naturalist, for example, where you can go in and take a 
picture of a plant and then you can start to identify that. That and of itself is such 
a simple thing and it's so easy for us just to instal an app, and to take a picture of 
a plant and then you get information back about the species name, the genus, and 
then the popular name. (…) Then you see who else is taking pictures of it. You can 
see that there's a community of people who are actually following that. That's a 
very simple way of doing something that provides an act of awareness and then 
social learning associated with it, and ecological learning. It makes you feel 
connected to a group of people who are doing it together, and you could get really 
into it and start to catalogue and follow. (Expert 9). 
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Panel members indicated that the environment is formed by the physical attributes and 

the social relationships that are held there. This understanding of the meaningful place 

experiences built through the physical and social attributes of the place is aligned with 

the place elements in the original place attachment tripartite by Scannell and Gifford 

(2010a). However, members explained how technology can create or facilitate access to 

this approach to the environment, which is addressed in the modified place attachment 

tripartite (Chapter 3, Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2024a). The evidence points to 

hybrid environments in digital placemaking that allow the individual to have an enhanced 

place experience where relationships with others, with the place and with nature are 

formed. These results extend Boros et al. (2024) shift to nature-as-subject where 

technology represent nature and all its actors, and the important role of social 

relationships in nature connectedness supporting wellbeing (Leavell et al., 2019; Petersen 

et al., 2019; Richardson et al., 2020), by applying these understanding to a hybrid 

environment experience. The social relationship created through digital placemaking is 

vital in forming an identity and belonging feeling that boosts their attachment to place, 

their social membership and their nature connectedness.  

Another connector found during the analysis is the sense of ownership through digital 

placemaking. As described in Finding I, digital placemaking’s community engagement, 

co-creation, and community-centred aspects of the concept are key in nature spaces to 

support wellbeing. 

I think in digital placemaking, for nature, I guess the emphasis would need to be 
on making sure the user feels like they're in control, and they're getting what they 
want. Giving people control, giving people agency to have voice over their 
experiences to communicate that through this tool, this platform, whatever it is. 
Or to not share that if they want to, if they want to keep their experiences more 
personal and more private, then they can do that, too. It should offer the flexibility 
to do both. Centring the user and giving them control and agency would be my 
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most important connection between all the points [digital placemaking, nature 
and wellbeing]. (Expanded Expert 3). 

 

The sense of ownership in nature experiences helps to support consumer wellbeing as the 

user feels in control of their place and its effect on their identity. Since nature 

connectedness refers to a subjective sense of connection with nature (Capaldi et al., 2015) 

and people’s identities can be shared by the natural environment (Clayton & Opotow, 

2003), data analysis demonstrates that this sense is linked to feeling responsible for the 

place experience, where the consumer acts beyond being a mere user but an active 

participant throughout the process. This approach to nature connectedness that 

emphasises the sense of ownership created through digital placemaking should be based 

on participatory place branding. This ensures the consumer is a co-creator of the place 

experience, fostering a specific place identity, image, and brand. In this context, the 

digital mediation of the place experience is essential to ensure consumers are connected 

with the place, with others, and with nature while giving them control in these 

interactions. 

Beyond the specific impacts of the dynamics involved in digital placemaking in nature 

for wellbeing, most of the participants described the essential role of digital placemaking 

in promoting behaviour change towards nature connectedness and supporting wellbeing. 

As a way to reframe the human-nature relationship, digital placemaking is found to 

promote behaviour change as a way to ensure nature connectedness Pro-environmental 

behaviours and wellbeing are long-lasting effects that help people reconnect with nature 

in cities. 

I think the nature connection is obvious. I think everyone now understands that 
nature is good for us. But the difference is, so what? I know it's good, but I've got 
a busy day, (…) it's all behaviour change stuff. A digital placemaking intervention 
has to do with those two aspects, really. (…) The big connection [between nature, 
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wellbeing and digital placemaking], as I keep relating it back to our work, the 
important thread between it is that they're all trying to encourage behaviour 
change to a specific type of group of people who are willing to engage through 
that medium, which is digital interventions. (Expanded Expert 13). 

 

Referring to the research problem described in this thesis, despite the proven benefits of 

nature experiences, urban consumers are experiencing a disconnection with nature due to 

a decrease in public space and an increase in the use of technology. However, data 

analysis describes how digital placemaking experiences should focus on promoting 

behaviour change towards nature connectedness, which can change the perception and 

behaviours in place (Maciej, 2024), develop pro-environmental behaviours (Richardson 

et al., 2020) and support wellbeing (Pritchard et al., 2020). The digital enhancement of 

place experiences can drive social behaviour change towards sustainability (Paraschivoiu 

& Layer-Wagner, 2021; Petrovski et al., 2024) and wellbeing (Clowater, 2021). We 

extend the domain of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing by providing a number 

of dynamics that support wellbeing and nature connectedness through behaviour change. 

Social identity is found to bind place attachment and nature connectedness processes in 

hybrid place experiences created in digital placemaking. Group membership and 

identification can foster belonging with place and with nature, which can lead to pro-

environmental behaviours that were not developed before joining the digital placemaking 

experience. 

5.12.5.2. Uses and strategies. 

When exploring specific uses or strategies to implement in digital placemaking in nature 

for wellbeing, data analysis presents a number of options that will be adapted to the place 

and community’s needs, project limits, etc. 
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As described earlier, digital placemaking is approached as a medium and a strategy to 

enhance place experiences, not to replace them. The main use of digital placemaking in 

nature for wellbeing is to get consumers to interact with nature in the real world. 

I do think it has potential to assist with one wellbeing or establish a strong 
connection with all three [digital placemaking, nature and wellbeing] if it's used 
as a complementary measure to get out there in in the real world. But, again, that 
depends on whether people have access, or the ability to gain access to those 
natural settings themselves. It can be used as way to support wellbeing, and I like 
just focusing on that term, but I think it really then needs to be supported by that 
real world contact. (Expert 10). 

If we can use some of these tricks that engage people, to trick them into going in 
places that we know are good for the health and then in that way, all at the same 
time. If by being exposed to nature, then you also feel more connected to nature. 
And so maybe you also want to protect, maybe not become an environmentalist, 
but at least protect the natural environment that is around you. That's also 
integrated, then this reciprocal benefits between the environment and in people's 
heads as well. (Expanded Expert 15). 

The iterative nature of placemaking and digital placemaking, that could be one 
potential strategy to use, reintroducing nature digitally to prove the points and 
then making the case for regreening of certain areas of the city. That's a very good 
example of how that relationship can be enhanced. (Expert 5). 

 

Digital placemaking is an enhancement of the place experience that creates a hybrid 

environment (Shih et al., 2021), which combines the physical-nature place setting with 

the online layer that provides extra meaning to the experience. Results demonstrate that 

the digital can be an invite to the physical to connect with nature in the real world, 

fostering place attachment and nature connectedness, which not only support wellbeing 

but also promote pro-environmental behaviours. The reciprocal relationships benefit the 

environment, the community, and the individual due to the circular economy dynamic 

described earlier. Furthermore, the digital adds an supplementary layer that creates 

meaning and enables connections among members and with the place. 
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Beyond connecting with nature in the physical space, digital placemaking is found to act 

as a mediator in prolonging the relationship in time and space, where the hybrid 

environment can act as a tool to enhance and extend the experience. 

In the work that I've done with health and wellbeing has been about getting out 
there and that tangible way of being in nature. But if there's a way to keep that 
momentum going, to garner that interest to begin with, and then between visits 
keep that momentum happening. (Expanded Expert 4) 

In terms of digital placemaking, whether it's something you're nostalgic for, that 
does or does not exist anymore, and you want to make a claim to how it was 
relevant to your identity,  if it's something you aspire to, if it's just part of your 
everyday life already, I think that intersection of connectivity to others and 
location is a really important thing about what it is to be human. It used to be 
more organic when people lived in the same place for a long time but increasingly, 
people are much more mobile. We have more and more people who are not living 
in the place where they have their roots, so the digital is like this way of maybe 
putting down a temporary root more quickly and developing that sense of 
connection. (Expert 4). 

 

Digital placemaking acts as an enhancer of the physical experience but also as a portal to 

maintain relationships even when the consumer is not physically in the place. The digital 

aspect can archive experiences, store memories, and lower physical barriers to ensure the 

consumer is connected with the place, with others, and with nature. This expression of 

their relationship beyond time and physical barriers has a significant effect on their 

identity, as they can resort to the hybrid place experience to manifest their identity. 

Considering the challenge of urban nature spaces in the city, analysis of findings suggests 

that digital placemaking experiences that digitally augment versions of nature can help 

community members reconnect with nature when in urban environments. Usually 

perceived as a nature replacement, results support digitally rendered versions of nature in 

hybrid environments as a strategy to help consumers reconnect and experience nature 

environments. 
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Technology to create digitally rendered versions of nature, so that you increase 
feelings of wellbeing as if you were in nature where you're not. The reason why I 
bring that up, (…) it became a thing in certain places like in Seoul in South Korea. 
Actually, I interview the CEO of this museum in Seoul, literally to display digitally 
created natural landscapes, so that people could go there in the middle of the city 
and have some experience that would be akin to go into the mountains, for 
example. He kept saying that was his intention, I think he literally perceived that 
as potential, something that would help to reconnect people to nature. I would say 
that's probably not solving the problem but it's a fair point, as a strategy towards 
promoting or bringing nature back into the city. (Expert 5). 

 

Digital nature experiences have been mainly approached using immersive technology 

(e.g., Brambilla et al., 2024; Litleskare et al., 2022). Other approaches to virtual nature 

that are less immersive can still promote wellbeing benefits (Sheffield et al., 2022) and 

act as a strategy to help communities reconnect with nature in urban environments. It can 

simulate nature experiences, enhancing wellbeing outcomes, but also encourage 

ecological restoration within the city. Augmentation of nature in place can support 

reframing the human-nature relationship by opening new ways to engage with and feel 

connected to nature. 

Assessments of findings imply that meaning-making is crucial in enhancing nature 

connectedness for wellbeing through digital placemaking. Engagement in an experience 

that is important and meaningful to the consumer boosts their feelings of belonging with 

others, with place, and with nature. 

We want to help people to meaningfully engage with nature, so they properly 
connect to it, recognising the emotions, they feel engaging their senses, tasting, 
touching kind of those sorts of things that feel like well, actually, we would tell 
our children and so as adults, we've almost forgotten that we can do those things 
as well. They are ways that enhance our lives in emotion types of dimensions, but 
probably beyond that, as well. (Expanded Expert 1). 

 

The digital hybrid experience of nature adds a meaningful layer that aims to emotionally 

connect with the consumer of the place, enhancing the attachment created with the place, 



 311 

with others, and with nature. Creating meaningful place experiences through digital 

placemaking is found to enhance emotional place attachment, fostering nature 

connectedness, which supports wellbeing. Despite meaning-making being explored in 

digital placemaking (e.g., Hespanhol, 2018; Ouda, 2022), its application to nature for 

wellbeing has not been accounted for. Specifically in nature for wellbeing, digital 

placemaking can enhance attachment and emotional connection with nature through 

experiences that are meaningful to the participant. The involvement of human senses and 

their expansion through digital play a critical role in this. 

One of the strategies most mentioned for its success in digital placemaking during the 

analysis of results is storytelling. When specifically involving nature, storytelling is found 

as a characteristic of digital placemaking, place attachment, and its involvement in nature 

that can be used in place branding. Community nature connections in digital placemaking 

can be enhanced through storytelling strategies. 

There's, there's so much utility, I mean, certainly I think digital placemaking could 
tell stories about climate change, about soil erosion, about wildfires in California. 
(Expert 3). 

I do think that digital placemaking efforts that are about sharing feelings, 
sentiments, attachment, stories that already exist, are very, very powerful. (…) If 
we can think about other ways that people can either come together in physical 
space to physically talk about their investment in nature or show their investment 
or nature or other forms of digital media, other than social media smartphones 
(…) But that idea of sharing stories, sharing understanding, sharing value, 
sharing memories, I think all forms of digital media over the course of the past 20 
years or more, has been about sharing memories. (Expert 1). 

 

Sharing feelings, stories, and emotions regarding the attachment to place and to nature 

can increase not only individual wellbeing but also social belonging and community 

wellbeing. Previously, a narrative approach to place attachment for sustainable futures 

has called for including stories of place to depend on the understanding of community 
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needs (Goudriaan et al., 2023). Extending this work, community nature connectedness, 

and online place attachment developed through digital placemaking can support 

consumer wellbeing. Sharing nature and place stories that are augmented digitally can 

raise awareness of the value of nature, the benefits of nature connectedness, and foster 

belonging with place and with others, leading to support wellbeing. 

Digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing can aim to raise awareness about the 

importance of nature and its effects on the consumer. Analysis of findings suggests it can 

raise awareness about biodiversity, nature places’ uses that were not common before, and 

consciousness of nature’s wellbeing effects. 

The activities that have been put in place to help children and others raise 
awareness about biodiversity. I think there's many other ways in which you could 
do it as well. I mean, tree species identification, sharing experiences that you've 
had with nature, through apps, and so forth. (Expert 9). 

Certainly, like Pokémon GO and other location-based games are a way that 
people get outside into the cemetery, which has a tonne of trees and is fully outside 
and you park and then you walk a couple miles. It brings people out who I would 
imagine wouldn't be out or wouldn't just walk on their own. That's good to see. 
(Expert 3). 

That collective sense of accounting for place, the sensing of the environment, or 
the sensing of nature, on the part of citizens through these creative apparatuses, 
that then force you to have an awareness and consciousness of nature through a 
technology. But then the idea also being that the data produced will help you build 
a different sense of wellbeing or might, in some cases, encourage you to do some 
sort of physical activity, or engage further in a physical activity that you're 
already doing in order to create a sense of wellbeing in physical health mental 
health. (Expert 1). 

Digital placemaking could help people on the earlier stages understanding and 
seeing the nature. (Expanded Expert 8). 

 

Sanaeipoor and Emami (2020a) define digital placemaking to enhance public awareness 

about the place and facilitate urban regeneration. Data analysis presents raising awareness 

as a strategy used in digital placemaking for nature spaces in urban environments, which 
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can increase attention and recognition of the benefits of nature for biodiversity and 

wellbeing and bring new uses to nature spaces. Their understanding of digital 

placemaking is expanded, following Tsekeri et al. (2022) value on implementing digital 

technology in nature-based solutions to increase citizens’ awareness of nature 

connectedness. 

Similarly, assessment of data presents taking notice of nature as another goal for digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing. Besides being aware of nature and its impact, it is 

important to take notice and have nudges to make the consumer stop and appreciate nature 

and its effects. 

My answer is that create an app that nudges people to notice and appreciate 
nature, even for a small amount of time, through our 12, or 14 different connection 
gateways that we've identified from the literature. (…) Find ways to get people 
doing the trails, put up big welcome signs, use the promotion of off the council's 
and the people who own them, do anywhere content into the apps. (Expanded 
Expert 14). 

One approach has been to use app technology. Basically, mobile apps on people's 
phones, to get people to connect, (…) to remember to notice good things in nature, 
every day. And then to record those experiences and approaches. (Expanded 
Expert 1). 

Noticing nature can be really helpful and beneficial. But we need things that will 
give us an incentive or a nudge to say, “why don't you do this?”. On the other 
hand, the key things that could potentially benefit is quantifying what that benefit 
is. If you do notice that caterpillar that's walking along the leaf and you go “that's 
really cool” and notice the colours on it. How is the digital intervention helping 
you to understand that by doing that is better for you? What you've gained from 
it? There's a nudge and there's an impact, is a realisation that it's helped you. I 
think the latter bit is a bit more difficult. (Expanded Expert 13). 

 

Noticing nature has a positive impact on nature connectedness, wellbeing, and pro-

environmental behaviours, as found by Pocock et al. (2023). In their study, technology is 

commonly faced as a challenge with negative aspects in the connectedness process due 

to acting as a distraction when submitting data or problems on the platform. However, the 
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analysis of the data presents technology as an enhancer of place experiences that can boost 

the dynamics involved in place and therefore enhance the wellbeing benefits of nature by 

promoting pro-environmental behaviours. Digital placemaking can help take notice and 

educate about the impact of nature on wellbeing. 

Linked to the educational aspect of being part of these place experiences, results point to 

using digital placemaking as a place management tool, where managers and decision-

makers acknowledge the importance of creating places that maintain the human-nature 

relationship. The priority is to benefit nature through connectedness and positive 

relationships with the environment, which have an effect on wellbeing, beyond 

economical aspects. 

I think we can use it to allow the managers, the decision-makers understand what 
that natural environment will be like in 5 years, 10 years, 20 years. Because they 
make decisions, a lot of times based on the cost of things right now. They don't 
see that if we spend, or if we keep the budget for the landscape architecture or 
landscape element the way it is and don't cut it, when in 5-10-20 years we'll get 
this beautiful environment that gets back to that education dimension as well. If 
we are able to show the maintenance relationship of those, it could work to the 
benefit of establishing that connection or using it as a tool to help with positive 
decisions towards the environment, instead of just cutting the landscape as one of 
the first things because it's going to cost too much or whatever. (Expert 10). 

 

As understood as part of the place management trifecta (Keegan, 2021), placemaking, 

place marketing, and place maintenance are important in place experiences. However, the 

technological enhancement of nature to improve the human-nature relationship has been 

criticised due to the idea of technology replacing nature experiences. In this context, Galle 

et al. (2019) defend the use of technology for urban environmental management dynamics 

through the Internet of Nature concept. The dichotomised approach to the concept of 

digital placemaking and the defence of its use merely for environmental management are 

challenged to broaden the conception of technology for nature into enhancing place 
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experiences. While it can be used as a place management tool that improves 

environmental management through community co-creation processes, it also inevitably 

affects how the community experiences the place. 

The analysis of results presents the potential of imagining futures for nature and sharing 

them with the community to encourage pro-environmental behaviours, raise awareness, 

and promote a participatory place brand. 

That gets back to the place branding, as well, because you can say that in 20 years 
by doing this, the environment is going to look like that. That will then start to 
attract people, because you can imagine a new suburb, let's say, no trees, no 
nothing, everything's just planted. But 30 years, when the trees have grown, if they 
plant trees to begin with, then it'll look like a beautiful environment. People want 
to live there, they want to invest in in that setting, which will be different to a 
setting that just doesn't have any of those things in 30 years, it's the same. (Expert 
10). 

The other one would be raising awareness about potential consequences of urban 
life. Therefore, this idea of bringing potential possible futures, good or bad, 
showing potential directions that we could go as a society and a community, and 
all different scales of urban living. Technology can be very helpful, which is also 
storytelling in a way. It's telling different ends for our story, to simulate and 
communicate to people, that could be another way. (Expert 5). 

 

Envisioning futures through augmented reality in digital placemaking has been explored 

to co-create utopian urban experiences and foster community belonging (Clarke, 2021). 

The navigation of omni-temporal places is key in place branding processes as it shapes 

the brand's meaning construction (Reynolds et al., 2024). The use of future 

representations of places in nature environments is expanded to promote nature 

connectedness, supporting wellbeing. The digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing 

model combines Social Identity Theory and participatory place branding to empower 

community place identity, image, and brand in nature connectedness to support 

wellbeing. The value of envisioning possible futures through digital placemaking resides 
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in the formation and modification of the place brand, identity, and image to adapt to 

community needs and desires while also promoting community belonging, nature 

connectedness, and place attachment, which support wellbeing. 

One of the most repeated uses of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing is to act as 

a way to find nature spaces in the city. Since the COVID-19 pandemic, studies have 

defended the revaluation of nature spaces in the city. Yet, the analysis described how 

citizens and place consumers do not have the information required to find urban nature 

spaces – where they are, what facilities they have, opening hours, etc. 

The obvious one is around the active travel, and trails and using apps to 
encourage people to walk or maybe access. (…) During the pandemic, there 
wasn't a park necessarily that you could go to but there were all these other types 
of spaces, which I know of because I've just lived there a long time. It'd be 
interesting if you came to Manchester, and you could download an app, which 
would then create these trails and invite you into places. I mean, it does exist, 
Google does it somehow, but it's never been done in a more targeted way maybe. 
Often that app driven trail is aimed at tourists rather than people who live locally. 
(Expanded Expert 6). 

I guess the digital technology, there is definitely central, because that's how 
people who know this new place exist, and then they get curious to visit it. Today, 
most of the information goes around through Facebook or social media anyways. 
It can also help in creating events that actually then take place there, for example. 
(Expanded Expert 15). 

I had heard about people using biking apps for this as well. Not to map the 
quickest route, but to map the most beautiful. You want to go from A to B but you 
ride along the river, it finds you a path where you could appreciate nature and 
might take a little longer. That's sort of a sense of health, but the wellbeing aspect 
would come from just being in this beautiful space within your city that you didn't 
know existed. (Expert 1). 

What that looks like in a tech sense is installing guided wellness walks in urban 
and semi urban parks (…) The idea is people would move from location to 
location, and we do it in a therapeutic flow that made sense, in alignment with 
literature. Originally, it was using a QR code on a sign and you would scan it and 
it would go to the web. Now that's evolved into an app that's geo located, so just 
when you get close to the site, the routine pops up and then you can hit play, and 
you can listen to the audio, or you can read the text. (Expanded Expert 14). 
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Digital placemaking can facilitate consumers finding, accessing, and engaging with 

nature places in the city while fostering place attachment and community nature 

connectedness to support wellbeing. It can facilitate place location and information while 

augmenting the place experience through guided walks or specific trails that are local-

focused to increase belonging. Digital placemaking acts as a medium to enhance the 

nature experience by providing consumers with information and meaning to foster those 

dynamics. 

Analysis of the results suggests that digital placemaking can help communities navigate 

safely through the city, either by showcasing safe paths or healthier paths due to nature. 

Beyond community interactions and establishing attachment with place, the wellbeing 

support of digital placemaking for nature stands in the safety aspect of travel. 

Security and the flip side of security, safety and all that. We've not touched upon 
about health in these apps already, which monitor street level air quality. You 
could choose which way to navigate through the cleaner streets. (Expanded 
Expert 6). 

For the connection with health and wellbeing that's all-around getting people to 
walk more safely. (…) To me, the goal is to get more active transportation 
infrastructure and to get more nature into the city environment that's going to 
improve on so much of your health and wellbeing outcomes. If there's a way that 
digital technology can help with that, in a way that has a placemaking approach 
where  the community is the expert, the community is driving the process, you 
consult everybody every step of the way, and they're the one leading that 
transformation forward, then yes, that would be the connection, but I just don't 
know what that looks like. (Expanded Expert 12). 

 

Safety and its promotion through digital placemaking have been mainly focused on 

refugee experiences (Kale, 2019), online data use (Pang et al., 2020a), and safety in public 

spaces, specifically towards women (Toland et al., 2020). This thesis extends their 

approach to forecasting the use of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, where 
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safety journeys and paths involving the health benefits of nature can be promoted. Data 

assessment suggests digital placemaking can promote safe mobility in the city and 

encourage communities to connect with nature, supporting their wellbeing. 

Additionally, the digital aspect of these experiences can also bring nature to those with 

no access, lowering the entry barriers and promoting accessibility and inclusion. It is 

important that digital technologies not only augment the physical place but also increase 

the accessibility of those places to community members that would be traditionally 

excluded. 

Somebody did little soundscapes and visuals of nature, and they shared that in 
their local community group, it may have been a WhatsApp thing or a Facebook 
thing. They said that felt really important to them, because they weren't near a 
park, or any sort of big green space like that. They knew that it wasn't the real 
thing, they knew that it was compensating for something that was a lack but they 
said it really made a difference to them in that moment. (Expanded Expert 4). 

Definitely see a lot of opportunities for connecting people who've been historically 
excluded from certain spaces. If you think about nature, various minoritized 
groups or people with disabilities, thinking about somebody in a wheelchair being 
able to know exactly which trails are accessible, where there's going to be 
support, where there might be a challenge, what the nature of that challenge is, 
maybe they want that challenge, but just having that information, that 
accessibility. I think just opens up spaces to more people in terms of just like the 
inclusive nature of space. (Expert 4). 

But we also have the Castlefield via, which is a very big strip on this disused rail 
track in Castlefield the has become a garden. I would be beautiful to have live 
events, a daily walk, that can be presented digitally where people who are actually 
unable to go have an idea of how this place looks like every day, that could be like 
a digital walk for them. It is democratising in a sense that it makes it more open, 
we're not making these spaces for the few, it has to be uploaded by everybody who 
lives in town, that's how you can actually create those emotional connections, 
even when you cannot actually physically visit the space. (Expanded Expert 5). 

For us, we see technology as an enabler to improve access and reduce inequalities 
in access to nature. What we would not want to see is technology being used as a 
substitute for nature, but rather as a means of helping people access nature more 
easily, if that makes sense. (Expanded Expert 10). 
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Studies have explored using digital placemaking to bring inclusion to individuals with 

mobility restrictions (Szaszák & Kecskés, 2020) or capture and share the stories of 

excluded groups (Stokes et al., 2021). Their approach is extended by proposing the 

potential of augmenting nature place experiences beyond virtual nature through digital 

placemaking, where communities can connect with nature and with others in nature. It 

opens up accessibility and inclusion opportunities due to the particularities of the concept. 

Accessibility opportunities help build stronger communities where individuals build a 

social identity that includes all members despite their differences. 

Involving nature for wellbeing, data analysis presents climate change as a common 

challenge that can be tackled through digital placemaking. Climate change is part of the 

research problem faced in this study, as the disconnection between people and nature also 

affects the current impact of climate change and the solutions around this challenge. Data 

analysis suggests digital placemaking combined in nature for wellbeing can reframe this 

relationship using technological tools that promote wellbeing and promote pro-

environmental behaviours. 

Of course, the climate crisis is not going to go away either, so addressing our 
relationship with nature, across everything we do, and particularly when it comes 
to the environments that most of us live in, which are cities, with the tools that we 
live with every day, which are technological tools, becomes quite important. We 
need to promote wellbeing in those situations, because we don't have any other 
choice. (Expert 5). 

I think that's where we can connect very well the three [digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing]. Looking at common challenges. The climate change issue 
is one of the ones we need to we need to work on, the first one, but then we can 
work later on others. (Expanded Expert 7). 

It's also necessary to potentially proactively use this as a modality to increase 
nature connection. That is more not just for the wellbeing of the individuals, in 
terms of improving mental health and wellbeing, but also just in terms of looking 
at climate change and ensuring that children and young people have a strong 
appreciation for nature and protecting it. (Expanded Expert 10). 



 320 

 

As described earlier, the promotion of community nature connectedness through digital 

placemaking can foster pro-environmental behaviours and concerns (Richardson et al., 

2020), psychologically benefit place consumers through place attachment (Scannell & 

Gifford, 2017), and mediate nature connectedness and wellbeing (Basu et al., 2020). In 

the broader picture, the implementation of the conceptual model can also help cities 

become climate resilience (Gulsrud et al., 2018) and provide a clear strategy in smart city 

planning for healthy social spaces (Thompson et al., 2023), as a way to help mitigate 

climate change in urban environments while supporting consumer wellbeing. This is 

aligned with Amirzadeh and Sharifi (2024) major change on the evolution of placemaking 

to building resilient cities. 

Finally, beyond promoting relationships with nature for wellbeing, digital placemaking 

is found in the analysis to act as a tool to collect data, linked with the evaluation section 

of the findings of the concept. 

What I see is that the digital placemaking tools, initiatives and things are made to 
promote a place but especially to collect data through digital platforms. When 
you add the data, then you study the two other areas, the two other elements, the 
nature part and the health part, the wellbeing of people. But what we do a lot is 
using the digital placemaking tool, not only for promoting, but also as a side 
effect, to collect the data to be able to study the phenomenon at large. (Expanded 
Expert 16). 

 

The value of digital placemaking as a data collection tool specifically involving nature 

and wellbeing is found as another strategy or use in this context. As described earlier, the 

digital dimension of the concept opens up a number of benefits for data collection, 

specifically. Beyond promoting relationships among users and the different dynamics 

tested by the model, digital placemaking can add the benefit of collecting data for further 

study. 
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5.12.5.3. Challenges and risks 

Despite the numerous benefits and uses of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, 

analysis of data shows several challenges and risks that need to be considered when 

implementing these experiences. Specifically involving wellbeing, participants described 

the detrimental role of digital; not only the sensorial limitations of technology but also 

the digital elements are presented as distractions that take away from the experience. 

Technology accessibility is a risk when creating digital placemaking experiences in 

nature for wellbeing. 

We're moving out of the digital to live the experience and the psychological 
benefits. I mean, what would you rather do, go to a forest or look at a picture of 
a forest or walk through that forest with a GoPro? It's not the same in terms of 
the multi-sensory experiences you can get from lived experience. I don't think we'll 
ever be fully replicated no matter how clever AI gets and all that. There's always 
limits to it and therefore, there are probably limits to the transformative power of 
digital placemaking. (Expanded Expert 6). 

Especially if we are talking about health and wellbeing, who are the most in need 
of the access of green, those that maybe their households are like super small, and 
they share with like a large family? I think in that sense, how do you do and how 
do you guarantee that everyone is going to have a phone or something to connect 
and bridge the gap from the physical. (Expanded Expert 2) 

I think the technology would be a distraction from it. I think that would be where 
you would do the reverse, where you take physical nature, and you replicate it in 
a virtual space, so that people experience nature simulated. So that's where I think 
the reverse would be more useful. (Expert 8) 

 

Digital placemaking presents a number of limits that need to be considered (see Table 

5.11), as described earlier in Finding I. When targeting nature for wellbeing, further 

assessment needs to be considered to ensure the place experience that is augmented is 

ethical and safe for consumers. Digital placemaking does not aim to be a replacement for 

nature experiences; it needs to be adapted to the characteristics and needs of the 

community and provide tools for them to be in charge and take ownership of their place. 



 322 

Extending Foth's (2017a) urban guerrilla placemaking into the digital realm, potential 

opportunities and challenges to support consumer wellbeing through urban nature 

experiences are proposed. Considering the complexity of urban spaces, communities, and 

the involvement of technology, a number of challenges that need to be considered to 

ensure digital placemaking is optimised for the community are described. 

Challenge / Risk from 
Digital Placemaking  

Connected to Found in 

Detrimental role of 
technology 

Digital Placemaking in nature for 
wellbeing 

Round 1 Interview  

Sensorial Limitation Digital Placemaking in nature for 
wellbeing 

Round 1 Interview 

Digital as a distraction Digital Placemaking in nature for 
wellbeing 

Round 1 Interview 

Table 5.11: Challenges and Risks of Digital Placemaking in nature for wellbeing 

 

5.4.5.1.  Summary of Round One Findings 

The analysis of results from the Delphi Round One of qualitative semi-structured 

interviews presents five thematic results involving digital placemaking as a concept, the 

place branding dimension of digital placemaking, online place attachment, digital 

enhancement of community nature connectedness and the results of forecasting digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing. Each thematic finding is divided into different 

sections exploring connectors, challenges and other aspects such as the definition and 

maturity of the concept of digital placemaking or the pivotal role of analytics in its 

understanding. Therefore, the initial round of this modified Delphi study results in a 

thorough understanding of the different dynamics involved in digital placemaking, also 

specifically involving nature and wellbeing, which informs the consequent rounds of 

questionnaires to gauge agreement among participants.  Findings from the Delphi round 
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one informs the consequent questionnaire rounds to gauge agreement and achieve 

consensus. 
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5.13. Round two: Questionnaire. 

Round one was analysed and informed round two questionnaire creation. Round two data 

collection occurred from the 4th of December 2023 to the 29th of January 2024 and was 

sent to all participants (n = 26). Participants received a link to fill out the Delphi round 

two questionnaire with a time span of 8 weeks due to the holiday season. A total of 

twenty-three responses (88,46%) on the Delphi round two questionnaire were received 

(Table 5.12) 

5.13.1. Factors presented to the panel in round two. 

From round one analysis, the round two questionnaire included a total of one hundred and 

forty items for participants to review using a 5-point Likert scale. Items were divided into 

three sections: digital placemaking, place attachment and place branding, and nature and 

wellbeing implications. A total of twenty-three responses were recorded. 

Items were developed from the initial interview analysis. Criterion for item selection was 

the strength of the item in the interview analysis. Item list was reduced to minimise the 

time it would take the participants to complete, with an ideal 10-15 final time. The 

questionnaire rounds were tested with independent researchers. Some items were 

collected together under the same statement, for example in the digital placemaking and 

nature section “3. Digital placemaking can be used as a way to find, explore and discover 

nature places (e.g., place information, audio guides)”.  

This round was formed by ten items from the digital placemaking definition and twenty-

one items from the digital placemaking characteristics. Fifteen items from digital 

placemaking challenges. Nine items from technology are used in digital placemaking. 

Eighteen items from measurement in digital placemaking. Ten items from the place 

attachment. Fourteen items from place branding. Eighteen items from digital placemaking 
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and nature. Six items from digital placemaking and wellbeing. Nineteen items from 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing (Appendix G). 

5.13.2. Descriptive Statistics: Agreement of Items. 

Descriptive analysis was performed on the quantitative responses, including the 

percentage of agreement, mean, SD, median, and IQR displayed in Table 5.12. Responses 

of ‘agree’ and 'strongly agree’ were combined to conclude the percentage of panellists’ 

agreement on an item. Similar process was followed for “disagree” and “strongly 

disagree”. A cut-off of at least 70% was prescribed for a level of agreement to be 

noteworthy (Avella, 2016). One item achieved >70% on the combination of ‘disagree’ 

and 'strongly disagree’ and was also included in the following round to consolidate the 

disagreement in that item. The level of agreement indicated the initial consensus among 

participants on an item. The level of agreement combined with other descriptive statistics 

data was used to understand the dispersion of responses and further consolidate the level 

of agreement. 
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Item category Item Disagreement 
%  

Agreement 
%  

Mean SD Median IQR  

Definition of digital 
placemaking  

Digital placemaking is an 
umbrella term 

0.00 87.00* 4.13 0.612 4.00 0.50 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Placemaking is digital nowadays 73.90* 13.00 2.17 1.049 2.00 1.00 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking should be 
defined as a tool 

30.40 47.80 3.35 1.202 3.00 2.00 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking should be 
defined as a process 

13.00 78.20 3.96 0.955 4.00 1.00 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Sense of place/place attachment is 
a key aspect in the digital 
placemaking definition 

4.30 82.60* 4.09 0.775 4.00 1.00 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Hybrid place experience (mixing 
the physical space with a digital 
layer) is a key aspect of the digital 
placemaking definition 

4.30 78.30* 3.96 0.908 4.00 0.50 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Community connection is a key 
aspect of the digital placemaking 
definition 

8.70 73.90* 3.96 0.908 4.00 1.50 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

The physical place 
characteristics/connection (as an 
anchor) is a key aspect in the 
digital placemaking definition 

0.00 78.30* 4.13 0.74 4.00 1.00 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Enhancement of the place is a key 
aspect of the digital placemaking 
definition 

8.70 56.50 3.74 0.943 4.00 1.50 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

An attractive/enjoyable 
experience is a key aspect of the 
digital placemaking definition 

13.00 52.20 3.43 0.924 4.00 1.00 



 327 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

The digital element of digital 
placemaking brings back to the 
physical place 

4.30 65.20 3.78 0.778 4.00 1.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Inclusion and accessibility are key 
characteristics of digital 
placemaking 

4.30 78.20 4 0.933 4.00 1.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking experiences 
should focus on one target 
audience 

69.60 13.00 2.22 1.061 2.00 1.50 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking creates a 
place for people to connect with 
each other 

8.70 43.50 3.43 0.77 3.00 1.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Co-creation is a key characteristic 
of digital placemaking 

13.00 52.10 3.65 1.127 4.00 2.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

The community is the expert in 
digital placemaking 

21.70 56.50 3.43 1.056 4.00 1.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

The democratisation of spaces is a 
key characteristic of digital 
placemaking 

8.60 60.90 3.74 1.031 4.00 1.50 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking must have a 
call to action that leads to 
behavioural change 

34.70 34.70 3 0.978 3.00 2.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Storytelling is a way to empower 
communities through digital 
placemaking 

4.30 91.30* 4.13 0.679 4.00 0.50 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Gamification is a strategy for 
digital placemaking practices 

0.00 78.20* 3.91 0.583 4.00 0.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

To enact the senses is a strategy 
for digital placemaking practices 

4.30 65.20 3.83 0.816 4.00 1.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking is missing a 
sensorial touch 

21.70 56.50 3.39 1.242 4.00 1.00 
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Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking must adapt to 
the place and community 
characteristics 

4.30 87.00* 4.35 0.813 5.00 1.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking must focus 
on the aim and purpose of the 
project 

4.30 78.20* 4.13 0.85 4.00 1.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking projects are 
unique for each location and 
community 

17.40 73.90* 3.96 1.083 4.00 1.50 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking projects 
should be easy to replicate from 
one location to another 

47.80 26.10 2.7 0.953 3.00 1.50 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking experiences 
should be short. temporary and 
one-off interventions 

65.20 0.00 2.22 0.657 2.00 1.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking experiences 
should be long efforts in time that 
ensure continuity 

0.00 47.80 3.57 0.648 3.00 1.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Social media is a key tool for 
digital placemaking 

4.30 52.20 3.61 0.92 4.00 1.00 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking professionals 
are facilitators 

4.30 82.60* 3.91 0.654 4.00 0.00 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Privacy and online safety 
concerns are challenges to digital 
placemaking 

4.30 73.90* 4 0.834 4.00 1.50 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

“Digital public spaces” are not 
publicly owned. and this is a risk 
for digital placemaking 

13.00 65.20 3.7 1.04 4.00 1.00 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Digital equity is a challenge to 
digital placemaking 

4.30 87.00* 4.17 0.761 4.00 1.00 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Inclusion and accessibility are 
challenges to digital placemaking 

4.30 87.00* 4.35 0.813 5.00 1.00 
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Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Digital literacy is a barrier to 
digital placemaking 

8.70 86.90* 4.26 0.895 4.00 1.00 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Technology reliance is a 
challenge to digital placemaking 

8.60 73.90* 3.96 1.042 4.00 1.50 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

The exclusion of some audiences 
is a challenge to digital 
placemaking 

4.30 82.60* 4.3 0.856 5.00 1.00 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Participant motivation and 
incentives are challenges to digital 
placemaking 

8.70 82.60* 4.09 0.88 4.00 1.00 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

The cost and lack of funding are 
challenges to digital placemaking 

8.60 73.90* 3.83 0.962 4.00 0.50 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Digital stickiness (the engagement 
and adoption/retention of 
participants using technology) is a 
challenge to digital placemaking 

4.30 73.90* 4 0.834 4.00 1.50 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Top-down practices are a 
challenge to digital placemaking 

8.70 56.50 3.74 0.943 4.00 1.50 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Ethics of digital placemaking 
practice is a challenge to digital 
placemaking 

4.30 86.90* 4.13 0.74 4.00 1.00 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Gentrification is an outcome 
challenge to digital placemaking 

17.30 47.80 3.39 1.01 3.00 1.00 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

The interdisciplinary nature of 
digital placemaking is challenging 

26.00 56.50 3.52 1.211 4.00 2.00 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology promotes place 
experiences 

4.30 52.20 3.61 0.92 4.00 1.00 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology is a medium. not a 
final product 

0.00 100.00* 4.35 0.476 4.00 1.00 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology is a means to capture 
data 

13.00 65.20 3.7 0.906 4.00 1.00 
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Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology promotes 
conversations 

8.70 39.10 3.39 0.766 3.00 1.00 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking helps connect 
everything together 

13.00 43.50 3.39 0.82 3.00 1.00 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology is a distraction in 
placemaking 

56.50 17.40 2.43 0.97 2.00 1.00 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology is used as a quick fix 
in placemaking 

43.40 30.40 2.83 0.916 3.00 2.00 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking is a way to 
create temporary roots and 
develop a sense of connection 
with the place 

8.70 56.50 3.57 0.77 4.00 1.00 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking is a vehicle 
for thinking about place 
differently and creating emotional 
connections 

0.00 82.60* 4 0.59 4.00 0.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

The best way to measure digital 
placemaking is through an 
ethnographic study 

13.00 34.80 3.3 0.804 3.00 1.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Digital KPIs (i.e., app downloads. 
web visits or usability) are the 
best way to measure digital 
placemaking 

34.80 13.00 2.7 0.804 3.00 1.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Most digital placemaking projects 
are not assessed due to lack of 
funding or time 

8.60 43.40 3.35 0.813 3.00 1.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Prototyping tests are the best way 
to measure digital placemaking 

8.70 21.70 3.13 0.536 3.00 0.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Analysis of the target audience. 
audience needs. and policy 
requirements is the best way to 
measure digital placemaking 

13.00 39.10 3.26 0.674 3.00 1.00 
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Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Interviews/focus groups are the 
best way to measure digital 
placemaking 

13.00 43.40 3.35 0.758 3.00 1.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Context analysis of digital 
placemaking is essential for its 
impact measurement 

0.00 69.50 3.74 0.529 4.00 1.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking measurement 
is very difficult and depends on 
the project 

4.30 78.20* 3.96 0.751 4.00 0.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Observable metrics at the urban 
level are the best way to measure 
digital placemaking 

13.00 43.40 3.35 0.758 3.00 1.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Rubrics involving problem and 
solution. goals. technology 
purpose. power dynamics. place 
context. participation and 
collaboration. ownership and 
place characteristic are the best 
way to measure digital 
placemaking 

4.30 39.10 3.39 0.642 3.00 1.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Longevity of the experience is the 
best way to measure digital 
placemaking 

13.00 21.70 3.04 0.69 3.00 0.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Surveys are the best way to 
measure digital placemaking 

26.00 4.30 2.74 0.606 3.00 0.50 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Community participation is the 
best way to measure digital 
placemaking 

8.70 39.10 3.43 0.825 3.00 1.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Before/after controlled studies are 
the best way to measure digital 
placemaking 

4.30 39.10 3.39 0.642 3.00 1.00 
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Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

The definition of success in digital 
placemaking is essential for 
impact measurement 

8.70 78.20* 3.83 0.761 4.00 0.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Stakeholder feedback is the best 
way to measure digital 
placemaking 

4.30 34.70 3.35 0.633 3.00 1.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Psychological scales and scores 
(i.e., place attachment scores. 
nature connectedness. or 
wellbeing self-assessment 
questionnaires) are the best way to 
measure digital placemaking 

4.30 52.10 3.52 0.651 4.00 1.00 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Mixed methods are the best way 
to measure digital placemaking 

0.00 82.60* 4.39 0.766 5.00 1.00 

Place attachment A physical connection to the place 
in digital placemaking is essential 
for the creation of place 
attachment 

8.70 73.90* 3.78 0.778 4.00 0.50 

Place attachment Digital placemaking can be a 
shortcut to promote place 
attachment feelings 

17.40 52.10 3.39 0.82 4.00 1.00 

Place attachment Digital placemaking helps 
maintaining and reinforce place 
attachment feelings 

4.30 69.60 3.74 0.674 4.00 1.00 

Place attachment Digital placemaking opens up 
place attachment to a community 
dimension 

8.70 56.50 3.48 0.651 4.00 1.00 

Place attachment Digital placemaking could convey 
people’s memories and stories of 
belonging to place to create and 
maintain place attachment 

0.00 91.30* 4.22 0.587 4.00 1.00 
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Place attachment Digital placemaking takes away 
from creating place attachment 

65.20 4.30 2.17 0.816 2.00 1.00 

Place attachment Communal feeling of attachment 
to place benefits wellbeing 

0.00 86.90* 4.17 0.636 4.00 1.00 

Place branding Digital placemaking creates a 
shared sense of place image and 
brand 

0.00 56.50 3.65 0.633 4.00 1.00 

Place branding Place branding can use digital 
placemaking as a tool for the 
identification of common sense of 
place 

0.00 78.30* 3.96 0.624 4.00 0.00 

Place branding Digital placemaking as a place 
branding strategy must be 
participatory 

4.30 73.90* 3.87 0.74 4.00 0.50 

Place branding Participatory place branding and 
digital placemaking have to focus 
on people’s representation of 
place. its materiality and the 
digital as a performative act 

0.00 65.20 3.96 0.806 4.00 2.00 

Place branding Digital placemaking as a 
participatory place branding 
strategy needs clear guidelines 

8.70 69.50 3.74 0.792 4.00 1.00 

Place branding Place branding can use digital 
placemaking to communicate 
stories of a place 

0.00 87.00* 4.13 0.612 4.00 0.50 

Place branding Social media creates a space for 
people to share and build a place 
brand image 

0.00 69.50 3.91 0.717 4.00 1.00 

Place branding Place branding is very superficial 
and dominant 

21.70 39.10 3.22 0.976 3.00 1.00 
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Place branding Events are key for digital 
placemaking as a place branding 
strategy 

4.30 56.50 3.74 0.845 4.00 1.00 

Place branding Digital placemaking for place 
branding is a place management 
tool to ensure users’ needs are met 
and monitor the place brand 

8.70 39.10 3.39 0.766 3.00 1.00 

Place branding Digital placemaking for place 
branding can modify place 
perceptions 

0.00 69.60 3.7 0.46 4.00 1.00 

Place branding Digital placemaking can have a 
negative impact in perpetuating 
the image of a place 

13.00 52.10 3.43 0.77 4.00 1.00 

Place branding Place branding should be an 
iterative process where the brand 
evolves with the community over 
time. which conflicts with 
common strict branding 
guidelines 

0.00 78.30* 3.87 0.536 4.00 0.00 

Place branding Branding spaces as hybrid 
locations for everyday place 
connections will benefit nature 
connectedness 

8.70 43.40 3.39 0.706 3.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology is a distraction from 
nature experiences 

43.50 26.00 2.87 0.899 3.00 1.50 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology can help people 
positively reconnect with nature 

4.30 82.60* 3.87 0.612 4.00 0.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Sense engagement through 
technology enhances emotional 
connection with nature 

8.70 52.10 3.48 0.714 4.00 1.00 
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Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology can promote 
behaviour change towards nature 
connectedness 

4.30 73.90* 3.83 0.701 4.00 0.50 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking can be used 
as a way to find. explore and 
discover nature places (e.g., place 
information. audio guides) 

0.00 91.30* 4.35 0.633 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking lowers the 
entry barriers in natural places 

13.00 43.40 3.43 0.876 3.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking can help 
people understand and take notice 
of nature (e.g., an app to learn 
about trees. listen to bird sounds. 
and recognise species) 

0.00 82.60* 4.22 0.72 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking can be used 
to tell stories about nature 

0.00 95.70* 4.22 0.507 4.00 0.50 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology can help raise 
awareness and educate on the 
importance of nature and 
biodiversity 

0.00 95.60* 4.26 0.529 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology can expose people to 
nature (e.g., nature videos. nature 
sounds) 

0.00 82.60* 4 0.59 4.00 0.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology helps us imagine 
futures for nature 

0.00 78.20* 3.83 0.48 4.00 0.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology for nature should also 
be approached beyond the human 
lens (e.g., for animals sharing the 
space with humans) 

0.00 86.90* 4.09 0.583 4.00 0.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

 Digital placemaking is a place 
management tool for nature 
spaces 

4.30 39.10 3.39 0.642 3.00 1.00 
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Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking allows 
sharing experiences in nature 
places 

0.00 78.20* 4 0.659 4.00 0.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking creates sense 
of ownership needed for nature 
connectedness 

8.70 34.70 3.3 0.687 3.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Social media has helped people 
reflect on their experiences with 
nature 

21.70 39.10 3.17 0.916 3.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking for nature 
should measure the nature 
element 

0.00 65.20 3.83 0.701 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking for nature 
should measure the experience in 
nature 

0.00 65.20 3.78 0.657 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking 
and wellbeing  

The wellbeing impact of digital 
placemaking practices resides in 
the sense of belonging created 
with the community 

0.00 60.80 3.65 0.56 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking 
and wellbeing 

The wellbeing impact of digital 
placemaking practices resides in 
the sense of belonging created 
with the place 

0.00 82.60* 4.04 0.624 4.00 0.00 

Digital placemaking 
and wellbeing 

The wellbeing impact of digital 
placemaking practices resides in 
feelings of ownership and co-
ownership 

8.70 47.80 3.43 0.712 3.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking 
and wellbeing 

Maximising people’s experiences 
of place through digital 
placemaking affects their 
wellbeing 

4.30 65.20 3.7 0.687 4.00 1.00 
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Digital placemaking 
and wellbeing 

Only the physical experience can 
benefit people’s wellbeing 

52.10 8.70 2.43 0.825 2.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking 
and wellbeing 

Digital placemaking can be used 
to monitor the health/wellbeing 
status of a community 

4.30 60.80 3.61 0.642 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

User ownership of the digital 
placemaking experience is the 
link between digital placemaking 
and nature-supporting wellbeing. 

17.40 39.10 3.22 0.72 3.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Virtual nature increases feelings 
of wellbeing for those with no 
access to nature 

8.60 52.10 3.43 0.825 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Virtual nature has a positive effect 
on wellbeing. but real nature is 
better 

8.60 65.20 3.91 1.1 4.00 2.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Technology can help people 
understand how nature benefits 
their wellbeing (e.g., mood 
improvement. relief of stress. etc). 

0.00 87.00* 4.04 0.55 4.00 0.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

To encourage behaviour change is 
the connection between digital 
placemaking. nature and 
wellbeing 

8.60 43.40 3.35 0.813 3.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Digital guided wellness walks in 
nature benefit citizen wellbeing 

4.30 69.60 3.74 0.674 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Gamified digital placemaking 
experiences in nature (i.e., a 
treasure hunt in nature using qr 
codes) is a good health and 
wellbeing initiative 

4.30 65.20 3.74 0.735 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Digital placemaking. nature and 
wellbeing are part of a circular 

8.70 43.40 3.39 0.706 3.00 1.00 
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economy approach to benefit a 
sustainable future 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Digital placemaking can 
repurpose spaces to link them 
with nature supporting wellbeing 

4.30 73.90* 3.74 0.606 4.00 0.50 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Digital placemaking creates 
awareness and consciousness 
among a sense of place. sense of 
environment and nature to support 
wellbeing 

0.00 65.20 3.7 0.547 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Digital placemaking should 
educate communities on nature 
and its support for wellbeing 

0.00 73.90* 3.87 0.612 4.00 0.50 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Digital placemaking iterative 
characteristic can be a strategy to 
reintroduce nature digitally in 
urban environments to create case 
studies examples of its benefits 

0.00 56.50 3.65 0.633 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Digital placemaking for nature 
supporting wellbeing is a 
complementary measure to getting 
out in real nature 

13.00 65.20 3.74 0.943 4.00 1.00 

 statements for digital 
placemaking. nature 
and wellbeing  

Digital placemaking can help 
communities find nature places to 
support their wellbeing 

0.00 82.60* 4.04 0.624 4.00 0.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

The link between technology. 
nature and wellbeing has been 
mostly approached from a digital 
data perspective 

13.00 34.70 3.26 0.735 3.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Digital placemaking can ‘trick’ 
people to get in nature and benefit 
from it 

26.10 17.30 2.96 0.751 3.00 0.50 
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Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Digital placemaking initiative that 
supports safe location information 
involving nature spaces 
community wellbeing (e.g., 
changing your commute to go 
through a nature space) 

0.00 56.50 3.78 0.778 4.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

Digital placemaking can create a 
sense of accountability in the 
community when involving nature 
and wellbeing 

0.00 43.40 3.48 0.58 3.00 1.00 

Digital placemaking, 
nature and wellbeing  

1Nature as an assessment element 
is key to understanding the 
wellbeing impact of digital 
placemaking 

4.30 43.50 3.48 0.714 3.00 1.00 

 
Table 5.12: Modified Delphi Round Two results. 

Notes: * indicates the ≥ 70% agreement among participants is achieved (Avella, 2016). 
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Fifty-five out of hundred and forty items achieved panel agreement (39,28%) (see Table 

5.13). Regarding the definition of digital placemaking, six items achieved agreement, 

including the concept being an umbrella term (87%), which should be defined as a process 

(78.2%). Sense of place (82.6%), hybrid place experience (78.3%), community 

connection (73.9%), and the physical as an anchor (78.3%), were found to be key in the 

definition of the concept. This initial agreement in the definitional aspects of digital 

placemaking presents the first attempt to reach a consensual definition among experts and 

expanded experts in the field. Key aspects mentioned in previous definitions, such as 

sense of place or community connection, found agreement with the hybrid environment 

created using digital technology and the need for a physical anchor. The technological 

approach to the definition states the need to mix digital and physical elements in order to 

consider the experience digital placemaking. Therefore, Hespanhol (2022) augmented 

placemaking approach is extended describing how a fully immersive virtual place 

experience with no connection to physical attributes cannot be considered digital 

placemaking. Finally, the agreement on the concept being an umbrella term and a process 

denotes the interdisciplinary approach to the term and its iterative nature. 

When exploring its characteristics, inclusion and accessibility (78.2%), as well as its 

adaptability to the place and community (87%), achieve agreement in this round. The 

main focus of a digital placemaking experience should be the purpose of the project 

(78.2%), making the experience unique for each location (73.9%). Storytelling (91.3%) 

and gamification (78.2%) are found as strategies and ways to empower communities. 

Finally, participants agreed digital placemaking professionals are facilitators (82.6%), 

which helps with the idea of professionals being on the same level as community 

members and other stakeholders, facilitating experiences and the process of creating these 
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experiences. Additional characteristics found agreement in this round, with ways to 

engage with all community members and making meaningful experiences being crucial. 

The challenges of digital placemaking that found agreement in this round are related to 

privacy and online safety (73.9%), digital equity (87%), digital literacy (86.9%), 

technology reliance (73.9%), motivation (82.6%), costs (73.9%), and digital stickiness 

(73.9%). Furthermore, despite being agreed upon as a characteristic of digital 

placemaking, inclusion and accessibility are also found to be challenges for the concept 

(87%). Since a description of ethics as a clear step in the maturity of digital placemaking 

as a concept, it is found in this round to be a challenge to digital placemaking (86.9%). 

The technological dimension of the concept opens new risks and challenges derived from 

data usage, user knowledge and the digital divide. As described previously, accounting 

these aspects is a basic step in the digital placemaking process to ensure the safety of the 

experience. 

The technology used in digital placemaking was grouped as a section itself due to the 

variations in projects and digital tools that can be implemented. Participants achieve 

agreement on two items in this section, technology as a medium (100%) and digital 

placemaking as a vehicle for thinking differently about places to create emotional 

connections (82.6%). The digital element of the concept can act as a tool to enhance the 

experience and create emotional connections with the place. The importance of this 

section agreement is, again, the role of the digital, not replacing but augmenting 

experiences and boosting the processes involved. 

Participants agreed on the difficulty of measurement or assessing digital placemaking, 

(78.2%), where the definition of success is essential for the choice of assessment tools 

(78.2%) and mixed methods are the best way to measure digital placemaking (82.6%). 

The lack of agreement in other elements of this section represents the interdisciplinary 
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approach of the concept and the multiple opportunities for impact assessment depending 

on what is considered success, whether this is augmenting place attachment, place 

awareness, or space use. 

The panel of participants was asked to rate items in place attachment, and six elements 

achieved agreement. Participants agreed on the physical connection to the place being 

essential to developing place attachment in digital placemaking (73.9%). It could convey 

people´s memories and stories of belonging (91.3%), as well as positively affect 

wellbeing due to a communal feeling of attachment (86.9%). Therefore, place attachment 

is highly linked to social identity, where digital placemaking can help in carrying the 

physical identity into the digital environment, and it supports wellbeing benefits. 

Exploring place branding, participants agreed for it to be used as a tool for the 

identification of a common sense of place (78.3%), which strategy must be participatory 

(73.9%). As an iterative process, it created conflict with the strict place branding guidance 

(78.3%). A place branding approach to digital placemaking helps boost community place 

identification, which affects social identity, and it is strictly linked to place attachment or 

sense of place.  

Specifically exploring digital placemaking and nature, technology is agreed to help 

reconnect with nature (82.6%) and promote behaviour change towards nature 

connectedness (73.9%). Digital placemaking can be used to find and explore natural 

places (91.3%), as well as to understand and take notice of nature (82.6%). Participants 

agreed that digital placemaking can tell stories about nature (95.7%), raise awareness and 

educate people on its importance (95.6%), expose people to nature (82.6%), and help 

them imagine new futures for nature (78.2%). The panel of experts conveyed that 

technology for nature needs to be approached beyond the human lens (86.9%). Finally, 

digital placemaking allows sharing experiences in nature (78.2%). When exploring digital 
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placemaking uses for nature connectedness, a variety of approaches depending on the 

goal or aim of the experience were found. This provides a rich picture of the applications 

of digital placemaking in this setting, which are innovative and adapted to the needs of 

the community. 

However, participants only agreed on one item for digital placemaking and wellbeing, 

where the wellbeing impact of these practices resides in the sense of belonging created 

with the place (82.6%). Similarly to the place attachment section, wellbeing is again 

found to achieve agreement when connected with place attachment and belonging 

feelings with place. The conceptual model from this programme of research explains that 

in order to create belonging with the place, the person interacts with others and with 

nature, enhancing the benefits of place attachment. 

Lastly, in investigating digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, participants agreed it 

can help understand how nature benefits wellbeing (87%) by repurposing places (73.9%), 

educating communities (73.9%), and helping communities find nature spaces to support 

their wellbeing (82.6%). The wellbeing connection with nature and digital placemaking 

is found to reside in information communication and engagement, where the digital is a 

tool to share stories and find nature spaces. Thus, digital placemaking provides multiple 

areas and approaches to understanding and engaging with the wellbeing outcomes of the 

dynamics it promotes. 

Item section Nº of items achieved 
agreement 

Nº of items achieved 
disagreement 

Digital placemaking definition 6 1 
Characteristics of digital 
placemaking 

7  

Challenges of digital placemaking 11  
Technology 2  
Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

3  

Place attachment 6  
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Place branding 4  
Digital placemaking and nature 10  
Digital placemaking and wellbeing 1  
Digital placemaking in nature for 
wellbeing 

4  

Total 54 1 
Table 5.13: Summary of results from the modified Delphi Round Two. 

 

Two items achieved 100% agreement, item 2 in technology of placemaking (“Technology 

is a medium, not a final product", mean = 4,35, SD = 0,476) and item 5 in place attachment 

(“Communities have multiple identities", mean = 4,65, SD = 0,476) (Table 5.12). 

Participants agreed that the technology used in digital placemaking should act as a 

medium and not a final product, which is aligned with the approach proposed in the 

conceptual model presented. This explains how technology does not focus on replacing 

the place experience but acts as a tool that helps enhance places and mediate the 

experience. This is essential for the maturity of the concept and its differentiation from 

virtual reality experiences. 

One item achieved > 70% of disagreement (combination of rating 1 and 2), regarding 

placemaking being understood as digital nowadays. Despite the participant discussion on 

updating digital placemaking, place attachment, place branding and nature connectedness 

to the current digital era, participants agreed to disagree on placemaking being digital 

nowadays. This is aligned with the complexity of digital placemaking and its evolution 

from placemaking practices and presents how placemaking and digital placemaking are 

two separate concepts that are interconnected.  

Only two items out of fifty-five had no initial coherence between the percentage of 

agreement and the combination of mean and standard deviation criteria. One in the 

characteristics (“Digital placemaking projects are unique for each location and 
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community”), and one in the challenges (“Technology reliance is a challenge to digital 

placemaking”). Despite a median of 4 in both cases, the coefficient of variation is 27% 

(with a minimum = 2) and 26% (with a minimum = 1), respectively. The higher dispersion 

between these two items can be caused by the complexity of the concept and the confusion 

described around it. The median described is considered agreement, but participants 

differed in the rating of the item. 

5.13.3. Qualitative analysis: Free form comments 

This round also included optional open-ended questions for participants to voluntarily 

provide additional comments. Most of these comments were a reaffirmation of the 

participant's choice and a further explanation of their rating. In total, forty-seven 

qualitative statements (Table 5.14) were received, with an average of 2,04 comments per 

participant, written in paragraphs and complete sentences. Considering twenty-six 

participants and ten free comment boxes in the questionnaire, two hundred and sixty 

comments were possible. Thus, a comment rate of 24,74% was achieved, considering 

comments were voluntary. The comments were comprehensive and well-structured 

sentences, which made them a valuable addition to reinforce the participants responses. 

Item section Nº of comments 
Digital placemaking definition 8 
Digital placemaking characteristics 6 
Digital placemaking challenges 5 
Technology in digital placemaking 5 
Measurement in digital placemaking 7 
Place attachment 2 
Place branding 5 
Digital placemaking and nature 2 
Digital placemaking and wellbeing 1 
Digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing 6 
Total 47 

Table 5.14: Analysis of free-form comments in Round Two 
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The majority of comments were shared on the definition of digital placemaking (n = 8), 

measurement of digital placemaking (n = 7), characteristics (n = 6), and digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing. Comments were analysed using thematic analysis 

(Braun & Clarke, 2012; 2021) (Table 5.15), and codes were grouped into themes due to 

relationships. 

Comment theme TID 
Digital placemaking 37 
Critic to item 20 

Table 5.15: Thematic Analysis results from the free-form comments in Round Two 

 

When exploring the concept of digital placemaking, comments referred to further 

explaining their rating and sharing their thoughts on the questions. Comments regarding 

the definition of the concept, analysis measurements, the importance of it being tailored 

by location, and challenges were expressed as a continuation of their rating in the 

questionnaire. 

The historic resistance of clear definitions and frameworks about the practice-
nature for placemaking is a challenge to digital placemaking (…) From the field 
of Evaluation Research it's well known that measurement is complex and highly 
contextual, especially as context scales increase in any dimension. (Participant 
1761). 

I stated that ethics isn't a challenge to digital placemaking because I think the 
ethical aspects should readily be able to be resolve with sufficient user privacy 
and control of data. (Participant 7862). 

Although there might be transferable know how from one location to another - 
key elements to form a framework perhaps - ultimately all placemaking - to secure 
community buy-in must be participatory and tailored to specific locations. 
(Participant 0415). 

 

Participants expressed the importance of digital placemaking experiences being tailored 

and adapted to locations, which is aligned with the participatory and community-led 
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aspect of the concept found in round one. Some elements can be the same or follow the 

same guidelines, but the experience needs to tackle community needs and desires in order 

to be considered relevant, ethical, and effective. Ethics were described as highly linked 

to digital risks such as data usage and privacy. However, in the round one interview 

sections, the ethical approach to digital placemaking refers to a broader idea of the use 

and purpose of the practice. Finally, the definitional dilemma and complexity of 

assessment are found to be crucial challenges for concept development. Participants 

describe a number of challenges that need to be considered for the evolution of the 

concept and its maturity. 

The critical comments were found on the contradictory words in the statement and the 

dichotomic approach between digital placemaking and nature. Critics were also found on 

the use of absolute statements with words such as ‘the best’ or 'must’. Finally, critics also 

allude to a lack of understanding of the discipline, for example, in place branding. 

The neutral answers are due to lack of knowledge mostly on these particular ones. 
(Participant 4138). 

I have answered in many point as Neutral, because I agree with the statement but 
at the same time I disagree. So it is more like "in some cases yes, in some cases 
no. (Participant 8799). 

I struggled a bit with these items because 'the best' implies that one is superior 
than all the others - i.e. a ranking?. (Participant 6696). 

 

The researcher understands that questions might generate critical comments in the 

interdisciplinary participant panel, and general statements may generate doubts as digital 

placemaking is an adaptative concept depending on the place and community 

peculiarities. However, for the purpose of reducing the number of items in the 

questionnaire and accommodating the findings from the interview round, generalised 

statements were included in the questionnaire. 
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5.14. Round three: Questionnaire 

Round two was analysed and informed round three questionnaire creation, where only 

agreed items were carried over (Miller et al., 2020) (Appendix H). Round three data 

collection occurred from the 12th of February 2024 to the 8th of March 2024 and was sent 

to all participants (n = 26), asking them to only fill it in if they had participated in round 

two. A total of nineteen responses (73.08%) on the Delphi round three questionnaire were 

received. 

Fifty-five agreed items were included in the round three questionnaire (Table 5.16), for 

experts and expanded experts to rate their agreement. Means were shared for each item 

to inform about the group response. Round three included a ‘N/A’ option next to the 

Likert scale following some of the comments from round two regarding participants 

identifying themselves as not ‘experts’ in specific fields such as place branding. This 

questionnaire was formed by the same three sections: a digital placemaking section (seven 

items on the definition of digital placemaking, seven items on its characteristics, eleven 

items on challenges, two items on technology use, and three items on measurement), place 

attachment (six items) and place branding (four items) section, and digital placemaking 

in nature for wellbeing section (ten items on digital placemaking and nature, one item on 

wellbeing, and four on digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing). 

Analysis of the questionnaire followed round two analysis and resulted in forty-two items 

achieving consensus (76.36%). Six items achieved 100% consensus (Table 5.18), and no 

item achieved >70% dissensus. In this round, participants did not agree to disagree with 

any item provided, which excluded the dissensus item from the previous round. 

Furthermore, in this round, consensus was consolidated, with a higher rate on 100% 
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agreed items than in the previous round, this time in several sections. Round three analysis 

confirmed the stopping criteria described in Chapter 4. 
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Item Category Item Disagreement 
% 

Agreement 
% 

Mean SD Median IQR 

Definition of 
digital 
placemaking  

Digital placemaking is an umbrella 
term (mean=4.13) 

0.00 100.00* 4.53 0.499 5 1.00 

Definition of 
digital 
placemaking  

Placemaking is digital nowadays 
(mean=2.17) 

63.20 15.80 2.26 1.163 2 2.00 

Definition of 
digital 
placemaking  

Digital placemaking should be defined 
as a process (mean=3.96) 

0.00 84.30* 4.05 0.605 4 1.00 

Definition of 
digital 
placemaking  

Sense of place/place attachment is a 
key aspect in the digital placemaking 
definition (mean=4.09) 

5.30 42.10 4.32 0.729 4 3.00 

Definition of 
digital 
placemaking  

Hybrid place experience (mixing the 
physical space with a digital layer) is a 
key aspect of the digital placemaking 
definition (mean=3.96) 

5.30 79.00* 3.89 0.912 4 3.00 

Definition of 
digital 
placemaking  

Community connection is a key aspect 
of the digital placemaking definition 
(mean=3.96) 

5.30 84.20* 4.11 0.788 4 3.00 

Definition of 
digital 
placemaking  

The physical 
placeCharacteristics/connection (as an 
anchor) is a key aspect in the digital 
placemaking definition (mean=4.13) 

0.00 89.40* 3.79 3.071 5 14.00 

Characteristics of 
digital 
placemaking  

Inclusion and accessibility are 
keyCharacteristics of digital 
placemaking (mean=4) 

0.00 89.50* 4.32 0.653 4 2.00 

Characteristics of 
digital 
placemaking  

Storytelling is a way to empower 
communities through digital 
placemaking (mean=4.13) 

0.00 94.80* 4.58 0.591 5 2.00 
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Characteristics of 
digital 
placemaking 

 Gamification is a strategy for digital 
placemaking practices (mean=3.91) 

5.30 78.90* 3.95 0.944 4 3.50 

Characteristics of 
digital 
placemaking 

 Digital placemaking must adapt to the 
place and communityCharacteristics 
(mean=4.35) 

0.00 100.00* 4.58 0.494 5 1.00 

Characteristics of 
digital 
placemaking 

 Digital placemaking must focus on 
the aim and purpose of the project 
(mean=4.13) 

0.00 94.80* 4.42 0.591 4 2.00 

Characteristics of 
digital 
placemaking 

 Digital placemaking projects are 
unique for each location and 
community (mean=3.96) 

5.30 68.40 3.95 0.887 4 3.00 

Characteristics of 
digital 
placemaking 

 Digital placemaking professionals are 
facilitators (mean=3.91) 

5.30 63.20 3.74 0.784 4 2.00 

Challenges of 
digital 
placemaking  

 Privacy and online safety concerns 
are challenges to digital placemaking 
(mean=4) 

0.00 89.50* 4.37 0.666 4 2.00 

Challenges of 
digital 
placemaking  

 Digital equity is a challenge to digital 
placemaking (mean=4.17) 

5.30 84.20* 3.74 3.109 5 14.00 

Challenges of 
digital 
placemaking  

 Inclusion and accessibility are 
challenges to digital placemaking 
(mean=3.35) 

10.50 78.90* 4.11 0.968 4 3.00 

Challenges of 
digital 
placemaking  

 Digital literacy is a barrier to digital 
placemaking (mean=4.26) 

5.30 79.00* 4.21 0.893 4 3.00 

Challenges of 
digital 
placemaking  

 How to address multiple identity 
communities is a challenge to digital 
placemaking (me 

15.80 68.40 3.79 1.004 4 2.50 
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Challenges of 
digital 
placemaking  

 Technology reliance is a challenge to 
digital placemaking (mean=3.96) 

21.10 63.10 3.63 1.179 4 3.50 

Challenges of 
digital 
placemaking  

 The exclusion of some audiences is a 
challenge to digital placemaking 
(mean=4.3) 

15.80 84.20* 4.11 1.021 4 3.00 

Challenges of 
digital 
placemaking  

 Participant motivation and incentives 
are challenges to digital placemaking 
(mean=4.09 

5.30 73.70* 3.95 0.825 4 2.50 

Challenges of 
digital 
placemaking  

 The cost and lack of funding are 
challenges to digital placemaking 
(mean=3.83) 

10.50 73.70* 3.89 0.912 4 2.50 

Challenges of 
digital 
placemaking  

Digital stickiness (the engagement and 
adoption/retention of participants 
using technology) is a challenge to 
digital placemaking (mean=4) 

10.50 73.70* 3.84 0.874 4 2.00 

Challenges of 
digital 
placemaking  

Ethics of digital placemaking practice 
is a challenge to digital placemaking 
(mean=4.13) 

5.30 84.20* 4.16 0.812 4 3.00 

Technology in 
digital 
placemaking 

Technology is a medium. not a final 
product (mean=4.35) 

0.00 100.00* 4.74 0.44 5 1.00 

Technology in 
digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking is a vehicle for 
thinking about place differently and 
creating emotional connections 
(mean=4) 

0.00 94.70* 4.37 0.581 4 2.00 

Measurement of 
digital 
placemaking 

 Digital placemaking measurement is 
very difficult and depends on the 
project (mean=3.96) 

15.80 63.20 3.58 1.042 4 3.00 

Measurement of 
digital 
placemaking 

 The definition of success in digital 
placemaking is essential for impact 
measurement (mean=3.83) 

10.60 79.00* 3.84 0.987 4 3.00 
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Measurement of 
digital 
placemaking 

 Mixed methods are the best way to 
measure digital placemaking 
(mean=4.39) 

10.50 78.90* 4.05 0.944 4 3.00 

Place attachment A physical connection to the place in 
digital placemaking is essential for the 
creation of place attachment 
(mean=3.78) 

15.80 57.90 3.63 1.134 4 3.50 

Place attachment A place’s identity is built through 
shared experiences and the digital can 
help with it (mean=4.13) 

10.50 89.50* 4.11 0.852 4 3.00 

Place attachment Communities have multiple identities 
(mean=4.65) 

0.00 94.70* 4.79 0.521 5 2.00 

Place attachment Digital placemaking allows people to 
carry their identity even though they 
are no longer physically there 
(mean=3.96) 

15.80 68.40 3.84 1.182 4 4.00 

Place attachment Digital placemaking could convey 
people’s memories and stories of 
belonging to place to create and 
maintain place attachment 
(mean=4.22) 

5.30 94.70* 4.42 0.748 5 3.00 

Place attachment Communal feeling of attachment to 
place benefits wellbeing (mean=4.17) 

0.00 84.20* 4.42 0.748 5 2.00 

Place branding Place branding can use digital 
placemaking as a tool for the 
identification of common sense of 
place (mean=3.96) 

0.00 94.70* 3.47 2.962 4 13.00 

Place branding Digital placemaking as a place 
branding strategy must be 
participatory (mean=3.87) 

5.30 63.20 3.26 3.023 4 14.00 
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Place branding Place branding can use digital 
placemaking to communicate stories 
of a place (mean=4.13) 

0.00 100.00* 4.37 0.482 4 1.00 

Place branding Place branding should be an iterative 
process where the brand evolves with 
the community over time. which 
conflicts with common strict branding 
guidelines (mean=3.87) 

0.00 94.80* 4.26 0.547 4 2.00 

Digital 
placemaking and 
nature 

Technology can help people positively 
reconnect with nature (mean=3.87) 

10.50 68.40 3.74 0.849 4 2.00 

Digital 
placemaking and 
nature 

Technology can promote 
behaviourChange towards nature 
connectedness (mean=3.83) 

10.50 73.70* 3.79 0.832 4 2.00 

Digital 
placemaking and 
nature 

Digital placemaking can be used as a 
way to find. explore and discover 
nature places (e.g., place information. 
audio guides) (mean=4.35) 

0.00 100.00* 4.32 0.465 4 1.00 

Digital 
placemaking and 
nature 

Digital placemaking can help people 
understand and take notice of nature 
(e.g., an app to learn about trees. listen 
to bird sounds. and recognise species) 
(mean=4.22) 

0.00 94.70* 4.37 0.581 4 2.00 

Digital 
placemaking and 
nature 

Digital placemaking can be used to 
tell stories about nature (mean=4.22) 

0.00 94.80* 4.26 0.547 4 2.00 

Digital 
placemaking and 
nature 

Technology can help raise awareness 
and educate on the importance of 
nature and biodiversity (mean=4.26) 

0.00 94.80* 4.42 0.591 4 2.00 

Digital 
placemaking and 
nature 

Technology can expose people to 
nature (e.g., nature videos. nature 
sounds) (mean=4) 

5.30 89.50* 4.11 0.912 4 4.00 
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Digital 
placemaking and 
nature 

Technology helps us imagine futures 
for nature (mean=3.83) 

5.30 79.00* 3.95 0.759 4 2.00 

Digital 
placemaking and 
nature 

Technology for nature should also be 
approached beyond the human lens 
(e.g., for animals sharing the space 
with humans) (mean=4.09) 

0.00 94.70* 4.53 0.595 5 2.00 

Digital 
placemaking and 
nature 

Digital placemaking allows sharing 
experiences in nature places (mean=4) 

0.00 79.00* 4 0.649 4 1.00 

Digital 
placemaking and 
wellbeing 

The wellbeing impact of digital 
placemaking practices resides in the 
sense of belonging created with the 
place (mean=4.04) 

0.00 63.20 3.84 0.744 4 1.00 

Digital 
placemaking, 
nature and 
wellbeing 

Technology can help people 
understand how nature benefits their 
wellbeing (e.g., mood improvement. 
relief of stress. etc). (mean=4.04) 

0.00 84.20* 4.11 0.64 4 1.50 

Digital 
placemaking, 
nature and 
wellbeing 

Digital placemaking can repurpose 
spaces to link them with nature 
supporting wellbeing (mean=3.74) 

5.30 73.70* 3.84 0.744 4 2.00 

Digital 
placemaking, 
nature and 
wellbeing 

Digital placemaking should educate 
communities on nature  

0.00 68.40 3.95 0.759 4 1.50 

Digital 
placemaking, 
nature and 
wellbeing 

Digital placemaking can help 
communities find nature places to 
support their wellbeing (mean=4.04) 

0.00 100.00* 4.32 0.465 4 1.00 

Table 5.16: Modified Delphi Round Three results. 

Notes: * indicates the ≥ 70% agreement among participants is achieved (Avella, 2016). 
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Five items achieved consensus on the definition of digital placemaking, and all 

participants agreed 100% on it as an umbrella term, which should be defined as a process 

(84.3%) that creates hybrid place experiences (79%) and community connections (82.2%) 

where the physical anchor is essential (89.4%). This can be considered the first consensual 

elements in the definition of digital placemaking among experts and expanded experts in 

the field. The novelty of this definition besides the agreement from participants, is the 

consideration of it as an umbrella term and process that develops hybrid place experiences 

that connect communities. The unanimous consensus on the concept as an umbrella term 

reflects the volatility of its evolution and understanding. The consolidation of key aspects 

in the definition of digital placemaking helps set the stage for the maturing evolution of 

digital placemaking. 

Involving digital placemaking’s characteristics, participants achieved consensus on 

inclusion and accessibility as key aspects (89.5%), where gamification (78.9%) and 

storytelling empower communities (94.8%), and the need to focus on the aim and purpose 

of the project (94.8%). Item four, which referred to the adaptability of digital placemaking 

to the place and community characteristics, achieved 100% agreement. Besides agreeing 

on a definition of digital placemaking, participants also achieved consensus on the 

importance of the digital placemaking experience to be inclusive and accessible and to 

focus on the aim and purpose of the project. Furthermore, gamification and storytelling 

are found to be essential strategies in digital placemaking to engage the community and 

promoting connection. Finally, the adaptability of digital placemaking to the community 

and place characteristics, which unable the experience to be to fully replicate to other 

locations. However, a structure and process on how to develop can help fulfilling digital 

placemaking criteria while tailoring the experience to the place. 



 357 

The challenges of digital placemaking are one of the sections that achieved a higher rate 

of consensus in this study. Participants agreed that privacy and online safety (89.5%), 

digital equity (84.2%), inclusion and accessibility (78.9%), the exclusion of some 

audiences (84.2%), participant motivation (73.7%), costs (73.7%), digital stickiness 

(73.7%), ethics (84.2%), and digital literacy (79%) are barriers and challenges for this 

concept. Despite the confusion and dilemmas described previously, participants agree on 

the risks of digital placemaking, which should be assessed to ensure the experience is safe 

and coherent with the concept. 

Technology in digital placemaking is found to act as a medium, not a final product, 

achieving again in this round a 100% agreement among participants (Table 5.17). 

Consensus was also achieved in digital placemaking as a vehicle for thinking about place 

differently and creating an emotional connection (94.7%), which explains the value of 

this concept for reframing experiences through attachment and connection feelings. 

Assessment of the experience, on the other side, found consensus on the importance of 

defining success (79%) and the use of mixed methods as the best way to evaluate a digital 

placemaking experience (78.9%). Mixed methods can help evaluate the quantitative and 

qualitative aspects of digital placemaking, adapting to its interdisciplinary nature. 

Digital placemaking is found to convey people’s memories and stories creating place 

attachment feelings (94.7%), and the communal feeling of attachment to a place can 

benefit wellbeing (84.2%). Despite sense of place or place attachment not meeting the 

agreement criteria in the definition section, participants converge on key aspects that 

support the conceptual model, as they involve place identity being built through shared 

experiences using technology, memories, and stories to create place attachment and a 

communal feeling of place attachment to benefit wellbeing. Therefore, place attachment 
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processes involved in digital placemaking can be linked to social identity development to 

benefit wellbeing and emotional attachment. 

Place branding items achieved consensus when used as a tool for the identification of 

common sense of place (94.7%) and the need for them to be treated as an iterative process 

instead of the use of strict branding guidelines (94.8%). The use of place branding in 

digital placemaking to communicate stories of place achieved 100% agreement. This 

finding's importance resides in the communal identification of the value of using a place 

branding approach to digital placemaking. However, the participatory place branding 

approach to digital placemaking did not achieve consensus in this round (63.2%). 

When involving nature, one item achieved 100% agreement on the way digital 

placemaking can be used to find, explore, and discover nature places. Consensus was also 

achieved through its use to help people understand and take notice of nature (94.7%), tell 

stories about nature (94.8%), and share experiences in nature (79%). Technology was 

found to help raise awareness and educate people on its importance for this connection 

(94.8%), exposing people to nature (89.5%), imagining futures for nature (79%), and 

promoting behaviour change towards nature connectedness (73.3%). Finally, the nature-

technology relationship should be approached beyond the human lens (94.7%). Several 

approaches to digital placemaking in nature came to a consensus in this Delphi round, 

confirming the value of implementing digital placemaking for nature, specifically helping 

consumers navigate and find these spaces. 

On digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, technology is found to help people 

understand the benefits of nature for wellbeing (84.2%), where digital placemaking can 

repurpose spaces to link them to nature and wellbeing (73.7%). The use of digital 

placemaking to help communities find nature places to support their wellbeing achieved 

100% agreement in this round. This consensus highlights the potential of digital 
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technologies to foster connections between urban spaces and natural environments, 

ultimately supporting community wellbeing. These findings underscore the importance 

of incorporating digital placemaking strategies in urban planning and community health 

initiatives. 

In this round of the study on digital placemaking for wellbeing, no item achieved more 

than 70% agreement among the participants. This result suggests that the relationship 

between digital placemaking and wellbeing remains uncertain and unsettled among the 

expert panel. The lack of consensus indicates that further research is needed to explore 

and clarify how digital placemaking can effectively contribute to wellbeing. This 

uncertainty highlights the complexity of integrating digital technologies with wellbeing 

initiatives and suggests that more comprehensive studies and diverse perspectives are 

necessary to establish a clearer understanding. However, besides in the digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing section, wellbeing achieved consensus in 

combination with place attachment (‘communal feeling of attachment to place benefits 

wellbeing’). This result ensures that participants agreed on the wellbeing outcomes from 

nature experiences mediated through digital placemaking as well as the support of 

wellbeing when a community or network place attachment is developed in a location. 

Item Section Item’s that achieved a 100% 
agreement in Round 3 

Round 2 
Agreement Rate 

Statements for characteristics 
of digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking must adapt 
to the place and community 
characteristics (Round 2 
mean=4,35) 

87% 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology is a medium, not a 
final product (Round 2 
mean=4,35) 

87% 

Statements for Place Branding Place branding can use digital 
placemaking to communicate 
stories of a place (Round 2 
mean=4,13) 

100% 

Statements for digital 
placemaking and nature 

Digital placemaking can be used 
as a way to find, explore and 

87% 
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discover nature places (e.g., 
place information, audio guides) 
(Round 2 mean=4,35) 

Statements for digital 
placemaking, nature and 
wellbeing 

Digital placemaking can help 
communities find nature places 
to support their wellbeing 
(Round 2 mean=4,04) 

91,3% 

Table 5.17: Items that achieved a 100% agreement in round three, compared to round two. 

 

Five items achieved a 100% consensus in this round, with only one from round two 

maintaining this score (Table 5.17). Analysis of results demonstrates that participants 

achieved a consensus stage on technology being used as a medium and not a final product 

(mean = 4.74, SD = 0.44), confirming the use of digital placemaking as an enhancer of 

place experiences and not a replacement. Digital placemaking must adapt to the place and 

community characteristics (mean = 4.58, SD = 0.49), be used as a way to find and 

discover nature (mean = 4.32, SD = 0.46), and help communities find nature places to 

support their wellbeing (mean = 4.32, SD = 0.46). Therefore, digital placemaking should 

be used as a wayfinding tool for nature spaces in the city, allowing users to discover and 

explore the place, supporting their wellbeing. Finally, place branding achieved 100% 

agreement when used to communicate stories of a place in digital placemaking (mean = 

4.37, SD = 0.48). The storytelling role of place branding and digital placemaking is found 

to be the main connector among concepts. Furthermore, the panel of experts and expanded 

experts achieved a 100% consensus on digital placemaking statements and on place 

branding, confirming the intrinsic role and connection among concepts and the 

importance of including a place branding strategy in digital placemaking. 

Only four items received a N/A vote from the final consensus list of items. One participant 

chose N/A for statements in digital placemaking definition, characteristics, and 

challenges, with two items in place branding. This result highlights the confusion around 
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digital placemaking as a concept as well as the lack of place branding knowledge in all 

participants, which was considered since place branding knowledge and expertise were 

not a request in the ‘expert’ recruitment process, but part of the ‘expanded expert’ criteria. 

The lack of use of N/A in the other sections of the study enhances the importance and 

value of the results for nature, wellbeing, and place attachment, as they are found to be 

interlinked in the wellbeing outcomes of digital placemaking. 

Regarding coherence between percentage of agreement and mean and SD, only three 

items were found to obtain a higher SD number on the definition of digital placemaking 

("The physical place characteristics/connection (as an anchor) is a key aspect in the digital 

placemaking definition”, mean = 3,79, SD = 3,07, minimum = 3), one challenge of digital 

placemaking ("Digital equity is a challenge to digital placemaking", mean = 3,74, SD = 

3,1, minimum = 2), and a place branding item (“Place branding can use digital 

placemaking as a tool for the identification of common sense of place", mean = 3,47, SD 

= 2,96, minimum = 4). This result presents a higher dispersion of responses among 

consensus on definition, characteristics, and place branding use of digital placemaking, 

which is aligned with the complexity of the concept and the difficulty of achieving a 

communal understanding of it as shown in literature. 

When looking at dissensus items, sense of place as a characteristic of digital placemaking 

did not achieve the set percentage of agreement, as neither did the enhancement aspect, 

co-creation, uniqueness, or identity generation. However, related items such as 

technology as a medium, the importance of tailoring digital placemaking experiences to 

the place and community, and a place identity being created through shared experiences 

to create place attachment did find consensus in this round. Despite some peculiarities, 

the conceptual model tested found consensus on the dynamics involved and the value of 
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digital placemaking, specifically finding social identity formation and development as the 

binding actors in the model.  

5.14.1. Consensus agreement (Rounds One, Two and Three) 

A comparative analysis of the 19 participants that completed all rounds helped to further 

analyse the consensus agreement between rounds two and three. 

Examining the nineteen participants that completed all three rounds, a total of fifty items 

achieved over 70% agreement in the percentages of responses in round two. Three items 

were carried over to round three in the initial round two (n = 23) that did not achieve 

agreement in round two, completed only by the nineteen participants that fulfilled all three 

rounds. On the contrary, two items achieved consensus in round two (n = 19) that did not 

achieve this status in the initial round two (n = 23). When analysing dissensus, two items 

achieved over 70% agreement in round two (n = 19) compared to one item in round two 

(n = 23) (Table 5.18).
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Item Category Item description Round 2 
Agreement % 
(n=19) 

Round 2 
Agreement % 
(n=23) 

Round 3 
Agreement % 
(n=19) 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking is an umbrella term 84.21* 87* 100 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Placemaking is digital nowadays 10.53 13 15.8 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking should be defined 
as a tool 

52.63 47.8 0 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking should be defined 
as a process 

84.21* 78.2* 84.3 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Sense of place/place attachment is a key 
aspect in the digital placemaking 
definition 

84.21* 82.6* 42.10 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Hybrid place experience (mixing the 
physical space with a digital layer) is a 
key aspect of the digital placemaking 
definition 

78.95* 78.3* 79 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Community connection is a key aspect 
of the digital placemaking definition 

73.68* 73.9* 84.2* 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

The physical place 
characteristics/connection (as an anchor) 
is a key aspect in the digital placemaking 
definition 

78.95* 78.3* 89.4* 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

Enhancement of the place is a key aspect 
of the digital placemaking definition 

63.16 56.5 0 

Definition of digital 
placemaking 

An attractive/enjoyable experience is a 
key aspect of the digital placemaking 
definition 

57.89 52.2 0 
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Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

The digital element of digital 
placemaking brings back to the physical 
place 

63.16 65.2 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Inclusion and accessibility are key 
characteristics of digital placemaking 

73.68* 78.2* 89.5* 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking experiences should 
focus on one target audience 

10.53 13 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking creates a place for 
people to connect with each other 

47.37 43.5 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Co-creation is a key characteristic of 
digital placemaking 

47.37 52.1 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

The community is the expert in digital 
placemaking 

52.63 56.5 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

The democratisation of spaces is a key 
characteristic of digital placemaking 

57.89 60.9 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking must have a call to 
action that leads to behavioural change 

36.84 34.7 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Storytelling is a way to empower 
communities through digital 
placemaking 

94.74* 91.3* 94.8* 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Gamification is a strategy for digital 
placemaking practices 

78.95* 78.2* 78.9* 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

To enact the senses is a strategy for 
digital placemaking practices 

68.42 65.2 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking is missing a 
sensorial touch 

47.37 56.5 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking must adapt to the 
place and community characteristics 

84.21* 87* 100* 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking must focus on the 
aim and purpose of the project 

73.68* 78.2* 94.8* 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking projects are unique 
for each location and community 

73.68* 73.9* 68.4 
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Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking projects should be 
easy to replicate from one location to 
another 

26.32 26.1 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking experiences should 
be short. temporary and one-off 
interventions 

0 0 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking experiences should 
be long efforts in time that ensure 
continuity 

36.84 47.8 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Social media is a key tool for digital 
placemaking 

52.63 52.2 0 

Characteristics of 
digital placemaking 

Digital placemaking professionals are 
facilitators 

78.95* 82.6* 63.2 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Privacy and online safety concerns are 
challenges to digital placemaking 

73.68* 73.9* 89.5* 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

“Digital public spaces” are not publicly 
owned. and this is a risk for digital 
placemaking 

57.89 65.2 0 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Digital equity is a challenge to digital 
placemaking 

84.21* 87* 84.2* 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Inclusion and accessibility are 
challenges to digital placemaking 

84.21* 87* 78.9* 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Digital literacy is a barrier to digital 
placemaking 

89.47* 86.9* 79 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Technology reliance is a challenge to 
digital placemaking 

68.42 73.9* 63.1 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

The exclusion of some audiences is a 
challenge to digital placemaking 

84.21* 82.6* 84.2* 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Participant motivation and incentives are 
challenges to digital placemaking 

78.95* 82.6* 73.7* 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

The cost and lack of funding are 
challenges to digital placemaking 

68.42 73.9* 73.7* 
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Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Digital stickiness (the engagement and 
adoption/retention of participants using 
technology) is a challenge to digital 
placemaking 

68.42 73.9* 73.7* 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Top-down practices are a challenge to 
digital placemaking 

52.63 56.5 0 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Ethics of digital placemaking practice is 
a challenge to digital placemaking 

89.47* 86.9* 84.2* 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Gentrification is an outcome challenge to 
digital placemaking 

42.11 47.8 0 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

The interdisciplinary nature of digital 
placemaking is challenging 

47.37 56.5 0 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology promotes place experiences 47.37 52.2 0 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology is a medium. not a final 
product 

100* 100* 100* 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology in digital placemaking - 3. 
Technology is a means to capture data 

68.42 65.2 0 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology promotes conversations 36.84 39.1 0 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking helps connect 
everything together 

36.84 43.5 0 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology is a distraction in 
placemaking 

15.79 17.4 0 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Technology is used as a quick fix in 
placemaking 

26.32 30.4 0 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking is a way to create 
temporary roots and develop a sense of 
connection with the place 

52.63 56.5 0 

Technology in digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking is a vehicle for 
thinking about place differently and 
creating emotional connections 

84.21* 82.6* 94.7* 
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Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

The best way to measure digital 
placemaking is through an ethnographic 
study 

31.58 34.8 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Digital KPIs (i.e., app downloads. web 
visits or usability) are the best way to 
measure digital placemaking 

10.53 13 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Most digital placemaking projects are 
not assessed due to lack of funding or 
time 

47.37 43.4 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Prototyping tests are the best way to 
measure digital placemaking 

26.32 21.7 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Analysis of the target audience. audience 
needs. and policy requirements is the 
best way to measure digital placemaking 

42.11 39.1 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Interviews/Focus groups are the best 
way to measure digital placemaking 

42.11 43.4 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Context analysis of digital placemaking 
is essential for its impact measurement 

65.26 69.5 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Digital placemaking measurement is 
very difficult and depends on the project 

73.68* 78.2* 63.2 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Observable metrics at the urban level are 
the best way to measure digital 
placemaking 

47.37 43.4 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Rubrics involving problem and solution. 
goals. technology purpose. power 
dynamics. place context. participation 
and collaboration. ownership and place 
characteristic are the best way to 
measure digital placemaking 

47.37 39.1 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Longevity of the experience is the best 
way to measure digital placemaking 

21.05 21.7 0 
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Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Surveys are the best way to measure 
digital placemaking 

0 4.3 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Community participation is the best way 
to measure digital placemaking 

36.84 39.1 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Before/After controlled studies are the 
best way to measure digital placemaking 

36.84 39.1 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

The definition of success in digital 
placemaking is essential for impact 
measurement 

78.95* 78.2* 79 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Stakeholder feedback is the best way to 
measure digital placemaking 

36.84 34.7 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Psychological scales and scores (i.e., 
place attachment scores. nature 
connectedness. or wellbeing self-
assessment questionnaires) are the best 
way to measure digital placemaking 

52.63 52.1 0 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

Mixed methods are the best way to 
measure digital placemaking 

78.95* 82.6* 78.9* 

Place Attachment A physical connection to the place in 
digital placemaking is essential for the 
creation of place attachment 

78.95* 73.9* 57.9 

Place Attachment Digital placemaking can be a shortcut to 
promote place attachment feelings 

52.63 52.1 0 

Place Attachment Digital placemaking helps maintaining 
and reinforce place attachment feelings 

73.68* 69.60 0 

Place Attachment Digital placemaking opens up place 
attachment to a community dimension 

63.16 56.5 0 

Place Attachment Digital placemaking could convey 
people’s memories and stories of 
belonging to place to create and maintain 
place attachment 

89.47* 91.3* 94.7* 



 369 

Place Attachment Digital placemaking takes away from 
creating place attachment 

5.26 4.3 0 

Place Attachment Communal feeling of attachment to 
place benefits wellbeing 

89.47* 86.9* 84.2* 

Place Branding Digital placemaking creates a shared 
sense of place image and brand 

63.16 56.5 0 

Place Branding Place branding can use digital 
placemaking as a tool for the 
identification of common sense of place 

78.95* 78.3* 94.7* 

Place Branding Digital placemaking as a place branding 
strategy must be participatory 

73.68* 73.9* 63.2 

Place Branding Participatory place branding and digital 
placemaking have to focus on people’s 
representation of place. its materiality 
and the digital as a performative act 

68.42 65.2 0 

Place Branding Digital placemaking as a participatory 
place branding strategy needs clear 
guidelines 

68.42 69.5 0 

Place Branding Place branding can use digital 
placemaking to communicate stories of a 
place 

84.21* 87* 100* 

Place Branding Social media creates a space for people 
to share and build a place brand image 

68.42 69.5 0 

Place Branding Place branding is very superficial and 
dominant 

31.58 39.1 0 

Place Branding Events are key for digital placemaking 
as a place branding strategy 

47.37 56.5 0 

Place Branding Digital placemaking for place branding 
is a place management tool to ensure 
users’ needs are met and monitor the 
place brand 

36.84 39.1 0 
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Place Branding Digital placemaking for place branding 
can modify place perceptions 

68.42 69.6 0 

Place Branding Digital placemaking can have a negative 
impact in perpetuating the image of a 
place 

47.37 52.1 0 

Place Branding Place branding should be an iterative 
process where the brand evolves with the 
community over time. which conflicts 
with common strict branding guidelines 

73.68* 78.3* 94.8* 

Place Branding Branding spaces as hybrid locations for 
everyday place connections will benefit 
nature connectedness 

42.11 43.4 0 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology is a distraction from nature 
experiences 

57.89 26 0 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology can help people positively 
reconnect with nature 

78.95* 82.6* 68.4 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Sense engagement through technology 
enhances emotional connection with 
nature 

47.37 52.1 0 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology can promote behaviour 
change towards nature connectedness 

73.68* 73.9* 73.7* 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking can be used as a 
way to find. explore and discover nature 
places (e.g., place information. audio 
guides) 

89.47* 91.3* 100* 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking lowers the entry 
barriers in natural places 

42.11 43.4 0 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking can help people 
understand and take notice of nature 
(e.g., an app to learn about trees. listen to 
bird sounds. and recognise species) 

84.21* 82.6* 94.7* 
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Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking can be used to tell 
stories about nature 

94.74* 95.7* 94.8* 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology can help raise awareness 
and educate on the importance of nature 
and biodiversity 

94.74* 95.6* 94.8* 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology can expose people to nature 
(e.g., nature videos. nature sounds) 

78.95* 82.6* 89.5* 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology helps us imagine futures for 
nature 

78.95* 78.2* 79* 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Technology for nature should also be 
approached beyond the human lens (e.g., 
for animals sharing the space with 
humans) 

89.47* 86.9* 94.7* 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking is a place 
management tool for nature spaces 

31.58 39.1 0 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking allows sharing 
experiences in nature places 

78.95* 78.2* 79* 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking creates sense of 
ownership needed for nature 
connectedness 

31.58 34.7 0 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Social media has helped people reflect 
on their experiences with nature 

36.84 39.1 0 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking for nature should 
measure the nature element 

63.16 65.2 0 

Digital placemaking 
and nature 

Digital placemaking for nature should 
measure the experience in nature 

63.16 65.2 0 

Digital placemaking 
and wellbeing 

The wellbeing impact of digital 
placemaking practices resides in the 
sense of belonging created with the 
community 

52.63 60.8 0 
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Digital placemaking 
and wellbeing 

The wellbeing impact of digital 
placemaking practices resides in the 
sense of belonging created with the place 

78.95* 82.6* 63.2 

Digital placemaking 
and wellbeing 

The wellbeing impact of digital 
placemaking practices resides in feelings 
of ownership and co-ownership 

47.37 47.8 0 

Digital placemaking 
and wellbeing 

Maximising people’s experiences of 
place through digital placemaking 
affects their wellbeing 

63.16 65.2 0 

Digital placemaking 
and wellbeing 

Only the physical experience can benefit 
people’s wellbeing 

10.53 8.7 0 

Digital placemaking 
and wellbeing 

Digital placemaking can be used to 
monitor the health/wellbeing status of a 
community 

57.89 60.8 0 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

User ownership of the digital 
placemaking experience is the link 
between digital placemaking and nature-
supporting wellbeing. 

47.37 39.1 0 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Virtual nature increases feelings of 
wellbeing for those with no access to 
nature 

52.63 52.1 0 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Virtual nature has a positive effect on 
wellbeing. but real nature is better 

63.16 65.2 0 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Technology can help people understand 
how nature benefits their wellbeing (e.g., 
mood improvement. relief of stress. etc). 

84.21* 87* 84.2* 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

To encourage behaviour change is the 
connection between digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

36.84 43.4 10 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Digital guided wellness walks in nature 
benefit citizen wellbeing 

73.68* 69.60 0 
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Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Gamified digital placemaking 
experiences in nature (i.e., a treasure 
hunt in nature using QR codes) is a good 
health and wellbeing initiative 

63.16 65.2 0 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Digital placemaking. nature and 
wellbeing are part of a circular economy 
approach to benefit a sustainable future 

36.84 43.4 0 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Digital placemaking can repurpose 
spaces to link them with nature 
supporting wellbeing 

68.42 73.9* 73.7* 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Digital placemaking creates awareness 
and consciousness among a sense of 
place. sense of environment and nature 
to support wellbeing 

57.89 65.2 0 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Digital placemaking should educate 
communities on nature and its support 
for wellbeing 

73.68* 73.9* 68.4 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Digital placemaking iterative 
characteristic can be a strategy to 
reintroduce nature digitally in urban 
environments to create case studies 
examples of its benefits 

57.89 56.5 0 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Digital placemaking for nature 
supporting wellbeing is a 
complementary measure to getting out in 
real nature 

63.16 65.2 0 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Digital placemaking can help 
communities find nature places to 
support their wellbeing 

78.95* 82.6* 100* 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

The link between technology. nature and 
wellbeing has been mostly approached 
from a digital data perspective 

36.84 34.7 0 
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Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Digital placemaking can ‘trick’ people to 
get in nature and benefit from it 

21.05 17.3 0 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Digital placemaking initiative that 
supports safe location information 
involving nature spaces community 
wellbeing (e.g., changing your commute 
to go through a nature space) 

57.89 56.5 0 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Digital placemaking can create a sense 
of accountability in the community when 
involving nature and wellbeing 

47.37 43.4 0 

Digital placemaking. 
nature and wellbeing 

Nature as an assessment element is key 
to understanding the wellbeing impact of 
digital placemaking 

47.37 43.5 0 

Table 5.18: Comparative analysis of Round Two and Round Three between all responses (n=23) and only participants that responded to both rounds (n=19) 

Notes: * indicates the ≥ 70% agreement among participants is achieved (Avella, 2016). 
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5.14.2. Consensus Agreement and Stability Between Rounds 

Forty-two items achieved consensus (76.36%), and thirty-three items achieved stability 

of response (78.57%). These high results led us to finish the rounds here, following the 

stopping criteria. 

A higher stability variation is identified in items included in the definition of digital 

placemaking, the characteristics of digital placemaking, and place branding, with less 

variation in challenges and measurement of digital placemaking, place attachment, and 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing (Table 5.19). This is aligned with the 

consensual agreement found in previous sections, where coherence of percentage of 

agreement with descriptive statistics perceived a higher dispersion of responses. When 

defining, characterising, and involving place branding, participants differ on approaches 

due to the complexity of the concept and the dichotomic connection between place 

branding and digital placemaking. 

Perfect stability of response (variance of 0) is found in technology acting as a medium 

and not a final product, which is aligned with its repeated 100% agreement achieved 

during questionnaire rounds. This is one of the key findings of the Delphi rounds of 

questionnaires, technology used in digital placemaking is a medium, a tool that enhances 

the place experience, and should not be the key focus of the process. Closer stability 

(variance < 1) is found in items within the digital placemaking and nature sections, 

understanding its use to raise awareness and educate, telling stories, and sharing 

experiences. Storytelling, raising awareness, and building communal experiences with 

others are key aspects of digital placemaking when involving nature spaces. Round one 

interview findings suggested storytelling as a key strategy to foster place attachment, 
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place branding, and nature connectedness, which was validated in the questionnaire 

rounds. 
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Item category Item CV Frequency variance %  
Definition of digital 
placemaking  

Digital placemaking is an umbrella term (mean=4.13) -0.04 13.00 

Definition of digital 
placemaking  

Digital placemaking should be defined as a process 
(mean=3.96) 

-0.09 6.10 

Definition of digital 
placemaking  

Hybrid place experience (mixing the physical space 
with a digital layer) is a key aspect of the digital 
placemaking definition (mean=3.96) 

0.01 0.70 

Definition of digital 
placemaking  

Community connection is a key aspect of the digital 
placemaking definition (mean=3.96) 

-0.04 10.30 

Definition of digital 
placemaking  

The physical place characteristics/connection (as an 
anchor) is a key aspect in the digital placemaking 
definition (mean=4.13) 

0.63 11.10 

Characteristics of digital 
placemaking  

Inclusion and accessibility are key characteristics of 
digital placemaking (mean=4) 

-0.08 11.30 

Characteristics of digital 
placemaking  

Storytelling is a way to empower communities 
through digital placemaking (mean=4.13) 

-0.04 3.50 

Characteristics of digital 
placemaking  

Gamification is a strategy for digital placemaking 
practices (mean=3.91) 

0.09 0.70 

Characteristics of digital 
placemaking  

Digital placemaking must adapt to the place and 
community characteristics (mean=4.35) 

-0.08 13.00 

Characteristics of digital 
placemaking  

Digital placemaking must focus on the aim and 
purpose of the project (mean=4.13) 

-0.07 16.60* 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

 Privacy and online safety concerns are challenges to 
digital placemaking (mean=4) 

-0.06 15.60* 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

 Digital equity is a challenge to digital placemaking 
(mean=4.17) 

0.65 -2.80 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

 Inclusion and accessibility are challenges to digital 
placemaking (mean=3.35) 

0.05 -8.10 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

 Digital literacy is a barrier to digital placemaking 
(mean=4.26) 

0.00 -7.90 
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Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

 The exclusion of some audiences is a challenge to 
digital placemaking (mean=4.3) 

0.05 1.60 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

 Participant motivation and incentives are challenges 
to digital placemaking (mean=4.09) 

-0.01 -8.90 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

 The cost and lack of funding are challenges to digital 
placemaking (mean=3.83) 

-0.02 -0.20 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Digital stickiness (the engagement and 
adoption/retention of participants using technology) is 
a challenge to digital placemaking (mean=4) 

0.02 -0.20 

Challenges of digital 
placemaking 

Ethics of digital placemaking practice is a challenge to 
digital placemaking (mean=4.13) 

0.02 -2.70 

Technology in placemaking Technology is a medium. not a final product 
(mean=4.35) 

-0.02 0.00 

Technology in placemaking Digital placemaking is a vehicle for thinking about 
place differently and creating emotional connections 
(mean=4) 

-0.01 12.10 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

 The definition of success in digital placemaking is 
essential for impact measurement (mean=3.83) 

0.06 0.80 

Measurement of digital 
placemaking 

 Mixed methods are the best way to measure digital 
placemaking (mean=4.39) 

0.06 -3.70 

Place attachment Digital placemaking could convey people’s memories 
and stories of belonging to place to create and 
maintain place attachment (mean=4.22) 

0.03 3.40 

Place attachment Communal feeling of attachment to place benefits 
wellbeing (mean=4.17) 

0.02 -2.70 

Place branding Place branding can use digital placemaking as a tool 
for the identification of common sense of place 
(mean=3.96) 

0.70 16.40* 

Place branding Place branding can use digital placemaking to 
communicate stories of a place (mean=4.13) 

-0.04 13.00 

Place branding Place branding should be an iterative process where 
the brand evolves with the community over time. 

-0.01 16.50* 
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which conflicts with common strict branding 
guidelines (mean=3.87) 

Digital placemaking and nature Technology can promote behaviour change towards 
nature connectedness (mean=3.83) 

0.04 -0.20 

Digital placemaking and nature Digital placemaking can be used as a way to find. 
explore and discover nature places (e.g., place 
information. audio guides) (mean=4.35) 

-0.04 8.70 

Digital placemaking and nature Digital placemaking can help people understand and 
take notice of nature (e.g., an app to learn about trees. 
listen to bird sounds. and recognise species) 
(mean=4.22) 

-0.04 12.10 

Digital placemaking and nature Digital placemaking can be used to tell stories about 
nature (mean=4.22) 

0.01 -0.90 

Digital placemaking and nature Technology can help raise awareness and educate on 
the importance of nature and biodiversity (mean=4.26) 

0.01 -0.80 

Digital placemaking and nature Technology can expose people to nature (e.g., nature 
videos. nature sounds) (mean=4) 

0.07 6.90 

Digital placemaking and nature Technology helps us imagine futures for nature 
(mean=3.83) 

0.07 0.80 

Digital placemaking and nature Technology for nature should also be approached 
beyond the human lens (e.g., for animals sharing the 
space with humans) (mean=4.09) 

-0.01 7.80 

Digital placemaking and nature Digital placemaking allows sharing experiences in 
nature places (mean=4) 

0.00 0.80 

Digital placemaking, nature and 
wellbeing  

Technology can help people understand how nature 
benefits their wellbeing (e.g., mood improvement. 
relief of stress. etc). (mean=4.04) 

0.02 -2.80 

Digital placemaking, nature and 
wellbeing  

Digital placemaking can repurpose spaces to link them 
with nature supporting wellbeing (mean=3.74) 

0.03 -0.20 

Digital placemaking, nature and 
wellbeing  

Digital placemaking can help communities find nature 
places to support their wellbeing (mean=4.04) 

-0.05 17.40* 

Table 5.19: Comparative analysis of the stability of variation of the modified Delphi items. 
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Notes: * indicates the ≥ 15% frequency variance among participants is achieved (von der Gracht, 2012).
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5.14.3. Qualitative Analysis: Free form comments 

This round also included optional open-ended questions for participants to voluntarily 

provide additional comments if they so considered. Qualitative feedback refers to 

explanations of their rating for item sections. In total, twenty qualitative statements (Table 

5.20) were received, with an average of 1.05 comments per expert and expanded expert, 

written in paragraphs and complete sentences. Considering nineteen participants and ten 

free comment boxes in the questionnaire, one hundred and ninety comments were 

possible. Thus, a rate of 10.53% was achieved for these voluntary comments. A lower 

rate than the previous round was found, which indicates that participants did not feel the 

need to provide additional feedback on the items of this round. This might have been 

enhanced with the inclusion of an N/A option in the rating for each item. The majority of 

comments were comprehensive and well-structured sentences, which made them a 

valuable addition to reinforce the participants responses. Encouraging comments from 

participants confirming the value of specific items that achieved initial consensus were 

also recorded. 

Item section Nº of comments 
Digital placemaking definition 4 
Digital placemaking characteristics 7 
Digital placemaking challenges 1 
Technology in digital placemaking 2 
Measurement in digital placemaking 1 
Place attachment 0 
Place branding 1 
Digital placemaking and nature 2 
Digital placemaking and wellbeing 1 
Digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing 1 
Total 20 

Table 5.20: Analysis of free-form comments in Round Three. 
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The majority of comments were shared on the characteristics of digital placemaking (n = 

7) and definition (n = 4). Comments were analysed using thematic analysis (Table 5.21), 

and codes were grouped into themes due to relationships. One additional theme was found 

in this round of comment analysis besides digital placemaking and criticism of a specific 

item, digital placemaking for nature was also explored. 

Comment theme TID 
Digital placemaking 12 
Critic to item 8 
Digital placemaking and nature 3 

Table 5.21: Thematic Analysis results from the free-form comments in Round Three. 

 

When investigating the concept of digital placemaking, comments referred to further 

explaining their rating and sharing their thoughts on the statements. Comments regarding 

the definition of the concept, challenges, inclusion opportunities, and the importance of 

an ecological lens in placemaking were expressed as a continuation of their rating in the 

questionnaire.  

Digital Placemaking as Placemaking should be define as a process and a tool. 
(Participant 5108). 

The digital overlay should be an enhancement to the physical space, work in 
conjunction with the objectives of the physical. (). 

Digital literacy is a barrier when tech-centred approaches dominate (e.g. using 
cutting edge tech that's unethical or not widely used/owned or using/creating 
horrible UX in software due to lack of Human-Centred design, etc.). (…) 
Stickiness is often due to a lack of human-staffed community 
management/organizing digital is a replacement for the real work of community 
organizing. (Participant 1761). 

 

Digital placemaking is reinforced in the comments as a process that evolves from 

placemaking practices, where technology enhances the physical experience. Participants 

also further discussed challenges derived from digital placemaking, from digital literacy 
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to stickiness. Technology-centred projects are what lead to a number of risks for the 

community and the place. 

The inclusion aspect of digital placemaking was highlighted, as it can facilitate 

community participation and plural versions of place that, in the end, incorporate an 

ecological lens into the concept. 

Digital placemaking, being context-aware, chooses appropriate tech that 
increases or gap-fills inclusive participation. In-person meeting is often more-
exclusionary than digital, but all methods must be considered contextually to 
meeting people where they are. (…) Strongly support the medium lens, the media 
ecology lens. All human artifacts are mediums, from bricks to bits. This ecological 
consciousness is deeply core to placemaking. Why Digital Placemaking aligns 
most with Media Ecology school of thought. (Participant 1761). 

In one community there could be diverging aims and visions for placemaking and 
digital placemaking so that there are plural versions of place, community, and 
placemaking. (Participant 5524). 

 

The ecological and inclusive lens is embedded in the conceptual model from a Social 

Identity Theory perspective, where feelings of community membership and belonging 

(Hornsey, 2008; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) help create and build a communal identity that, 

when in place, enhances the dynamics involved in digital placemaking and acts as a 

binding agent or connecting principle. Digital opens new opportunities for the inclusion 

of multiple identities that are considered in a place experience. 

When involving nature, references to technology facilitating nature connections that in 

the end will lead to 'real’ nature experiences were shared to emphasise the importance of 

physical nature experiences without technological mediation. 

Same point as last time: "nature" is a false dichotomy, all things on Earth are 
natural just at different levels of processing and dysfunction or well-functioning. 
Indigenous worldviews here help: another question/provocation would be that 
digital methods should help people become more indigenous, more connected to 
the land they are on and all the life in it. (Participant 1761). 
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the best kind of tech for nature experiences, ends with people experiencing nature 
without the technology. I.e. it's gets you to the place, engages you in the place, but 
then, in very last moment it's just your senses and nature. (Participant 804). 

 

These comments represent the difficult task of digital placemaking, which never aims to 

replace the nature experience yet is criticised for taking away from it. The digital 

placemaking approach to nature for wellbeing aims to increase and enhance the physical 

place, boosting the benefits by facilitating the community to connect with others, with the 

public, and with nature. Creating meaningful place experiences that are enhanced through 

technology is not contradictory to experiencing nature itself, but a complement. 

Critical comments decreased, which indicates that clarity and relevance were stronger in 

this round. However, some participants feel unsure about rating some items due to the 

ambiguity of statements and the complexity of digital placemaking as a concept. 

As in the previous questionnaire, I feel that the questions are ambiguous. For 
example, it is unclear whether I should rank them based on what they are, or on what 
they ought to be. (Participant 1473). 

I did not understand Q7 too well and felt that I couldn't give a meaningful answer. 
(Participant 6696). 

 

The complexity of digital placemaking and the broad concept of multiple disciplines are 

also shown by participants not feeling confident when rating some specific aspects in the 

Delphi round. An agreed-upon approach to digital placemaking can shed light on the 

concept of maturity and also help the broad spectrum of digital placemaking practitioners 

and potential practitioners use and promote positive attachment feelings among 

participants, with the place and with nature. 
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5.15. Summary 

This chapter includes a presentation and summary of the findings from the three-round 

modified Delphi study. Experts and expanded experts identified the most important 

aspects of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, exploring place attachment and 

place branding. The final forty-two items achieved >70% consensus agreement for 

inclusion in developing the field of digital placemaking:  

Statements for definition of digital placemaking: 

1. Digital placemaking is an umbrella term  

2. Digital placemaking should be defined as a process  

3. Hybrid place experience (mixing the physical space with a digital layer) is a key 

aspect of the digital placemaking definition  

4. Community connection is a key aspect of the digital placemaking definition  

5. The physical place characteristics/connection (as an anchor) is a key aspect in the 

digital placemaking definition  

Statements for characteristics of digital placemaking: 

1. Inclusion and accessibility are key characteristics of digital placemaking  

2. Storytelling is a way to empower communities through digital placemaking  

3. Gamification is a strategy for digital placemaking practices  

4. Digital placemaking must adapt to the place and community characteristics  

5. Digital placemaking must focus on the aim and purpose of the project  

Statements for challenges  of digital placemaking: 

1. Privacy and online safety concerns are challenges to digital placemaking  

2. Digital equity is a challenge to digital placemaking  

3. Inclusion and accessibility are challenges to digital placemaking  
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4. Digital literacy is a barrier to digital placemaking  

5. The exclusion of some audiences is a challenge to digital placemaking  

6. Participant motivation and incentives are challenges to digital placemaking  

7. The cost and lack of funding are challenges to digital placemaking  

8. Digital stickiness (the engagement and adoption/retention of participants using 

technology) is a challenge to digital placemaking  

9. Ethics of digital placemaking practice is a challenge to digital placemaking  

Technology in digital placemaking: 

1. Technology is a medium, not a final product  

2. Digital placemaking is a vehicle for thinking about place differently and creating 

emotional connections  

Statements for measurement of digital placemaking: 

1. The definition of success in digital placemaking is essential for impact 

measurement  

2. Mixed methods are the best way to measure digital placemaking  

 Statements for Place Attachment: 

1. Digital placemaking could convey people’s memories and stories of belonging to 

place to create and maintain place attachment  

2. Communal feeling of attachment to place benefits wellbeing  

Statements for Place Branding: 

1. Place branding can use digital placemaking as a tool for the identification of 

common sense of place  

2. Place branding can use digital placemaking to communicate stories of a place  
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3. Place branding should be an iterative process where the brand evolves with the 

community over time, which conflicts with common strict branding guidelines  

Statements for digital placemaking and nature: 

1. Technology can promote behaviour change towards nature connectedness  

2. Digital placemaking can be used as a way to find, explore and discover nature 

places (e.g., place information, audio guides)  

3. Digital placemaking can help people understand and take notice of nature (e.g., 

an app to learn about trees, listen to bird sounds, and recognise species)  

4. Digital placemaking can be used to tell stories about nature  

5. Technology can help raise awareness and educate on the importance of nature and 

biodiversity  

6. Technology can expose people to nature (e.g., nature videos, nature sounds)  

7. Technology helps us imagine futures for nature  

8. Technology for nature should also be approached beyond the human lens (e.g., 

for animals sharing the space with humans)  

9. Digital placemaking allows sharing experiences in nature places  

Statements for digital placemaking, nature and wellbeing: 

1. Technology can help people understand how nature benefits their wellbeing (e.g., 

mood improvement, relief of stress, etc).  

2. Digital placemaking can repurpose spaces to link them with nature supporting 

wellbeing 

 

As a result of the three-round modified Delphi study, consensus has been achieved in a 

number of areas that support the conceptual model and answer the research question of 
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this study. The aim of the study is to explore how digital placemaking as a place branding 

strategy promotes place attachment processes to foster community-nature connectedness 

and support consumer wellbeing. 

Data analysis suggests social identity is the binding actor that sustains all dynamics 

together in digital placemaking, boosting the different wellbeing outcomes produced. The 

rich interview data provided a number of insights that pointed to the use and role of 

identity in place attachment, place branding, nature connectedness, and digital 

placemaking. After the three rounds of the study, participants converged on place 

identities being built through shared experiences in place attachment, where digital 

placemaking acts as a tool, and place branding using digital placemaking to help identify 

a common sense of place. Place attachment, place branding, and social identity found 

consensus on their interrelationships, which in the end act together with nature 

connectedness, supporting wellbeing, helping communities understand nature benefits, 

repurposing places, and finding nature spaces. 

One of the key findings deepens the understanding of digital placemaking as a concept, 

advancing through a consensual definition and providing essential characteristics, 

challenges, and assessment methods to help position the concept in a maturing state in 

the social sciences. The key finding in the third Delphi round is the unanimous consensus 

on the technology dimension of digital placemaking to act as a medium, not as an end 

goal or product itself. This confirms the hybrid environment created in digital 

placemaking and differentiates it from virtual immersive experiences that have been 

criticised as aiming to replace real-place experiences. Digital placemaking does not aim 

to replace nature or place experiences, but to enhance them through digital mediation that 

adds meaning and facilitates the connection with others, with place, and with nature. 
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The interconnections with place branding are important in the development of place 

image, identity, and branding. Similarly, the links between place attachment and digital 

placemaking reside in community engagement and multiple identities, which can be 

preserved and respected through the inclusion aspect of the concept. 

Finally, specifically exploring nature and wellbeing connections with digital placemaking 

provides a number of opportunities to develop and implement digital placemaking in this 

setting, and specifically fostering wellbeing outcomes when technology communicates 

the wellbeing benefits of nature helps users find nature spaces and repurpose existing 

spaces. 

The next chapter includes the interpretation and discussion of the study results, followed 

by a description of its limits and connections to existing literature, current findings, and 

future research agenda. 
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Chapter 6. Discussion of Contribution to 

Knowledge  

6.1. Introduction 

This chapter synthesizes the research findings to answer the research question described 

in Chapter 1. Specifically, this chapter discusses the findings of the research and outlines 

different contributions to knowledge in the respective areas of digital placemaking, place 

branding, place attachment, and nature connectedness. The chapter begins by providing 

an overview of the major contributions as themes and sub-themes of the research. 

Contributions to theory and practice are described, identifying how the research has 

advanced previous studies. Finally, a summary concludes the chapter by demonstrating 

how this research has achieved its aims and objectives, highlighting generated insights 

that are beneficial to theory and practice. The main findings of the research will be briefly 

described in Section 6.2. The following sections will discuss the main contributions of 

the research to existing scientific knowledge. Conclusion remarks and future research are 

described in Chapter 7. A division between the discussion and conclusion chapter is 

chosen to thoroughly explain the research contributions and final remarks and facilitate 

comprehension.  

6.2. Summary of findings 

The principal aims of this PhD thesis are: 

• To incorporate digital placemaking as a place branding strategy to help reframe the 

human-nature relationship enhancing urban nature experiences, supporting wellbeing 
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• To understand how digital placemaking can be implemented from a place branding 

perspective to promote hybrid place attachment in urban nature spaces, foster 

community nature connectedness, and support consumer wellbeing. 

Regarding the research aims, four research questions were addressed: 

1. How does digital placemaking as a place branding strategy promote place attachment 

processes to foster community-nature connectedness to support consumer wellbeing? 

2. How can digital placemaking reframe the human-nature disconnection affecting 

urban consumers?  

3. How are the dynamics involved in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing 

interconnected? 

4. How can the wellbeing impact of digital placemaking practices in nature be assessed? 

Therefore, the research objectives are: 

Research Objective 1: To review the various literatures for knowledge, theory and 

practice in: digital placemaking, nature and wellbeing 

Research Objective 2: To investigate how digital placemaking as a place branding 

strategy can promote place attachment processes, foster community nature 

connectedness, and support consumer wellbeing. 

Research Objective 3: To understand the interconnected dynamics of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing, generating the core components for the 

development and test of a conceptual model. 

Research Objective 4: To provide strategies and solutions to reframe the human-

nature disconnection and enhance urban nature experiences. 
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Research Objective 5: To advance assessment methods on digital placemaking in 

nature for wellbeing 

The described aims and objectives address significant knowledge gaps in the concept of 

digital placemaking and its relationships with place attachment, place branding, and 

nature connectedness to support wellbeing. These questions and aims also examine 

opportunities that have not been explored when addressing the human-nature 

disconnection that affects cities. Finally, the aim and objectives address knowledge gaps 

regarding assessment processes for digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. These 

aims and objectives discussed in the following major and sub-thematic contribution 

sections. In summary, each major contribution addresses each research question through 

the research method described.  

This research used a modified Delphi method on digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing, with experts in digital placemaking and expanded experts in related fields of 

interest. The panel of participants has numerous years of experience in the fields of 

placemaking, technology, health, nature, place branding, and urbanism, as well as seminal 

work on digital placemaking. The novelty of using an initial qualitative stage, along with 

the combination of experts and expanded experts, situates this research as the first to 

achieve a consensual approach not only to digital placemaking but also to its application 

in nature for wellbeing, which is explored in the thesis chapters. The research 

contributions are grounded in the critical realist belief that reality exists independently of 

the researcher perceptions, while their understanding of this reality is mediated by social, 

cultural and cognitive processes (Creswell & Poth, 2016; Sayer, 2010). Therefore, 

knowledge must be approached with a sense of openness to different interpretations. The 

contributions discussed in this chapter provide a deeper understanding of the phenomenon 
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explored as a step towards uncovering the underlying structures and mechanisms in 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing.  

The method employed investigated the relationships among digital placemaking, place 

attachment, nature connectedness, and place branding. First, an exploration of digital 

placemaking as a concept and its relationship with place attachment, place branding, 

nature, and wellbeing highlighted the interconnections of the dynamics and the different 

strategies and uses that bring digital placemaking together, as well as the challenges and 

benefits. Through the Delphi rounds, consensus was achieved on a number of statements 

on digital placemaking, its relationship with place attachment and place branding, and its 

connection with nature and wellbeing. This chapter highlights the different dilemmas in 

the concept due to the lack of maturity and its interdisciplinary approach. Moreover, the 

consensus achieved, and the different variations of consensus determine the areas of 

consolidated knowledge on digital placemaking and the areas that are open to further 

interpretation. 

Quantitative and qualitative methods were used to answer each of the research questions 

and have been presented in Chapter 5. A first qualitative round highlighted how the 

different dynamics involved in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing were 

interconnected and affect each other. This qualitative approach provided greater depth to 

the understanding of digital placemaking and its implications in relation to place 

attachment, place branding, and nature connectedness. A quantitative approach through 

the Delphi rounds of questionnaires was used to quantify agreement with regard to the 

statements analysed in the qualitative round, exploring the level of dispersion and 

consensus. Finally, both approaches assessed digital placemaking’s hybrid place 

experiences with a focus on nature settings for wellbeing outcomes. This mixed-methods 

approach has been used by previous scholars to examine place branding and marketing, 
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forecast future uses, and explore emergent concepts. The combination of qualitative 

responses with standardised quantitative questionnaires helps reduce potential biases such 

as Delphi biases (Grime & Wright, 2016). 

6.3. Overview of Major Themes and Sub-Themes 

This chapter discusses the findings of the programme of research and outlines the 

different contributions to knowledge in different areas of digital placemaking. An 

overview of the major themes is provided, and sub-thematic contributions to knowledge 

are also presented to identify how this PhD thesis advances several studies discussed in 

relation to theory. Sub-thematic contributions to knowledge are also presented to identify 

how this PhD research advances several studies (see Figure 6.1).  

 

Figure 6.1: Summary of contributions by major themes and sub-themes. 

 

6.4. Major Contributions to Knowledge 

The major contribution to knowledge from this programme of research is the test and 

validation of the conceptual model of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. The 
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model, which presents how digital placemaking promotes place attachment and 

community nature connectedness through place branding strategies, contains four 

propositions that introduce social identity as a binding actor, update place attachment and 

nature connectedness, and demonstrate the potential in nature for wellbeing. Each 

contribution described is supported by previous findings in addition to the identified new 

findings. 

6.4.1. Major Contribution to Knowledge: Social Identity is the Major Factor in 

Digital Placemaking. 

 

Figure 6.2: Summary of major contributions – Social Identity Theory as a binding actor in Digital Placemaking. 

 

The first major contribution of the research is:  

social identity is a major factor in digital placemaking, acting as a binding agent 

among dynamics in the experience. 

Major Contributions

Social Identity Theory as a 
binding actor in Digital 

Placemaking

Sub-thematic 
Contribution: 
Online place 
attachment

Sub-thematic 
Contribution: 
Community 

nature 
connectedness

Place 
Branding 

perspective 
of Digital 

Placemaking

Inclusion and 
Accessibility 

in Digital 
Placemaking

Digital 
placemaking 
in Nature for 
Wellbeing

C
on

tri
bu

tio
n 

Ty
pe

 T
itl

e 
C

on
tri

bu
tio

n  
Su

b -
C

on
tri

bu
tio

n  



 396 

This programme of research has advanced the conceptualization of digital placemaking 

by describing Social Identity Theory as an agent that binds all dynamics (Figure 6.2). 

Previous studies have explored place identity in placemaking (Imara et al., 2024; Razi & 

Ziminski, 2022; Soedarsono et al., 2021), place image as a combination of sense of place 

and identity (Klein, 2022; Törnberg, 2022), and place culture and identity development 

through branding (Wang, 2019). Specifically, the connection between place attachment 

and place identity is found in the review as a substructure of social identity (Qazimi, 

2014), with brief mention of the creation of social identity in placemaking (Kotus et al., 

2022; Sacramento et al., 2022; Törnberg, 2022). However, these identity processes are 

mainly described in analogue experiences. Therefore, the direct connection between 

digital placemaking and social identity understanding the role it plays in the experience 

has not been explored previously. This research and the study in Chapter 5 advance their 

approach through an innovative understanding of how digital placemaking fosters the 

development of social identity, which acts as a binding agent among place attachment, 

nature connectedness and place branding. This Social Identity Theory perspective also 

impacts communities and how the wellbeing benefits of this experience are developed 

through the social identity that is created. As a result, the Social Identity Theory lens to 

digital placemaking is an innovative angle that acts as a binding agent that empowers 

place attachment processes in digital placemaking. 

Social Identity Theory permeates all the dynamics studied and the different findings of 

this research. Social identity is found to be enacted in digital placemaking’s hybrid 

physical-digital space (Chapter 5 Part A), but also in the different dynamics that occur 

during a digital placemaking experience: place branding and attachment (see Finding 

5.7), and nature connectedness (see Finding 5.12.4.1). Social Identity Theory is found to 

recognise and attend to the communal dimension and relationships in each dynamic. It is 
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important to understand effects and impacts on an individual level. However, since digital 

placemaking is found to be a community-driven concept (Courage, 2021), the community 

dimension, which has been overlooked in the related dynamics of place attachment, 

nature connectedness, and place branding, needs to be taken into consideration. 

Therefore, Social Identity Theory is found to play a key role as a binding actor among the 

different processes involved in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing (see Finding 

5.12.5.1), finding consensus on the item “A place’s identity is built through shared 

experiences, and the digital can help with it” (89.5%). Social Identity Theory enhances 

the rest of the dynamics in digital placemaking, opening a community dimension where 

all of them participate in building membership and belonging feelings with others, with 

the place, and with nature. 

This contribution advances knowledge of updated approaches to digital placemaking, 

offering new insights that have implications for theory and practice. The literature gap 

found in Chapter 3 targeted in the conceptual model presented in this programme of 

research explores technology-mediated consumer wellbeing and social change benefits 

of digital placemaking in nature-based place experiences, which have been overlooked in 

the scarce explanatory frameworks of the concept (e.g., Chen et al., 2022; 2024; 

Hespanhol, 2022; Razi & Ziminski, 2022). To further deepen the understanding of digital 

placemaking dynamics and facilitate its implementation in cities to support nature 

connectedness and wellbeing, it was necessary to develop and test a conceptual model 

that understands how digital placemaking, nature, and wellbeing are interconnected. 

The systematic review developed through this PhD investigation identified a number of 

gaps in digital placemaking as a concept when involving nature regarding wellbeing 

(Chapter 2, Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b). Despite recognising digital 

placemaking to create sense of place or place attachment (Chen et al., 2022; Halegoua & 
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Polson, 2021; Polson, 2015) and finding it interconnected with identity and place in the 

literature review (e.g., Dai & Liu, 2024; Harner et al., 2017), these approaches focus 

mainly on place identity in specific media platforms (e.g., Breek et al., 2018; Razi & 

Ziminski, 2022) and identity formation through place attachment (e.g., Soedarsono et al., 

2021) at an individual level in digital placemaking (Freeman et al., 2019). The different 

digital paths in digital placemaking have in common that place attachment generates an 

identity of the place, where feelings of identity and belonging might differ (Harner et al., 

2017). It is also connected with branding and the development of place culture, which 

affects identity (Ebaid, 2023; Imara et al., 2024; Klein, 2022; Törnberg, 2022; Wang, 

2019).  

The modified Delphi findings in this programme of research suggested that digital 

placemaking fosters social identity processes that enhance the different dynamics 

involved, such as place attachment, place branding, and nature connectedness. The basic 

digital placemaking’s characteristics of community engagement and inclusion that are 

developed in a hybrid environment context open up place attachment to a community 

identity dimension where the interactions among members foster feelings of belonging 

and identity with others and with the place. The connection between place identity and 

place attachment has been explored and demonstrated (e.g., Razi & Ziminski, 2022). 

Recently, studies have directly mentioned the role of social dynamics in place attachment 

and place identity in placemaking practices (Moodley & Marks, 2023; Razi & Ziminski, 

2022). However, only brief suggestions of the potential of social identity in digital 

placemaking are found in the literature, with a focus on analogue processes and negative 

effects (Kotus et al., 2022; Sacramento et al., 2022; Törnberg, 2022). Therefore, the 

generalised individual focus of place identity (Hernández et al., 2007) was aligned with 

the traditional individual lens of place attachment (Lewicka, 2011) that was called upon 
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to broaden through a community perspective, addressed in the conceptual model of this 

study. The role of place identity and the community in Moodley and Marks’s (2023) study 

suggests that sense of belonging and community fosters place identity, where the 

interaction among community members build the identity of the place. In this programme 

of research, the role of the community in building the different processes involved in 

digital placemaking, which accordingly creates a social identity, is crucial to understand 

the benefits of this concept. 

Advancing Qazimi's (2014) understanding of place attachment as part of place identity, 

and place identity as a substructure of social identity, this PhD thesis implemented a 

Social Identity Theory lens to hybrid place experiences in digital placemaking. This social 

identity approach to digital placemaking has not been explicitly explored in literature 

previously. The novelty is the implementation and understanding of the social identity 

effects of place attachment, place branding, nature connectedness, and digital 

placemaking, which extend them to a community lens that enhances each dynamic. 

Results presented how social identity was an intrinsic aspect of the mature understanding 

of digital placemaking, where group membership becomes part of an individual's self-

concept (Heath et al., 2017; Tajfel, 1978), promoting feelings of belonging with the place 

and nature that support wellbeing. Furthermore, findings describe how the dynamics 

involved in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing were interconnected through 

Social Identity Theory, answering the research question 3.  

Findings confirmed the positive effects of involving digital technology in placemaking, 

which extends the place identity approach by incorporating digital technologies as crucial 

in the development of social identity in place. Scholars have incorporated a technological 

approach to some degree. Çöteli (2019) described the evolution of social identity into 

digital social identity, Özkul (2021) investigated the effect of digital identities in 
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collective identities that have been homogenised through placemaking, and Bouncken 

and Barwinski (2021) defined the shared digital identity focused on the use of digital 

technology that creates feelings of belonging. However, the implementation of 

technology in community dynamics tends to be demonised due to the disconnection 

created between people and place (Kotus et al., 2022; Shih et al., 2021; Törnberg, 2022). 

Results demonstrated the positive outcomes of involving technology as a mediator in 

place experiences while addressing several challenges and risks. No dynamic or strategy 

is free of negative potential effects, and the assessment of these risks is crucial to ensuring 

the experience is safe and positive for the community. This PhD study determined how 

community involvement in the hybrid environment allows identity formation (see Finding 

5.7), belonging with others and with the place (see Findings 5.7, 5.12.3, 5.12.5), and 

feelings of ownership (see Findings 5.12.2.3, 5.12.4.1, 5.12.5.1), as explored by this 

research participants.  

Delphi Items that achieved consensus in the third round such as "A place’s identity is 

built through shared experiences, and the digital can help with it“, “Digital placemaking 

could convey people’s memories and stories of belonging to a place to create and maintain 

place attachment”, “Place branding can use digital placemaking as a tool for the 

identification of common sense of place,” and “Digital placemaking allows sharing 

experiences in nature places” confirmed the key role of community experiences in place 

attachment, place branding, social identity formation, and nature connectedness. The role 

of digital placemaking in promoting place attachment and nature connectedness resides 

in the social identity that is developed through a digital mediated place experience. The 

social identity formed is found to be the binding actor that enhances each dynamic 

involved in digital placemaking, as the development of feelings of attachment with the 

place, feelings of belonging with others, and feelings of connection with nature affect the 
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identity of the individual and the community, as well as contributing to pro-environmental 

behaviours. Therefore, digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing can help reframe the 

human-nature relationship in cities. 

In conclusion, the research has confirmed the first proposition of the conceptual model 

presented: 

P1. Digital placemaking creates sense of place between the community and the 

space where it is developed, facilitating group belongingness and social identity 

among members and with the place.  

In summary, this investigation has substantiated the first proposition of the conceptual 

model, demonstrating that digital placemaking effectively fosters place attachment by 

creating social identity through technology. This process not only strengthens group 

belonging and identity among community members but also cultivates a deeper 

connection with the place itself. These findings underscore the pivotal role of digital 

interventions in enhancing communal ties and spatial attachment, which can inform future 

practices in urban planning and community development. 
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6.4.1.1. Sub-Thematic Contribution: Community hybrid/online? place 

attachment is fostered in digital placemaking 

 

Figure 6.3: Summary of major contributions – sub-thematic contribution: online place attachment. 

 

The sub-thematic contribution derived from the above major contribution is:  

community online place attachment is fostered in digital placemaking. 
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of the conceptual model that has been confirmed (P1). In the model, there are two 

additional sub propositions (P1.a and P1.b) that are also part of the first major contribution 

as sub-thematic contributions (Figure 6.3).  
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(Birnbaum et al., 2021; Rutha & Abbas, 2021; Schwartz, 2015). The model presented 

advanced key studies in place attachment such as Rutha and Abbas (2021) understanding 

of technology enhancement of place attachment in public spaces, or Lewicka (2011) 

critique of the individual lens of place attachment, by creating a new paradigm that affects 

how the theory evolves and is applied through digital placemaking. This expansion 

highlighted the significant role of digital tools in strengthening communal bonds and 

spatial attachment, providing a comprehensive understanding that is relevant to current 

urban dynamics. Therefore, the programme of research advanced the place attachment 

theory due to the change in the media landscape by providing a deeper understanding of 

the role of online place attachment. Moreover, this is one of the propositions confirmed 

through the modified Delphi study. 

Online place attachment is extended through the modified Delphi study (see Findings 

5.7.1.3 and 5.12.3), with confirmation of the role of technology in place attachment in the 

consensual items found: “A place’s identity is built through shared experiences and the 

digital can help with it” (89.5%) and “Digital placemaking could convey people’s 

memories and stories of belonging to place to create and maintain place attachment” 

(94.7%). Furthermore, storytelling is found to be a key strategy to promote online place 

attachment and empower the community and social identity aspects of this (see Findings 

5.7, 5.12.3.2 and Contribution 6.5.2). 

Previous studies have examined place attachment and digital media (Birnbaum et al., 

2021; Rutha & Abbas, 2021), digital sense of place (Dai & Liu, 2024; Relph, 2007), 

specifically referring to online place attachment (Huang et al., 2022; Schwartz, 2015). 

However, findings from this PhD research illustrated how the implementation of digital 

technology in place attachment advances the theory into a community dimension, 

updating it to the current digital context and allowing deeper connections with the place 
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and with others in the place. This community dimension is enhanced through digital 

technology, which answers the call by Lewicka (2011), who described how community 

aspects of place attachment have been overshadowed by individual differences in 

literature. Despite initial descriptions of online place attachment to promote user-to-user 

interactions (Birnbaum et al., 2021; Schwartz, 2015), no further analysis of the effects of 

collective place attachment in hybrid environments has been found. Only Dai and Liu 

(2024) present a conceptual framework on the concept of sense of place in the context of 

ICT, where digital, hybrid and physical sense of place are connected. In their framework, 

community belonging can be fostered through social media, which enhances the 

emotional connection to the community. However, the authors call to use digital media 

to enhance place experiences, which is proven through this programme of research of the 

need to shift the focus from place replacement to place enhancement in hybrid 

environments. The findings of this modified Delphi study advanced previous work 

deepening the understanding of this updated approach to online place attachment by 

describing and considering hybrid environments that combine online and offline 

interactions with the place and with others in the place. Furthermore, digital 

placemaking’s hybrid environment not only creates a mixed space for interactions but 

also has digital representations of the place that are anchored in the physical environment, 

allowing identities to be carried from the physical environment to the digital environment. 

The unique characteristic of digital placemaking resides in creating hybrid place 

experiences that combine digital and physical elements, where the online aspects 

enhances the offline dimension (Atteneder & Lohmeier, 2024; Dai & Liu, 2024; 

Hespanhol, 2022). The digital technology implemented in digital placemaking acts as a 

medium to foster place attachment. This contribution expanded Rutha and Abbas (2021) 

study, where technology enhances place attachment processes in public spaces, by 
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focusing on the community dynamics that are promoted in this hybrid environment. The 

revision of place attachment in the digital context, which enhances its social aspect, 

contributes to understanding the evolution of this theory nowadays and the key role digital 

placemaking plays in this dynamic. 

Furthermore, in examining place attachment in the digital context and its social dimension 

that is boosted through technology, a differentiation over identity creation is produced. 

By creating feelings of belonging with the place and with others in place, an identity is 

formed through local interactions (Schwartz, 2015). Despite place attachment being 

understood as part of place identity (Qazimi, 2014), scholars have focused on the 

individual aspect of this identity created with the place (Hernández et al., 2007), which is 

aligned with the traditional individual dimension of place attachment (Lewicka, 2011). 

This research extended previous work on place attachment and place identity by 

demonstrating the interconnection between place attachment and social identity, where 

the updated digital context acts as an enhancer of community identity formation, which 

affects individual self-identification. Limited literature has described the connections 

between place attachment, place identity, and social identity (e.g., Dandotiya & 

Aggarwal, 2023; Qazimi, 2014). However, the digital effect in these dynamics has been 

overlooked, again focusing on analogue attachment processes without addressing the 

impact of hybrid place experiences and their effects on identity formation processes, 

which help differentiate and promote an authentic identity. Moreover, Dandotiya and 

Aggarwal (2023) found neighbourhood place identity and attachment levels to be lower 

than city levels. Their results, aligned with Hernández et al. (2007), provided a gap in the 

understanding of identity and attachment creation in smaller places, which is addressed 

in this programme of research. Digital placemaking tends to focus on communities at a 
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neighbourhood scale, providing knowledge on smaller dimensions of place (Fernandez-

Osso Fuentes et al., 2024b). 

Therefore, this research has confirmed the first sub-proposition (P1.a) of the conceptual 

model presented as a sub-thematic contribution: 

P1.a. Digital placemaking experiences foster community hybrid sense of place 

attachment, promoting authenticity and differentiating them from others.  

In conclusion, this programme of research has substantiated the initial sub-proposition of 

the proposed conceptual model, specifically contributing to the sub-theme that digital 

placemaking experiences significantly enhance community hybrid/online place 

attachment. This attachment not only promotes a sense of authenticity within these digital 

layers but also distinctly differentiates them from other place-based experiences. By 

integrating digital and physical spaces, digital placemaking initiatives foster a unique 

connection among community members, enriching overall place attachment and 

engagement. 
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6.4.1.1. Sub-Thematic Contribution: Community Nature connectedness hybrid 

dimension in digital placemaking. 

 

Figure 6.4: Summary of major contributions – sub-thematic contribution: community nature connectedness. 

 

The second sub-thematic contribution also derived from the first major contribution of 

the research is:  

 nature connectedness is approached from a community and hybrid environment 

dimension in digital placemaking. 

This research offered an innovative approach to nature connectedness where the 

community and the digital dimensions are brought together through digital placemaking 

in nature settings in the city (Figure 6.4). Previous studies in nature connectedness are 

focused on simulated or fully immersive experiences of digital nature (Litleskare et al., 

2022), without considering less immersive technologies such as digital placemaking. 

Additionally, despite referring to expanding the self-identity when connecting to nature 

(Clayton & Opotow, 2003), limited studies apply a collective and social identity approach 
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to nature connectedness (Lengieza & Aviste, 2024; Mackay et al., 2021). Therefore, the 

psychological construct of nature connectedness is advanced in this programme of 

research by describing the implications of its community aspect and the enhancement of 

digital tools in this process. By acquiring a Social Identity Theory perspective through 

digital placemaking, the nature connectedness developed in the experience introduces 

new dimensions that foster community engagement and social identity. The digital layer 

created in digital placemaking also updates the concept of nature connectedness to the 

current digital context. Thus, the innovation of digital placemaking for nature 

connectedness resides in the advance of the construct into the current digital media 

landscape and its approach from a Social Identity Theory perspective.  

The result of the research presented an extension of nature connectedness, both adding a 

community dimension (see Finding 5.12.4.1) and a digital dimension (see Finding 

5.12.4.2) through digital placemaking. Digital placemaking in nature settings promotes 

place attachment with nature (see Finding 5.12.3.3), which is found to act as a shortcut to 

increasing nature connectedness in a community. This was also confirmed in the final 

round of the modified Delphi study, with consensus on items "Technology can promote 

behaviour change towards nature connectedness" (73.7%), "Technology for nature should 

also be approached beyond the human lens (e.g., for animals sharing the space with 

humans)" (94.7%), or "Digital placemaking allows sharing experiences in nature places" 

(79%). Scarce studies have explored the positive relationship between place attachment 

and nature connectedness (e.g., Basu et al., 2020; Gosling & Williams, 2010) with no 

references to the implications of technology or digital media. Similarly to the previous 

sub-thematic contribution, this research results refuted nature connectedness due to the 

change in the media landscape. 
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Most virtual nature studies have focused on simulated and immersive experiences (e.g., 

Litleskare et al., 2022). However, this research suggested that less immersive digital 

nature experiences created in digital placemaking through the hybrid environment, 

combine digital and physical elements that can augment the nature connectedness of the 

users. Livingston's (2022) study on tour apps to promote biodiversity engagement 

demonstrates the benefits of lower technology implementation to foster place attachment, 

connection to nature, and pro-environmental behaviours. This PhD research extended 

their work by presenting digital placemaking as a broader concept that creates hybrid 

environments for communities that promote place attachment and nature connectedness. 

Previous studies have explored the connections between place attachment and nature 

connectedness (e.g., Basu et al., 2020; Gosling & Williams, 2010) without addressing the 

implications of technology. In this thesis, the development of place attachment in a nature 

setting through digital placemaking is connected to the enhancement of the nature 

connectedness of the users. Moreover, the process of fostering belonging and emotional 

feelings with nature can promote pro-environmental behaviours (Paraschivoiu & Layer-

Wagner, 2021). Similar to the previous section, the digital dimension opens up new 

opportunities to enhance place attachment and nature connectedness to a community 

dimension, also using technology to visualise possibilities of spatial changes with nature 

(Nikšič et al., 2023).  

Nature and technology tend to be presented in a dichotomic relationship (e.g., Kesebir & 

Kesebir, 2017), where technology’s description is mainly negative. Not only defending 

that nature cannot be replaced by digital nature (Kahn et al., 2009) but also discussing the 

digital harm to the environment (Bedford et al., 2022). This research defended the use of 

technology as an enhancer of nature experiences, acting as a medium and not a 

replacement (see Finding 5.14), which tends to be a misconception (Kotus et al., 2022; 
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Najafi & Mohammadi, 2024). All tools and dynamics involve positive and negative 

outcomes; even nature experiences could have negative effects on people (McAllister et 

al., 2017). This research aims, not only to explore the concept of digital placemaking in 

nature for wellbeing, but also the dynamics involved and how the human-nature 

relationship can be reframed using technology. Despite the dichotomic relationship 

between nature and technology, the results defended digital placemaking to augment and 

enhance place experiences that can then be shifted into reframing the human-nature 

relationship in cities. Extending Sheffield et al. (2022), nature connectedness can reframe 

the human-nature relationship affecting wellbeing with indirect contact through digital 

placemaking. This programme of research proposed a broader technological approach to 

nature experiences enhanced through technology in a location. 

Regarding the community dimension, studies reference place attachment and nature 

connection to expand an individual's identity (e.g., Clayton & Opotow, 2003; Mayer & 

Frantz, 2004). However, this research defended the importance of the community 

approach in both place attachment and nature connectedness, specifically involving social 

identity processes that enhance these dynamics. Scholars have described how nature is 

part of one self-identity where connection to nature expands the self to include non-human 

living beings and biospheric concerns (Clayton & Opotow, 2003; Gosling & Williams, 

2010; Mackay et al., 2021). Mayer et al. (2009) present the crucial need to feel part of the 

natural world and the natural community in nature connectedness. But the collective 

approach to the psychological construct is scarce in literature (e.g., Mackay et al., 2021). 

Boros et al. (2024) suggest an innovative shift to nature-as-subject in their more-than-

human approach to placemaking and planning. These approaches are extended by 

proposing a social identity lens for nature connectedness specifically, where the 

perspective from which the relationship is understood does not start from an individual 
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self-conception but from a community level. The findings of this research highlighted 

group membership feelings between humans and other living creatures, where technology 

can bridge the gap between Social Identity Theory and nature connectedness by including 

all living actors in nature when fostering nature connectedness and identity formation 

through place attachment. Answering Petersen et al. (2019) call to advance knowledge 

on social relational emotions and human nature connectedness through technology as a 

medium, digital tools can help communities feel connected to nature and its actors 

through different strategies that are presented in the following contributions. Consistent 

with previous studies, the connection and relationship with nature developed can improve 

wellbeing (e.g., Howell et al., 2011; Petersen et al., 2019; Pritchard et al., 2020). The 

conceptual model presented demonstrated the crucial role of social identity and its impact 

on place attachment and nature connectedness through community relationships’ 

development. 

Therefore, the second sub-proposition (P1.b) derived from the first major contribution is 

confirmed: 

P1.b. Digital placemaking fosters nature connectedness through place attachment 

with the urban nature place fostering digital and physical community engagement 

and identification in that place.  

This finding corroborates the transformative potential of digital placemaking as a strategy 

for fostering meaningful connections between individuals and urban natural spaces, 

emphasising the importance of incorporating digital strategies in urban planning and 

nature-based community initiatives. 
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6.4.2. 2nd Major Contribution to Knowledge: The Place Branding dimension 

of Digital Placemaking Benefits Processes of Group Identity and 

Belonging 

 

Figure 6.5: Summary of major contributions – place branding perspective of digital placemaking. 

 

The second major contribution of the research is:  

the place branding dimension of digital placemaking benefits processes of group 

identity and belonging. 

This programme of research has advanced the place branding approach of digital 

placemaking by emphasising consumer interaction in the process, which fosters a social 

identity lens while enhancing attachment feelings with place (Figure 6.5). The digital 

effect on place branding has received limited attention in literature (e.g., Florek, 2011; 

Hudak, 2019) while different scholars have called to update the discipline to the current 

digital era, climate challenges and the role of locals (Ashworth et al., 2015; Graziano & 

Albanese, 2020; Kavaratzis & Florek, 2021). This PhD research offered an innovative 
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understanding of how digital placemaking can employ marketing and communication 

tools to ensure the place experience is appealing, important, and meaningful for the 

community. Advancing Ashworth et al. (2015) understanding of placemaking as one of 

the four approaches to building a place branding, this study demonstrated the crucial role 

of this place branding perspective in digital placemaking by empowering communities 

and place experiences to foster community and identity processes. 

The second major contribution to knowledge from this programme of research represents 

an innovative approach to digital placemaking from a place branding perspective. This 

research updated the current understanding of place branding to the digital era (see 

Findings 5.7.1.2 and 5.12.2.1). In view of the seemingly profound shift due to the 

digitalization experienced, few direct attempts, besides some notable exceptions (Florek, 

2011; Hanna & Rowley, 2015; Hudak, 2019), have explored the digital augmentation of 

place branding. Despite Graziano & Albanese's (2020) call to support place branding 

through online and offline actions, a helpful but incomplete body of knowledge on the 

area is described in this research (see Chapter 2). Therefore, in this PhD research, the 

place branding dimension of digital placemaking is explored (see Finding 5.7 and 5.12.2), 

with key aspects acting as connectors such as the digital enhancement of the place 

experience, the use of place branding as a communication tool, and the authenticity 

developed and shared (see Finding 5.12.2.1). Challenges and applications to nature are 

also found through the modified Delphi study (see Findings 5.12.2.2. and 5.12.2.4). 

Moreover, the third and final round of the study confirmed consensus among participants 

in items "Place branding can use digital placemaking as a tool for the identification of 

common sense of place" (94.7%), “Place branding can use digital placemaking to 

communicate stories of a place” (100%), and "Place branding should be an iterative 

process where the brand evolves with the community over time, which conflicts with 
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common strict branding guidelines" (94.8%). These consensual items demonstrated the 

connections not only between digital placemaking and place branding but also how this 

approach to the concept enhances other processes such as community place attachment, 

where storytelling can be used as a strategy. 

Earlier studies mentioned briefly digital aspects of place branding and placemaking, but 

mostly as a context rather than a tool. Evans (2015) exploration of city branding and 

placemaking (place-making in the chapter) defends the value of using placemaking as a 

way to rebrand cities where digital metrics are analysed. In their study, the value of 

placemaking for place branding is demonstrated, where bottom-up processes are 

encouraged to ensure the needs and characteristics of the target audience are met. 

Ashworth et al. (2015) call to rethink the place branding roots, specifically exposing how 

there are four different approaches to what builds a place brand, where placemaking acts 

as one of them. However, this PhD research extended their proposal by describing how 

digital placemaking specifically answers each one of their approaches (see Finding 

5.12.5.2) since it is part of the place management trifecta (Keegan, 2021). Razi and 

Ziminski (2022) refer to the use of social media in digital placemaking due to the 

possibilities for communication and rebranding of places, which we extend to a deeper 

understanding of the place branding use of digital placemaking. Moreover, digital 

placemaking is demonstrated as an evolution of placemaking that enhances sense of place 

in hybrid environments (see Findings 5.7, 5.12.3, and Major Contribution 6.4.1.1), while 

building narratives of places through digital storytelling (see Findings 5.7, 5.12.1.2.4, 

5.12.1.2.5.1, 5.12.2.3, 5.12.3.2) and promotes interactive formations where social identity 

is constructed by fostering place attachment and nature connectedness (see Major 

Contribution 6.4.1). Hudak (2019) explores resident stories using digital storytelling for 

participatory place branding, which benefits wellbeing. In their study, it is demonstrated 
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the importance of participatory place branding and digital storytelling in fostering 

community empowerment, place brand responsibility, and multiple identity inclusion. 

This PhD research extended this work by confirming digital placemaking as a facilitated 

approach to place branding, where place consumers are key in the process of promoting 

place attachment and community nature connection to support wellbeing. Therefore, this 

PhD contributed to place branding by applying this dimension to digital placemaking, 

presenting an innovative addition to the concept that brings a number of benefits to the 

place experience. 

In examining the group and social identity process that is enhanced through a place 

branding approach of digital placemaking, this research extended Çöteli’s (2019) impact 

of new media in digital culture and identity by exploring the dynamics involved in digital 

placemaking. Çöteli (2019) demonstrate how technologies have emerged the digital 

culture which has transformed the social identity, influencing identity formation through 

digital social relationships. Similarly, Pedeliento and Kavaratzis (2019) point to places 

being identified beyond geographical or political borders, but imaginary representations 

of social relations influenced by cultural structures. The proposed approach to digital 

placemaking from a place branding perspective where social identity acts as a binding 

agent complemented their studies by extending the place branding value of digital 

placemaking as a concept that can help communities develop their identity and culture, 

how they want their place and their brand to be identified, perceived and imagine.  

This programme of research also linked place branding to sustainability, answering 

Kavaratzis and Florek's (2021) discussion on the future of place branding. Specifically, 

they describe the need to refine the nature of place branding as opposed to tourism 

branding, the relationship between place branding and sustainability, and the digital 

means of place branding, among others. Moreover, this research answers the call by de 
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San Eugenio-Vela et al. (2023) to update place branding due to the impact of society, 

which its attributed to the environmental challenge in cities. This PhD research revealed 

that digital placemaking as a place branding strategy focuses on involving community 

members to foster belonging feelings with the place and with others, acting as an 

augmented nature-based solution (Mahmoud et al., 2024), in addition to the mentioned 

digital enhancement of place branding. In Finding 5.12.2.4, this research described the 

potential use of place branding for nature connectedness, where emotional place 

attachment to the natural setting can be developed, as well as the potential for creating 

attractive and meaningful place experiences in nature for consumers and the use of 

rebranding nature spaces through hybrid environments. This elevates place branding by 

connecting it with place attachment, nature connectedness, and the hybrid environment 

created in digital placemaking, opening opportunities for urban planners, placemakers, 

and place branding experts to support sustainability goals and community needs. 

Hence, the second major contribution of the research confirms the second proposition of 

the conceptual model: 

P2. Digital placemaking facilitates place branding and consumer interactions 

through hybrid participation (online and offline) that fosters group identity and 

belonging.  

Digital placemaking effectively promotes place branding and consumer interactions by 

enabling hybrid participation – combining online and offline engagement. This hybrid 

participation not only enhances group identity and belonging but also bridges the digital 

and physical realms, reinforcing the connection between consumers and the place brand. 

This finding highlights the pivotal role of digital placemaking in cultivating a cohesive 

community identity and fostering sustained engagement, underscoring its significance in 

contemporary place branding strategies. 
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6.4.3. 3rd Major Contribution to Knowledge: The Inclusion and Accessibility 

Dimensions of Digital Placemaking are Key Factors  

 

Figure 6.6: Summary of major contributions – inclusion and accessibility in digital placemaking. 

 

The third major contribution of the research is:  

the inclusion and accessibility dimensions of digital placemaking are key factors 

and opportunities for the concept in regard to the multiple identities in the 

community.  

An additional layer to the digital placemaking concept is found throughout this 

programme of research (Figure 6.6). Despite being mentioned as one of the crucial aspects 

for placemaking (Foth, 2017b; Szaszák & Kecskés, 2020), where the digital can 

potentially open new barrier-free opportunities (Clarke, 2021), the lack of exploration and 

solutions on the inclusion and accessibility opportunities for digital placemaking is 

evident (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b; Hespanhol, 2022). This research 

addressed these gaps by providing new avenues to successfully approach the inclusion 
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and accessibility opportunities of digital placemaking thorough multiple identity 

inclusion and reducing the exclusion of communities. The multiple identities in 

communities are a crucial aspect discovered in this research for digital placemaking, 

whose role is essential in fostering place attachment, community nature connectedness 

and place branding through social identity. Therefore, this research contributed to 

advancing digital placemaking and maturing its conceptualization by describing key 

aspects and realms that open up opportunities for inclusion and accessibility of the 

multiple identities in a community, as well as addressing potential risks and exclusionary 

elements. 

The findings of this research offer a deeper understanding of the inclusion and 

accessibility dimensions of digital placemaking. The study confirmed inclusion and 

accessibility as basic characteristics of digital placemaking (see Finding 5.12.1.2.4) which 

was corroborated in the Delphi round three with consensus on item "Inclusion and 

accessibility are basic characteristics of digital placemaking" (89.5%). Furthermore, 

inclusion and accessibility are not only portrayed as crucial and beneficial through digital 

placemaking, but potential risks and challenges are found to detriment this aspect (see 

Finding 5.12.1.3.1), which also confirmed the finding consensus on round three item 

"Inclusion and accessibility are challenges to digital placemaking" (78.9%). 

This programme of research asserted the importance of inclusion and accessibility as 

crucial aspects of digital placemaking by having social benefits for the community and 

building a connected and supportive group. In the past, the inclusion aspect of digital 

placemaking has focused on bringing voices and narratives that have been excluded from 

the community (e.g., Gonsalves et al., 2021). This programme of research analysis has 

shed light on identifying inclusion as a crucial aspect of digital placemaking that should 

identify, respect, and include the multiple identities that form a community. Breek et al. 
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(2018) describe places as having multiple identities, but some have been more supported 

than others when exploring place identities. Maciej (2024) explores the challenge of 

creating one cohesive identity through digital placemaking. Regarding place branding, 

Reynolds et al. (2024) expression of diversity and dissent among stakeholders in place 

branding is found to produce meaningful branding. Therefore, these approaches are 

extended by including a Social Identity Theory lens in digital placemaking, where 

multiple identities in a community can be promoted and respected, forming a diverse 

collective feeling of belonging with the group and with the place. This is one of the novel 

approaches to the concept, which should focus on how to address the diversity of 

identities in order to compel its characteristics. 

Regarding accessibility, digital placemaking has been explored as a way of lowering entry 

barriers and making place experiences accessible to all. Scarce studies explore specific 

accessibility applications of digital placemaking (e.g., Clarke, 2021; Szaszák & Kecskés, 

2020). This PhD research provided a strong foundation on the crucial role accessibility 

plays in digital placemaking, where digitally mediated place experience can bring the 

experience closer to those with difficulties while providing them with opportunities to 

feel connected with the place and with others in place. 

Moreover, the participatory place branding approach to digital placemaking was found to 

enhance inclusion and accessibility opportunities for the concept (see Finding 5.12.2.3) 

by facilitating community engagement and community empowerment through consumer-

created place branding and digital placemaking. However, no participatory place 

branding item found consensus on the final round of the study, while one item on 

storytelling achieved a 100% consensus when involving place branding and digital 

placemaking to communicate stories of a place. Therefore, the third proposition was not 

fully validated as the participatory place branding approach did not reach a consensual 
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state - P3. Community consumers engaged in digital placemaking from a participatory 

place branding perspective become place brand ambassadors and storytellers. This is the 

only model proposition that is not confirmed in the study. Despite participants discussing 

the potential benefits of participatory place branding in the first round of the study, no 

item achieved a consensus stage in the final round. The benefit of participatory processes 

is confirmed for place branding, specifically for digital placemaking. However, the 

challenge of implementing them and having real bottom-up processes might have a bigger 

impact that stops facilitators and experts from implementing them. 

Thus, the third major contribution of the research confirms the third sub-proposition of 

the conceptual model: 

P3.a. Excluded or marginalised members have the opportunity to connect with 

others and with the place through digital placemaking as an inclusive and barrier-

free practice. 

Digital placemaking emerges as a crucial practice for inclusivity, providing excluded or 

marginalised individuals with the means to connect both with each other and with their 

environment. By offering a barrier-free platform for engagement, digital placemaking 

ensures that diverse voices from the multiple identities that form the community are 

integrated into the communal narrative. This validation underscores the role of digital 

placemaking in bridging social divides and facilitating equitable participation in place-

based interactions. 
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6.4.4. 4th Major Contribution to Knowledge: Digital Placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing Connects Consumers with Nature, with Place and with Others, 

Supporting Their Wellbeing 

 

Figure 6.7: Summary of major contributions – digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. 

 

The fourth major contribution of the research is:  

Digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing connects consumers with nature, with 

the place and with others supporting their wellbeing. 

The fourth major contribution of the programme of research represents the connection 

among digital placemaking, nature, and wellbeing, demonstrating how the dynamics 

involved in a digital placemaking experience in an urban nature setting can support 

consumer wellbeing due to the development of social identity, place attachment, and 

nature connectedness (Figure 6.7). Studies have demonstrated the connection and benefit 

between place attachment, nature connectedness and wellbeing (Basu et al., 2020), also 

involving community belonging (Scannell & Gifford, 2017). However, the effect of 
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hybrid environments through digital placemaking that foster place attachment and nature 

connectedness has not been explored regarding its wellbeing effects. The realm of digital 

placemaking, nature, and wellbeing has been overlooked in the literature despite the 

potential benefits as a nature-based solution for social change, community wellbeing, and 

climate resilience (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b; 2024a), and previous calls for 

future studies to explore and assess the psychological effects of digital interventions 

(Chen et al., 2024). Thus, in this PhD thesis, the specific explorations of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing are addressed. By providing and testing the 

conceptual model of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, the interconnections 

among digital placemaking, place attachment, nature connectedness, place branding and 

wellbeing are demonstrated. Specifically, the social identity promoted in the hybrid 

environment experience acts as a binding agent that enhances each of the different 

dynamics mentioned which ultimately benefits the wellbeing of the place consumers.   

The findings of this research offered a foundation for exploring the effects of digital 

placemaking on consumer wellbeing when the experiences involve nature (see Finding 

5.12.5). The results bridged the gap on digital placemaking implementation in nature 

settings for consumer wellbeing, exploring the concepts through the conceptual model of 

the study (Chaptr 3 Part B, Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2024a), where social identity 

acts as a binding actor and sense of ownership and behaviour change are key drivers in 

the experience. Furthermore, the novelty of the test and confirmation of the model and 

the modified Delphi study provided unique uses and strategies for implementing digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing (see Finding 5.12.5.2) and key challenges and risks 

(see Finding 5.12.5.3). Results from Delphi round three confirmed consensus on items 

involving these three elements: "Technology can help people understand how nature 

benefits their wellbeing (e.g., mood improvement, relief of stress, etc." (84.2%), "Digital 
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placemaking can repurpose spaces to link them with nature, supporting wellbeing" 

(73.7%), and "Digital placemaking can help communities find nature places to support 

their wellbeing" (100%). Despite no specific item on digital placemaking and wellbeing 

finding final consensus in this round, one item involving place attachment and wellbeing 

confirms the potential of promoting community place attachment feelings that benefit 

wellbeing ("Communal feeling of attachment to place benefits wellbeing" (84.2%)). 

Thus, the results of this research demonstrated that digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing connects consumers with the place, with others in place, and with nature, which 

supports their wellbeing. This is one of the unique contributions to knowledge and 

practice from this research as per its potential in urban planning and city decision-making 

for sustainable goals and community health. Moreover, it answers the main research 

question: how does digital placemaking as a place branding strategy promote place 

attachment processes to foster community-nature connectedness to support consumer 

wellbeing? 

This contribution advances knowledge of digital placemaking and its effects on wellbeing 

in natural settings, offering new insights that have implications for theory and practice. 

The clear gap in the literature identified in Chapter 2 transcends beyond the definitional 

dilemma of the concept, but the lack of in-depth understanding of its implications in 

nature for wellbeing (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b) is addressed in this 

programme of research. In developing an understanding of digital placemaking’s 

involvement of nature and nature connectedness, as well as wellbeing outcomes from the 

experiences, the literature explored a range of studies that, in silos, addressed some of the 

elements of the model of this research. Several studies have reported the wellbeing 

benefits of being connected with nature (e.g., Bratman et al., 2019; Jimenez et al., 2021), 

and some recent studies have found connections among place attachment, nature 
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connectedness, and wellbeing (e.g., Basu et al., 2020), or the potential of smart city 

approaches to healthy social spaces promoting connection with nature (Thompson et al, 

2023). However, the current new media landscape and technological context effect in this 

relationship have been overlooked, as has the impact of the community dimension of 

these relationships. In this programme of research, their work is extended by offering 

more clarity on how digital mediations of place experiences through digital placemaking 

can foster community nature connectedness and place attachment processes to support 

wellbeing. 

Regarding placemaking, healthy placemaking is defined by Ng (2016) as the treatment of 

cities as an integral part of the natural landscape, where humans should have plenty of 

opportunities to contact nature through the infrastructure. Recent reports mention healthy 

placemaking as a term (e.g., Morrison, 2021), and one of the paradigms of the evolution 

of placemaking (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024). However, no digital implications are 

referenced when describing the term. This programme of research extends Moodley and 

Marks (2023) investigation on the healing potential of critical placemaking and 

Amirzadeh and Sharifi (2024) understanding of healthy placemaking by providing 

insights on the role of technology in this context. This PhD thesis results suggest that 

digital media can enhance place experiences fostering place attachment, nature 

connectedness social identity as a place branding strategy. 

Moreover, green placemaking is defined by Cilliers et al. (2015) as the combination of 

green planning interventions (focusing on environmental functions) with placemaking 

(focusing on social functions), which enhances the natural environment and contributes 

to sustainability. Green placemaking does not address wellbeing benefits per se, nor do 

digital implications or uses. However, the idea of placemaking enhancing the natural 

environment through social aspects is aligned with the approach to digital placemaking 
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found in this programme of research. Green placemaking is later used for climate 

resilience in cities as a way to integrate social-cultural and scientific knowledge, where 

some digital uses are presented to help communities connect with nature (Gulsrud et al., 

2018). Similarly, sustainable placemaking is described as another placemaking paradigm 

by Amirzadeh and Sharifi (2024) which comprises green placemaking or nature-based 

placemaking. Therefore, this research united the different placemaking approaches to 

nature and wellbeing into digital placemaking as an answer to the evolution of the concept 

and its full understanding when implementing it in nature for wellbeing. Additionally, the 

results described in this programme of research answers Costa et al. (2024) call to increase 

green projects that involve local communities as per the benefits of involving digital 

media through digital placemaking and the different positive effects described.  

Whilst the findings of the research confirmed the relationships among digital 

placemaking, nature connectedness, and place attachment through Social Identity Theory, 

the wellbeing outcome from the experience in nature is evident through the community 

dimension of place attachment and the use of technology as a mediator in the nature-

place-community experience. This new understanding of digital placemaking through a 

social identity lens that enhances wellbeing benefits from the dynamics involved in the 

experience represents how the community element drives wellbeing beyond individual 

appreciation (Lewicka, 2011). The study confirmed that social identity and belonging 

created through the digital placemaking experience specifically increases wellbeing 

benefits from nature connectedness and place attachment. Previous studies have 

mentioned the social dimension of place attachment. Maricchiolo et al. (2021) study the 

empirical mediating role of place attachment between local social identity and wellbeing. 

In their study, no nature setting is tested, but place identity is understood as part of a 

tripartite formed by place dependence and social bonds. Despite addressing the social 
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identity perspective of place attachment, a lack of understanding of these dynamics in a 

natural setting is found. Recent models have started to explore the connection between 

sense of place and digital environments (Dai & Liu, 2024) but lacking the specific 

consideration of place attachment and its social identity effect when involving nature and 

technology. In addition, previous studies have explored the psychological benefits of 

place attachment, specifically referring to belonging to others and connecting with nature 

(Basu et al., 2020; Scannell & Gifford, 2017). However, studies tended to overlook the 

community and social dimensions in place attachment (Lewicka, 2011). Therefore, their 

research is extended by implementing a Social Identity Theory perspective on the place 

attachment tripartite by Scannell and Gifford (2010a), associated with nature 

connectedness through digital placemaking. This PhD investigation have found that 

digital placemaking can promote the community and social identity of the place, which 

benefits consumer wellbeing. Therefore, the fields of digital placemaking, place 

marketing, and environmental psychology are contributed by demonstrating the cohesion 

and effects of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing from a place branding 

perspective. 

This programme of research expanded the opportunities for technologically mediated 

place experiences combining place attachment, place branding, and nature connectedness. 

Litleskare et al. (2022) explore immersive virtual nature and its benefits to augment health 

benefits through non-immersive technologies. Digital placemaking’s hybrid 

environments are non-immersive technological mediations of place experiences that can 

benefit nature interactions and pro-environmental behaviour. Studies have referred to 

place attachment, nature connectedness, and pro-environmental behaviours (e.g., Basu et 

al., 2020), digital enhancement of place experience to drive social behaviour change 

towards sustainability (Paraschivoiu & Layer-Wagner, 2021), as well as place branding 
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and environmental perspectives (Aronczyk & Espinoza, 2021). Therefore, this PhD thesis 

advanced their research by combining digital placemaking, nature connectedness, place 

attachment, and place branding through a Social Identity Theory lens to promote pro-

environmental behaviours. 

El Khafif et al. (2021) study creative placemaking experiences, which integrate online 

community engagement with an individual's physical surroundings and significantly 

enhance community participation and local identity. These experiences positively impact 

physical, social, and emotional wellbeing. Building upon this, the present research reveals 

how these benefits emerge as outcomes of the various dynamics in the conceptual model, 

where the enhancement of social identity underpins each process contributing to 

wellbeing. Digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing is presented as a comprehensive 

framework that leverages technology to enrich real-world experiences and interactions, 

particularly by fostering connections within online communities and their relationship 

with the environment. The innovation of the programme of research lies in integrating all 

three components of the model to propose an interdisciplinary approach to digital 

placemaking, where social identity functions as a cohesive element that amplifies the 

benefits of each dynamic. Consequently, digital placemaking facilitates emotional place 

attachment and enhances community-nature connectedness by digitally mediating and 

serving as a nexus for both real-world and online interactions. This amalgamation of 

interactions with people, place, and nature is shown to significantly support wellbeing. 

Specifically, the sense of ownership developed in digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing is connected with Social Identity Theory. Advancing Clayton and Opotow 

(2003) identity to be shared by the natural world, the research findings demonstrated that 

this sense of ownership is linked to feeling responsible for the place experience, fostering 
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a social identity that is enhanced through place branding, place attachment, and nature 

connectedness. 

The fourth major contribution of the research confirms the fourth proposition of the 

model: 

P4. Consumers participating in digital placemaking nature-based place brand 

experiences for social change and civic pride can benefit from several wellbeing 

outcomes, feeling emotionally attached to the place, to the community and to 

nature.  

The fourth major contribution of this research validates the proposition that consumers 

engaging in digital placemaking within nature-based place brand experiences can achieve 

wellbeing outcomes. This insight underscores the profound impact of digital placemaking 

on wellbeing, highlighting its potential to integrate emotional, social, and environmental 

dimensions into the experience of place, thus contributing to the holistic wellbeing of 

participants. 

Therefore, the four major contributions described in this section confirm and validate the 

conceptual model developed and presented in this PhD research. Each major contribution 

described refers to each model proposition confirming the value, role and interconnected 

dynamics of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. The mechanisms uncovered 

through this research drive the community relationships in digital placemaking. 

Specifically, these are described in the context of nature environments in the city and 

might vary in different scenarios. 
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6.5. Sub-Thematic Contributions: Digital placemaking maturity 

 

Figure 6.8: Summary of sub-thematic contributions – digital placemaking concept maturity. 

 

This section of the chapter discusses the state of digital placemaking as a concept, its 

consensual definition, key extended characteristics, and assessment challenges (Figure 

6.8). Digital placemaking is explored in the programme of research to further understand 

the definitional dilemmas and confusion surrounding the term, describing the maturing 

state of the concept. Through investigation of the concept of definitional challenges, a 

variety of approaches were found. However, participants explored different key aspects 

that were collated and fed back to the group, achieving the first consensual definition of 

digital placemaking and extending its characteristics, key dynamics, and assessment 

challenges. Therefore, this research advanced prior knowledge on digital placemaking 

conceptual explorations (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Basaraba, 2021). 

Despite the interdisciplinary approach to the concept and the definitional challenges 

(Chen et al., 2022), an ethical approach to digital placemaking was identified. In 
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particular, the importance of considering the ethical effects of digital placemaking to 

achieve consensus in understanding is a crucial challenge after the third round of the study 

(see Finding 5.14.2). The ethical approach to digital placemaking presented a valuable 

contribution to advancing the maturing state of the concept. Previous explorations of the 

ethical dimension of placemaking have focused on an ecological conception from an 

analogue approach (Eckenwiler, 2021), with recent calls to rethink and transition it to an 

ethical assessment of the practice (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Gonsalves et al., 2023; 

Hespanhol, 2022; Klein, 2022; Najafi & Mohammadi, 2024). This PhD research extended 

their studies by incorporating the digital evolution of placemaking, where a revaluation 

of its purpose is presented through detailed conceptualization and strategies in nature for 

wellbeing. Ethical considerations are found to be crucial for the maturity of the concept. 

Furthermore, the digital dimension opened by digital placemaking presents new ethical 

risks and challenges that need considering and addressing from an expert and consensual 

perspective. Therefore, the programme of research contributed to revaluating the state of 

the concept and its maturity, proposing ethical considerations for the establishment of 

digital placemaking in the field of social sciences. 

6.5.1. Consensual Definition 
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Figure 6.9: Summary of sub-thematic contributions – digital placemaking concept maturity – consensual definition. 

 

Despite the main focus of this research on nature and wellbeing through digital 

placemaking, it is pertinent to consider the first consensual digital placemaking definition 

that was achieved (Figure 6.9). This contribution is the first consensus definition of the 

concept by a pool of experts and expanded experts in digital placemaking, describing the 

pertinent results that answer the interdisciplinary nature of the concept (see Finding 5.15) 

and further specify its nature.  

As introduced in the final round of the Delphi study, several aspects achieved consensus 

in the category of digital placemaking definition. In this section, a discussion of each 

definition aspect is presented to further consider the contributions from the first 

consensual definition of digital placemaking. 

Digital placemaking is an umbrella term that describes the process of facilitating 

community connection through a hybrid place experience that combines the 
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physical space with a digital layer, where the physical place acts as an anchor to 

the digital layer.  

Specifically, the categorization of digital placemaking as an umbrella term achieved a 

100% consensus in the final round of the questionnaire. The identification of the concept 

as an umbrella term and a process embraces the iterative dynamic of digital placemaking, 

which changes and adapts to the community and the place. This advanced previous 

studies (e.g., Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Chew et al., 2020; Fredericks et al., 2018; 

Główczyński, 2022) that introduce a variety of technologies in digital placemaking and a 

broad understanding of the concept. In this programme of research, digital placemaking 

is defined as an umbrella term, which specifies how different terms might refer to the 

same concept (e.g., digital place-making, virtual placemaking, augmented placemaking, 

etc). Moreover, understanding the concept as a process refuted other approaches that only 

focus on multimedia platform use (Labayen & Gutierrez, 2021; Qi et al., 2021) virtual 

representation of place (Pavlovskaya, 2016), or social media (Latorre, 2011). The 

consensual identification of digital placemaking as a process contributed to reducing the 

confusion around digital placemaking in literature. 

The consensual definition specified that digital placemaking facilitates community 

connection in place. The community element is essential and basic in any placemaking 

and digital placemaking conceptualization (e.g., Courage, 2021). Therefore, of all the 

basic characteristics identified in the systematic literature review (see Chapter 2) and 

confirmed in the first round of the modified Delphi study (see Finding 5.12.1.2), 

community connection and hybrid environment were the only characteristics that 

achieved consensus in the final round of the study (see Finding 5.14). This contribution 

extended the initial identification of the basic characteristic of community engagement to 

community connection. Community connection evolves community engagement into 
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creating a sense of community among individuals, which is highly connected with the 

social identity fostered through the digital placemaking experience. This finding 

advanced Kotus et al. (2022) discussion of the opportunities of digital placemaking to 

construct social or locational capital through connection to places. The engagement of the 

community members with the place and with others has transformed the concept into 

community connection. 

Another key contribution is the differentiation of hybrid environments in the previous 

definitions of the concept. Some referred to the use of social media as the main and only 

digital tool (e.g., Latorre, 2011), whether other definitions described virtual 

representations of places on digital platforms without further description of the hybrid 

dimension (e.g., Bronsvoort & Uitermark, 2022; Devine, 2017). However, this hybrid 

space was mentioned previously to combine digital and physical elements (Clarke, 2021; 

Hardley & Richardson, 2021; Hespanhol, 2022; Pang et al., 2020b; Tomitsch et al., 2015). 

This research refined and advanced their studies by achieving a consensus definition 

where hybrid environments are understood as combining digital and physical elements, 

where the physical space acts as an anchor for the digital layer. These important 

considerations of digital placemaking as an enhancer of the experience and not a full 

replacement of the physical is validated with a 100% consensus in both rounds of 

questionnaires. 

Other key aspects found in previous definitions and systematic reviews (e.g., Halegoua 

& Polson, 2021; Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b) included sense of place 

attachment, inclusion and accessibility. This programme of research has found these 

characteristics being explored in the first Delphi round (see Finding 5.12.1.2). However, 

only community connection and hybrid environment achieved consensus in the definition 

section of the final round, where inclusion and accessibility achieved this state in the 
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characteristic section, and sense of place attachment achieved consensus in a number of 

items in the specific place attachment section of the questionnaire. Therefore, the main 

basic elements of digital placemaking considered in the definition are hybrid environment 

and community connection, where inclusion and accessibility opportunities as well as the 

level of place attachment vary depending on these basic definitional elements. Extending 

Foth (2017a) criticism of digital placemaking projects lacking community purpose whose 

objectives are not for the benefit of the community, this research presented a 

conceptualization of digital placemaking. If the community connection promoted through 

the hybrid environment of digital placemaking does not genuinely aim to improve and 

benefit the community, the inclusion and accessibility opportunities as well as the sense 

of place attachment are elements that are irrelevant. This was also validated with a 100% 

consensus on the need for adaptability to the place and community characteristics of the 

digital placemaking experience in round three. Moreover, digital placemaking 

experiences that connect community members with the place through hybrid 

environments that are inclusive and accessible, adapted to the community needs, and 

focused on the aim and purpose can then foster belonging and communal attachment to 

the place as well as place identity. The adaptability is key for the promotion of place 

attachment, as the community connection and hybrid environment promote communal 

online attachment and place attachment. 

 

6.5.2.  Extended characteristics: ownership, meaning-making and storytelling. 
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Figure 6.10: Summary of sub-thematic contributions – digital placemaking concept maturity – extended characteristics. 

 

Delphi participants also explored extended characteristics of digital placemaking 

experiences, which overlapped with other aspects of the dynamics, such as ownership, 

meaning-making, and storytelling (Figure 6.10). These extended aspects advance and 

contribute to establishing digital placemaking as a concept and give clarity on how to 

develop stronger community connections and attachments to places. 

The sense of ownership found in this programme of research relates to community 

engagement and connection, which is understood to benefit them by increasing the 

success of the project and its lifespan (see Finding 5.12.1.2.1). Kale (2019) categorises 

this sense of ownership as a benefit, which also increased the community identification 

with and belonging to place. Thus, the sense of ownership developed can facilitate 

collective sense of belonging and identification of ‘neighbours’ (Makri et al., 2021; Tajfel 

& Turner, 1986). The ownership and social identification are key aspects in Social 

Identity Theory. This research contributed by extending this understanding to digital 

placemaking, where a Social Identity Theory lens is applied to understand how 
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community engagement and connection promote a sense of ownership with the place and 

the community, which helps foster feelings of belonging and identity (see Finding 5.7). 

In this creation of sense of belonging and group membership (Makri et al., 2021; Tajfel 

& Turner, 1986), technology can aid in building the social identity through the place 

identity which affects social identity (Harner et al., 2017). Moreover, this research 

advanced Kale’s (2019) understanding of the involvement of the sense of ownership in 

place attachment that leads to social belonging, by introducing digital placemaking as a 

process that uses digitally mediated place experiences to foster social belonging, 

membership and ownership in place experiences.  

The sense of ownership was also found to be connected within place branding and 

storytelling (see Finding 5.12.2.1), where participatory place branding provides a sense 

of agency and ownership to the community (see Finding 5.12.2.3). The inclusion of locals 

and place consumers in the place branding process not only provides feelings of pride and 

belonging (Zenker & Erfgen, 2014), but also brand commitment (Hatch & Schultz, 2009). 

This research built upon their explorations by identifying sense of ownership as a state 

that can be developed through digital placemaking as a bottom-up process, specifically 

connected to community engagement and connection. Moreover, it was found also in 

relation to online place attachment and its benefits to wellbeing due to sense of ownership 

and safety in the place with others, and as a connector that improves wellbeing when in 

nature (see Findings 5.12.3.1, 5.12.5.1). Sense of ownership is a novel contribution to 

digital placemaking, as it is found to help support wellbeing in this research. 

This programme of research found sense of ownership linked to behaviour change, which 

is connected to meaning-making (see Finding 5.12.1.2.5). Chen et al. (2022) explore 

digital placemaking in the city, where they connect behaviour change with meaning-

making and the importance of having a call to action in the experience. Beyond behaviour 
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change being a key aspect of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, meaning-

making was found as an extended characteristic of the concept. This finding refers to the 

creation of meaningful place experiences for the community, which play a crucial role in 

the development of place attachment, nature connectedness, and support for place 

branding (see Findings 5.12.1.2.5.2, 5.12.3.2, and 5.12.5.1). Norum and Polson (2021) 

define digital placemaking, including meaning-making, as interweaved with the place 

through a digital platform. Hespanhol (2018) explores individual and collective meaning-

making as important aspects of digital placemaking. Pang et al. (2020a) describe 

meaningful opportunities for participation created using digital placemaking. Recent 

studies also allude to meaning-making as a powerful strategy in placemaking practices 

(Atteneder & Lohmeier, 2024; Naji & Rzeszewski, 2022; Razi & Ziminski, 2022). 

Specifically, Ebaid (2023) call to involve place branding and meaning-making in 

placemaking for the inclusion of all community members. Thus, the concept was 

broadened to understand how meaning-making empowers place attachment, nature 

connectedness, place branding, and social identity through a variety of technologies. The 

technology used can evolve and adapt, but the key goals and characteristics must remain 

to understand the experience of digital placemaking. This finding contributed to 

advancing knowledge by understanding the creation of meaningful experiences in place 

to be enhanced through digital placemaking, where additional meaning and strategies are 

embedded using a digital layer over the physical place experience. 

Meaning-making had also been linked to gamification (Clowater, 2021), which was found 

to be one of the consensual key strategies that support creating meaningful place 

experiences in digital placemaking as well as storytelling. Storytelling resulted 

interweaved with inclusion, social identity, participatory place branding, online place 

attachment, and in nature for wellbeing (see Findings 5.7, 5.12.1.2.4, 5.12.1.2.5.1, 
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5.12.2.3, 5.12.3.2, 5.12.3.3, and 5.12.5.2). In each round of the modified Delphi study, 

storytelling was described as connected to several dynamics and aspects of the concept. 

It achieved a 94% consensus as a characteristic of digital placemaking, also finding 

consensus related to place attachment (89%), place branding (100%), and nature (94% 

and 79%). Scholars have explored storytelling in corporate communication (Zins & 

Abbas Adamu, 2024), also involving  digital tools for place connection and community 

development (Boros et al., 2024; Gonsalves et al., 2023; Heck & Tsai, 2022; Hudak, 

2019; Imara et al., 2024; Klein, 2022; Stoica et al., 2022; Törnberg, 2022). However, a 

deeper understanding of storytelling in digital placemaking was scarce in the literature. 

Stokes et al. (2021) explore an adaptation to storytelling in digital placemaking’s urban 

furniture, where it can sustain social capacity through gamification. Frith and Richter 

(2021) involve storytelling and digital placemaking as a counternarrative strategy in place 

for social justice, and Zhang and Gong (2021) apply digital storytelling and placemaking 

for migrant students that use new media technologies to engage. This study contributed 

to advancing the potential use of storytelling as a strategy in digital placemaking, where 

collective and individual processes, specifically combined with meaning-making and 

social identity, support the different dynamics involved in nature for wellbeing. 

6.5.3. Digital Placemaking Assessment Challenges 
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Figure 6.11: Summary of sub-thematic contributions – digital placemaking concept maturity – digital placemaking 

assessment challenges. 

 

Lastly, a final key contribution to the exploration of the concept of digital placemaking 

refers to its assessment challenges (Figure 6.11). No previous study has specifically 

addressed the different methodological ways of evaluating and assessing a digital 

placemaking experience. This is the first study to find consensus on how digital 

placemaking should analyse the experience, what methods are relevant, and how to face 

the assessment of this process. This contribution answers the research question: How can 

the wellbeing impact of digital placemaking practices in nature be assessed? 

Following the research questions of this PhD thesis, an exploration of the assessment 

tools and the role of analytics in digital placemaking was crucial to understanding the 

impact of digital placemaking on nature and wellbeing and providing theoretical and 

practical insights in this matter. Thus, participants were interviewed on how to measure 

a digital placemaking experience (see Finding 5.12.1.3). The results present a number of 

challenges that were subject to the iterative process of the Delphi rounds. At the end of 
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round three, only the importance of defining success (79%) and using the mixed method 

(78.9%) achieved consensus (see Finding 5.14). 

Therefore, the interdisciplinary nature of digital placemaking as well as the broad 

spectrum of applications of the concept revealed the analysis of the experience impact as 

a challenge for the experience. The assessment of the results of the experience, however 

crucial for its implementation in cities providing with data that supports its use, is a 

complex process that needs to adapt to the community and place needs, focusing on what 

success means for them to then combine quantitative data analysis with in-depth 

qualitative data to inform a holistic approach to the concept. Therefore, this PhD thesis 

contributed to advancing the concept of digital placemaking by providing consensual 

assessment methods that will help defend the validity and use of it in cities for 

communities. 

 

6.6. Sub-Thematic Contributions: Practical Uses and Strategies for 

Digital Placemaking in Nature  
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Figure 6.12: Summary of sub-thematic contributions – digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing practical uses 

 

This section of the chapter discusses the practical uses and strategies for digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing findings (Figure 6.12). The different strategies 

explored through this finding provide insights into how to implement digital placemaking 

in nature for wellbeing. Through investigation of this, the findings demonstrated several 

uses that experts and expanded experts discuss as important and valuable for communities 

and cities (Table 6.1). The lack of guidance in the optimisation of nature involving 

technology and cities (e.g., Grace et al., 2020; Moss et al., 2021) and wellbeing (e.g., Van 

Houwelingen-Snippe et al., 2021), besides the scarce studies that deeply explore nature 

involvement in digital placemaking and wellbeing assessments (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes 

et al., 2023b), was advanced through this research. This contribution answers the research 

question: how can digital placemaking reframe the human-nature disconnection affecting 

urban consumers? 

Practical Use Round Three Consensus Achieved? 
To connect with the real nature/world Yes 

Sub-thematic Contributions

Digital placemaking concept maturity

Consensual 
Definition

Extended 
Characteristics

Digital 
Placemaking 
Assessment 
Challenges

Digital 
placemaking 
in nature for 
wellbeing 

practical uses

C
on

tri
bu

tio
n 

Ty
pe

 T
itl

e 
C

on
tri

bu
tio

n  
Su

b -
C

on
tri

bu
tio

n 



 442 

Reconnect with nature Yes 
Meaning-making No 
Storytelling Yes 
To raise awareness Yes 
To take notice Yes 
To educate Yes 
To imagine futures Yes 
Wayfinding nature Yes 
Safety Yes 
Accessibility and inclusion No 
Climate Change No 
To collect data No 

Table 6.1: Practical uses found in the modified Delphi Round One and consensus status in Round Three. 

 

In the final round of the study (see Finding 5.14), the use of digital placemaking in nature 

for wellbeing achieved a 100% consensus on using it to find, explore, and discover nature. 

Two additional items achieved consensus on this section, which focused on helping 

communities understand the wellbeing benefits of nature (84.2%) and to repurpose spaces 

to link them to nature, supporting wellbeing (73.7%). Therefore, this research contributed 

to present digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing as an information and 

communication tool that helps communities navigate their nature experience, which 

supports their wellbeing, educates them in understanding the wellbeing benefits of nature, 

and as a place branding tool that help repurpose spaces to rebrand the experience to be 

connected to nature, supporting wellbeing. 

There is no previous report or research work that shares a number of strategies and uses 

of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. As part of the European Commission 

(Horizon 2020) project that funds this research, a guidance report informed by the two 

articles published from this research (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b; 2024a) along 

with data from the project, was published. A detailed toolkit with uses, examples, advice 

and tools was reviewed and published by the European Commission in 2023 (Appendix 
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J). This demonstrated the relevance of this research study and the contribution to practice 

and policy making, disseminating the initial results of the study to the public, including 

place managers, placemakers, place branding experts and other relevant professionals that 

want to improve the human-nature relationship in cities through the innovative concept 

of digital placemaking. This also answers the call by Amirzadeh andn Sharifi (2024) on 

advancing research on the evolution of placemaking to prioritise the development of 

sustainable placemaking and creating guidelines. 

Different applications of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing were identified in 

the programme of research, providing a valuable roadmap of uses and strategies that 

should adapt to each place and community characteristic (also a consensual aspect of 

digital placemaking found in round three, Finding 5.14). The proposed forecast of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing extended previous single examples of projects that 

implement digital placemaking for urban regeneration (Sanaeipoor & Emami, 2020a), 

narrative approaches for sustainable futures (Goudriaan et al., 2023), augmented 

placemaking for digitised romanticism of natural environments (Hespanhol, 2022), or 

immersive technology for nature connectedness (Brambilla et al., 2024). Advancing on 

ways to implement technology in nature-based solutions for nature connectedness 

(Tsekeri et al., 2022) and to foster inclusion as an augmented nature-based solution in 

green strategies (Mahmoud et al., 2024), this research contributed by proposing a pool of 

ways to integrate digital technology in nature-based solutions that aim to reframe the 

human-nature relationship in cities by employing hybrid place experiences. Moreover, 

the conceptual model tested through this study and the findings of this research extended 

Galle et al.'s (2019) Internet of Nature approach to technology in urban nature spaces by 

proposing digital placemaking as another concept that can augment human-nature 

connection by enhancing urban nature place experiences without replacing it. This 
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approach refuted Shih et al.'s (2021) understanding of digital placemaking in urban 

regeneration, where the increased use of technologies is demonised as disconnecting 

communities from places, affecting their identity formation negatively, and Edwards et 

al.'s (2020) concerns about technology use that decreases familiarity, awareness, and care 

for nature. 

The proposal of using digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing provided crucial 

support for advancing the practical value of nature-based place brand experiences using 

digital tools in urban environments. This research offered specific guidance for urban 

planning, design and place branding, enabling professionals to select the appropriate 

digital intervention method based on the conceptual model presented and tested in this 

research. Moreover, this investigation considered the specific needs of public spaces, 

which created more attractive and interactive spaces in cities. The practical uses of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing aid professionals in formulating relevant policies and 

management measures to promote the application of digital tools in community spaces, 

enhancing nature connection and wellbeing outcomes. 

The different uses provided in this programme of research for digital placemaking in 

nature for wellbeing helped place managers, designers and researchers to understand the 

concept and its application, focusing on the community and space needs in which the 

experience will be developed and the need to include the local community as a co-creator 

and active participant in the process. Therefore, when future place experts need to develop 

a digital placemaking experience that involves nature and wellbeing they might refer to 

this conceptual model and set of uses to understand how they want to develop the 

experience according to the model developed and tested in this study. 
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6.7. A Conceptual Model of Digital Placemaking in Nature for 

Wellbeing 

Therefore, four major contributions and subsequent sub-thematic contributions have been 

explained in this chapter, with specific references to how these contributions address the 

described research aims and questions of this PhD thesis. The development, testing and 

validation of the conceptual model described in this research is the major contribution to 

knowledge. The model contains four propositions that are modified from the research 

results, where key innovations are described: the introduction of social identity as a 

binding actor, the update place attachment and nature connectedness, and a demonstration 

of the potential of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. 

The revised model is confirmed to be a bottom-up process informed by the described 

theories and constructs in Chapter 3, applying the four basic characteristics of digital 

placemaking identified in Chapter 2 in the hybrid and community dimensions (Figure 

6.13). Advancing Amirzadeh and Sharifi's (2024) findings on the evolution of 

placemaking to include sense of place, being a bottom-up process and participation as 

fundamental, along with the constant connection with sustainability and the focus on 

attracting investments in place, this programme of research provides further knowledge 

on the fundamental aspects of digital placemaking with a shifted focus to the role of social 

identity formation to enhance the dynamics involved. These scholars call the future of 

placemaking to be inclusive, sustainable, flexible and to employ technology in innovative 

ways. Moreover, previous models that include hybrid sense of place involving hybrid 

environments are important in considering the impact of digital environments on people’s 

belonging feelings (Dai & Liu, 2024) but lack a specific consideration of place attachment 

and its social identity effect when involving nature and technology. Therefore, the model 

presented a modification of the place attachment tripartite by Scannell and Gifford 
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(2010a) by including online place attachment (Schwartz, 2015) place branding (Hudak, 

2019; Kavaratzis & Florek, 2021), nature connectedness (Basu et al., 2020; Mackay et 

al., 2021) and Social Identity Theory (Haslam et al., 2009; Tajfel, 1978) in digital 

placemaking (Freeman et al., 2019).  This directed the review of the conceptualisation of 

four main propositions for Digital Placemaking in nature for wellbeing. 

 

Figure 6.13: Digital Placemaking in Nature and Wellbeing Conceptual Model (final version). Developed from the 
extant literature, such as Scannell and Gifford (2010a), Schwartz (2015), Tajfel (1978), Haslam et al. (2009), Birnbaum 
et al. (2021), Mackay et al. (2021), Basu et al. (2020), Kavaratzis and Florek (2021), Hespanhol (2022), Hudak (2019), 
Breek et al. (2018), Dai and Liu (2024) 
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Digital placemaking hybrid place experiences (Hespanhol, 2022; Polson, 2015) are 

confirmed to promote sense of belonging and authenticity, creating meaningful 

experiences for consumer communities that impact their vision of a place, and the vision 

of them within that place. The first proposition (P1) was confirmed as digital placemaking 

is found to foster social identity and create place attachment or sense of place in a 

community. This proposition has been revisited to focus on social identity as it facilitates 

group belonging with the place and with others in the place, fostering group membership 

feelings (Heath et al., 2017; Tajfel, 1978). The found social identity link as a binding 

actor extended Qazimi (2014) result of place attachment and identity as substructures of 

social identity, Çöteli (2019) evolution into digital social identity, Özkul (2021) 

exploration of digital collective identities in placemaking, and Bouncken and Barwinski 

(2021) shared digital identity by providing knowledge on the use of digital placemaking’s 

hybrid environment for communities. Previous studies exploring social identity and 

wellbeing through place attachment (Cole et al., 2021; Haslam et al., 2009; Maricchiolo 

et al., 2021) are advanced by presenting digital placemaking as a process that fosters these 

dynamics. The key aspects of social identity and community membership and belonging 

are crucial dynamics that are developed in digital placemaking which aid in the 

development of place attachment. The identity formation, modification and perception 

are advanced from an individual perception of place identity (Freeman et al., 2019). The 

novelty of the model resides in the social identity approach to digital placemaking. 

P1. Digital placemaking fosters social identity as a binding actor which enhances 

place attachment between the community and the space where it is developed, 

facilitating group belonging and social identity among members and with the 

place. 
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Moreover, proposition P1.a was also confirmed, which refers to the broadening of online 

place attachment in digital placemaking experiences. The revaluation of the proposition 

resulted in deepening the understanding and role of online place attachment in digital 

placemaking. Scarce studies demonstrate how technology is found to facilitate place 

attachment processes (Birnbaum et al., 2021; Huang et al., 2022; Schwartz, 2015), 

specifically in digital placemaking (Razi & Ziminski, 2022). Thus, this research extended 

previous studies of online approaches to place attachment in public spaces (Dai & Liu, 

2024; Razi & Ziminski, 2022; Rutha & Abbas, 2021), through hybrid environments in 

digital placemaking. Place attachment was also approached from a social identity lens, 

which answers previous critiques on the individualised focus of place attachment 

(Lewicka, 2011). This research deepened this understanding by extending Dandotiya and 

Aggarwal's (2023) study focusing on community processes through digital placemaking 

and the role of social identity in fostering place attachment among other dynamics.  

P1.a. Digital placemaking experiences foster community online place attachment 

in hybrid environments, promoting authenticity and differentiating them from 

others. 

Finally, P1.b which referred to nature connectedness and its connection with place 

attachment and social identity, was also confirmed in the research. The re-examination of 

the proposition culminated in the central role of nature connectedness through place 

attachment in digital placemaking experiences. Links between nature connectedness and 

place attachment in previous studies have been explored (Basu et al., 2020; Gosling & 

Williams, 2010; Jayakody et al., 2024). However, the involvement of digital media in 

these processes has been mainly focused on fully immersive experiences such as virtual 

reality (Litleskare et al., 2022). The social identity perspective to digital placemaking 

discussed previously also enhances the creation of nature connectedness with the 
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individual and the community, advancing previous studies of nature identity (Clayton & 

Opotow, 2003) and social identity of climate change (Mackay et al., 2021) aligned with 

the group identity shift in the human-nature relationship (Lengieza & Aviste, 2024). The 

confirmation of the development of nature connectedness in less immersive experiences 

through digital placemaking broadened Livingston's (2022) study on tour apps that 

promote pro-environmental behaviours, and Paraschivoiu and Layer-Wagner (2021) use 

of placemaking for urban sustainability.  

P1.b. When applied in urban nature environments, digital placemaking fosters 

nature connectedness through place attachment with the urban nature, facilitating 

a community identification dimension of the concept and pro-environmental 

behaviours.  

Digital placemaking follows a place branding perspective in the model, which was 

confirmed through the modified Delphi method. This proposition was revisited to allude 

to the social identity fostered through place branding. Answering previous calls on 

advancing place branding into the technological realm, the sustainability approach and 

the local focus of the concept (Ashworth et al., 2015; de San Eugenio-Vela et al., 2023; 

Graziano & Albanese, 2020; Kavaratzis & Florek, 2021), the study confirmed the benefits 

of the place branding dimension of digital placemaking through the development of social 

identity and group belonging feelings. Furthermore, the findings extended Hudak’s 

(2019) application of participatory place branding and digital storytelling to building 

narratives of places by demonstrating the positive role of digital placemaking where place 

consumers are key drivers and actors in the process, also using storytelling as a key 

strategy for community engagement. The inclusion of nature, places, communities, and 

social identity is enhanced through the place branding dimension of digital placemaking. 
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In the model, digital placemaking is understood as a community of practice (Courage, 

2021), where participation is essential to develop identity and social recognition. 

P2. Digital placemaking facilitates place branding and consumer interactions 

through hybrid participation (online and offline) that fosters social identity and 

group belonging. 

In the model, digital placemaking was approached from participatory place branding lens. 

However, no participatory place branding item achieved consensus in the final Delphi 

round of the study. Therefore, digital placemaking and participatory place branding 

achieved no consensus that supports the third proposition of the model (P3). Nonetheless, 

the use of place branding and digital placemaking to communicate stories of the place 

and the proposition P3.a achieved consensus in the final Delphi round. Proposition P3.a 

referred to the role of digital placemaking in including marginalised community members 

and creating a space for connection with others and with the place. Examining the 

proposition from the modified Delphi data, it focused on the inclusion and accessibility 

opportunities of digital placemaking, which were found in the research as crucial aspects. 

The findings advanced Breek et al., (2018) understanding of the multiple identities that 

have not been supported in equality, by proposing a social identity approach of digital 

placemaking where the multiple identities in the community can be promoted and 

respected, ensuring inclusion and accessibility of all. Additionally, storytelling is found 

as a key strategy in place branding to develop authenticity, co-creation processes and 

ultimately support wellbeing (Hudak, 2019; Stoica et al., 2022). Therefore, the new 

proposition embraces both the inclusion and accessibility potential of digital 

placemaking, extending the concepts to incorporate the multitude of identities that co-

exist in a community, while also employing storytelling to empower and support them.  



 451 

P3.a. Digital placemaking presents several opportunities for inclusion and 

accessibility of the multiple identities in a community, which enables excluded or 

marginalised members to connect with others and with the place, while employing 

storytelling as a key strategy.  

The interconnections between digital placemaking, place attachment, place branding, 

Social Identity Theory and nature connectedness were confirmed in this research. The 

final proposition anew generated a deeper understanding on the interconnections among 

dynamics and the role of social belonging and identity supporting wellbeing. By 

extending previous research on the connections between place attachment, nature and 

wellbeing (Basu et al., 2020; Lewicka, 2011; Litleskare et al., 2022; Maricchiolo et al., 

2021; Scannell & Gifford, 2017), digital placemaking was found to promote these 

dynamics which results in supporting consumer wellbeing.  The creation of experiences 

that fosters feelings of belonging with others, with place and with nature is found to 

support wellbeing outcomes, when the experience aims to promote social change (Foth, 

2017b) and civic pride (Evans, 2015). Previous studies have demonstrated the 

psychological benefits of place attachment (Scannell & Gifford, 2017) involving nature 

(Basu et al., 2020). This research deepened the community and social identity dimension 

of place attachment and nature by proposing digital placemaking as a process to foster 

these dynamics. Digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing broadened previous terms 

such as healthy placemaking (Ng, 2016), green placemaking (Cilliers et al., 2015) or 

sustainable placemaking (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024) by uniting the inherent benefits of 

nature for wellbeing through hybrid environments where social bonds and identity 

enhances the dynamics explained.  

P4. Consumers participating in digital placemaking nature-based place brand 

experiences for social change and civic pride can benefit from several wellbeing 
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outcomes, feeling social belonging and emotional attachment to the place, to the 

community and to nature. 

These propositions have been revisited after the data analysis of the research to address 

each characteristic of digital placemaking and understand its use to enhance consumer 

wellbeing through nature-based place brand experiences. The conceptual model presented 

a comprehensive framework that leverages digital media to enhance physical experiences 

through digital layers of meaning. The confirmation of the conceptual model of this 

research is the major contribution of this PhD thesis. The hybrid environment created 

presents an innovative context for social cohesion, identity and belonging, which is found 

to support consumer wellbeing. Digital placemaking as a place branding strategy can 

create, modify or develop specific consumer community experiences and identity values. 

6.8. Summary of Knowledge Gaps and Contributions to 

Knowledge 

Table 6.2 illustrates the major themes and sub-themes in this research, highlighting their 

interrelations to help understanding the contributions of the programme of study.  
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Theme Knowledge Gap Identified Contributions which Address 
Knowledge Gap and Original/New 
Contribution 

Relevant Definitions, Model and 
Frameworks 

Major Theme 
1: Social 
Identity 
Theory Is the 
Major Factor 
in Digital 
Placemaking 

• Existing literature on digital 
placemaking mainly focuses on 
individual aspects of place identity 
and attachment (Freeman et al., 
2019; Lewicka, 2011). 

• Community dimensions and social 
identity processes in digital 
placemaking for nature-based 
experiences are underexplored 
(Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 
2024a; Petrovski et al., 2024). 

• Lack of integrated frameworks that 
incorporate Social Identity Theory 
into digital placemaking dynamics 
(Chen et al., 2022; Hespanhol, 
2022; Razi & Ziminski, 2022).  

• Analogue references to place 
identity and social identity (Kotus 
et al., 2022; Sacramento et al., 
2022) and negative effects on social 
identity from digital placemaking 
(Törnberg, 2022) 

Contributions which address knowledge 
Gap 
• Introduction of Social Identity 

Theory to digital placemaking, 
emphasizing its role in enhancing 
community identity and place 
attachment. 

• Proposition and validation of a 
conceptual model that integrates 
digital placemaking, nature, and 
wellbeing, emphasizing community 
dynamics and social identity. 

 
Original/new contributions 
• Establishment of how Social Identity 

Theory acts as a binding factor in 
digital placemaking, fostering 
community identity and enhancing 
place attachment. 

• Definition of digital placemaking as 
a tool to develop social identity 
through technology-mediated 
experiences, influencing wellbeing 
and environmental behaviours. 

 

Conceptual model: integrates 
digital placemaking, nature, 
wellbeing, and Social Identity 
Theory to explain community 
dynamics and impacts. Advances 
understanding of digital 
placemaking's role in creating 
communal ties and enhancing 
spatial attachment through 
technology. 

Sub-Thematic 
Contribution 
1.A: 
Community 

• Existing literature lacks integration 
of place attachment theory with the 
contemporary digital media 
landscape (Birnbaum et al., 2021; 

Contributions which address knowledge 
gap 

Hybrid place experience: blending 
physical and digital elements in a 
place experience, specifically 
referring to digital placemaking. 
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Online Place 
Attachment Is 
Fostered in 
Digital 
Placemaking 

Scannell & Gifford, 2010a; 
Schwartz, 2015). 

• Limited exploration of community 
dimensions in online place 
attachment within digital 
placemaking (Hespanhol, 2022) 

• Scarce studies on the impact of 
hybrid environments combining 
online and offline interactions on 
place attachment (Dai & Liu, 2024; 
Rutha & Abbas, 2021). 

 

• Update on place attachment theory to 
include digital contexts and hybrid 
environments in urban settings. 

• Expansion of the understanding of 
place attachment by emphasizing 
community dynamics facilitated by 
digital placemaking. 

 
Original/new contributions 
• Introduction of a modified place 

attachment theory integrating digital 
media and community aspects. 

• Definition of digital placemaking as 
enhancing community hybrid place 
attachment through digital tools and 
storytelling strategies. 
 

Community identity formation: 
highlights digital placemaking's 
role in fostering community 
identity through online and offline 
interactions. 

Sub-Thematic 
Contribution 
1.B: Nature 
Connectedness 
Is Approached 
from A 
Community 
and Hybrid 
Dimension in 
Digital 
Placemaking. 

• Limited exploration of nature 
connectedness in urban settings 
through digital placemaking 
(Gulsrud et al., 2018). 

• Scarce literature on integrating 
community dimensions and digital 
tools in enhancing nature 
connectedness (Brambilla et al., 
2024; Litleskare et al., 2022; Loy 
et al., 2024; Mackay et al., 2021). 

• Dichotomic portrayal of 
technology and nature in existing 
research, with minimal focus on 
their synergistic potential (Kesebir 
& Kesebir, 2017). 

Contributions which address knowledge 
gap 
• Expansion of the understanding of 

nature connectedness by 
incorporating community and digital 
dimensions in urban settings. 

• Application of the Social Identity 
Theory to enhance community 
engagement and identity formation 
in digital placemaking for urban 
nature environments. 

 
Original/new contributions 
• Introduction of a model integrating 

digital placemaking, nature 

Hybrid nature experiences: 
describes digital placemaking to 
blend physical urban environments 
with digital tools. 
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connectedness, and community 
engagement, underpinned by Social 
Identity Theory. 

• Definition of digital placemaking as 
a tool to augment place attachment 
and nature connectedness through 
community interactions in urban 
nature settings. 

Major Theme 
2: The Place 
Branding 
Dimension of 
Digital 
Placemaking 
Benefits 
Processes of 
Social Identity 
and Belonging 

• Limited exploration of digital 
placemaking's role in enhancing 
group identity and belonging 
through place branding (Çöteli, 
2019). 

• Scarce literature on integrating 
consumer interactions and social 
identity processes in digital 
placemaking for place branding 
(Ashworth et al., 2015; Törnberg, 
2022). 

• Minimal focus on the use of digital 
tools to augment place experiences 
and community attachment in place 
branding strategies (Hudak, 2019; 
Stoica et al., 2022). 

• Calls to update place branding to 
the digital era, including advancing 
sustainability connections and local 
participation (Ashworth et al., 
2015; de San Eugenio-Vela et al., 
2023; Graziano & Albanese, 2020; 
Kavaratzis & Florek, 2021). 

Contributions which address knowledge 
gap 
• Enhancement of the understanding of 

place branding by integrating digital 
placemaking to foster community 
identity and belonging. 

• Introduction of the consumer 
interaction as a pivotal element in 
digital placemaking for place 
branding, emphasizing hybrid 
participation. 

 
Original/new contributions 
• Proposition of a model where digital 

placemaking enriches place branding 
through consumer interactions and 
community identity formation. 

• Definition of digital placemaking as 
a tool to augment place experiences, 
communicate narratives, and build 
authentic connections in urban 
settings. 

Hybrid participation: blending 
online and offline engagement to 
enhance social identity and 
belonging. 
Consumer-centric approach: 
Highlights the role of consumer 
interactions in shaping place 
branding strategies through digital 
storytelling and community 
empowerment. 
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Major Theme 
3: The 
Inclusion and 
Accessibility 
Dimensions of 
Digital 
Placemaking 
are Key 
Factors and 
Opportunities 
for the 
Concept in 
Regard to the 
Multiple 
Identities in 
the 
Community. 

• Limited exploration of inclusion 
and accessibility dimensions in 
digital placemaking (Fernandez-
Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b; 
Hespanhol, 2022). 

• Insufficient focus on addressing 
barriers and enhancing accessibility 
through digital placemaking 
strategies (Clarke, 2021; Szaszák & 
Kecskés, 2020). 

• Few studies on the social benefits 
and challenges related to inclusion 
in digital placemaking initiatives 
(Gonsalves et al., 2021). 

Contributions which address knowledge 
gap 
• Enhancement of the understanding 

by highlighting inclusion and 
accessibility as integral aspects of 
digital placemaking. 

• Exploration of how digital 
placemaking can respect and include 
multiple identities within the 
community. 

 
Original/New Contributions 
• Introduction of a model where digital 

placemaking serves as a barrier-free 
platform for inclusive community 
engagement. 

• Definition of digital placemaking as 
a tool to lower entry barriers and 
foster connections among diverse 
community identities. 

Inclusion and accessibility: 
describes digital placemaking as 
crucial for promoting inclusion and 
accessibility in community 
interactions. 
 

Major Theme 
4: Digital 
Placemaking 
in nature for 
wellbeing 
Connects 
Consumers 
with Nature, 
with the Place 
and with 
Others 
Supporting 

• Limited literature on the 
intersection of digital placemaking, 
nature, and wellbeing (Fernandez-
Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b; 
Petrovski et al., 2024). 

• Lack of understanding on how 
digital placemaking can enhance 
wellbeing through nature-
connected experiences (Cilliers et 
al., 2015; Ng, 2016). 

• Few studies exploring holistic 
frameworks combining digital 

Contributions which address knowledge 
gap 
• Advancement of the role of digital 

placemaking in promoting wellbeing 
through nature-connected 
experiences. 

• Integration of a conceptual model 
linking digital placemaking, nature, 
and wellbeing, addressing gaps in 
existing literature. 

 
Original/new contributions 

Nature and wellbeing: highlights 
digital placemaking as a tool to 
connect consumers with nature, 
fostering emotional attachment and 
wellbeing. 
Place branding perspective: 
explores digital placemaking as a 
nature-based place branding 
strategy, promoting community 
health and sustainability goals. 
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their 
Wellbeing 

placemaking, nature 
connectedness, and wellbeing 
outcomes (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 
2024; Gulsrud et al., 2018). 

• Calls to explore and assess the 
psychological effects of digital 
interventions (Chen et al., 2024).  

• Development of a model where 
digital placemaking facilitates 
nature-based experiences that 
enhance wellbeing. 

• Application of the Social Identity 
Theory to understand how digital 
placemaking fosters emotional place 
attachment and community-nature 
connectedness. 

Table 6.2: Summary of major themes and sub-themes to help understanding the contributions of this research.
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6.9. Chapter Summary 

This chapter compares, contrasts, and conceptualises the findings in relation to previous 

literature. An established exploration and discussion of the findings generated new 

insights while addressing gaps and extending prior knowledge. A discussion of the 

primary findings of the research in line with the corresponding literature is also presented 

in this chapter. This research discusses findings concerning each piece of literature 

presented in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3, identifying key contributions to knowledge and 

confirming the conceptual model of the programme of research of Digital Placemaking 

in Nature for Wellbeing, which is the major contribution of this research. 
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Chapter 7. Conclusion and Future Research 

Agendas 

7.1. Introduction 

This chapter concludes by summarising the entire thesis. It will revisit the literature 

review, methodology, findings and discussion of the thesis. Each research objective will 

be examined and the degree to which they have been met will be explored, providing an 

overview of the major contributions to knowledge. The chapter also outlines the 

limitations of this research project, suggesting future research that addresses these 

limitations. Then, implications for marketing practice and policy are identified.  

Scholars have discussed the confusion and complexity around digital placemaking 

(Basaraba, 2021; Chen et al., 2022; Główczyński, 2022). Some have called to rethink how 

people engage with nature to include technology (Richardson et al., 2018; Riechers et al., 

2021), since the positive benefit of nature on people’s wellbeing has been thoroughly 

demonstrated (e.g., Bratman et al., 2019; Jimenez et al., 2021). However, technology 

tends to be attributed to the disconnection between people and nature (Kesebir & Kesebir, 

2017; McLean et al., 2021). Digital nature exposure is an increased area of research lately 

(e.g., Brambilla et al., 2024; Litleskare et al., 2022). Yet, less immersive experiences 

using technology to enhance physical places in nature for wellbeing have not been 

considered. Interested in modifying and adapting a place's image, perception and identity 

to encourage its use in nature for wellbeing, a place branding approach is considered in 

this investigation. Specifically, scholars in place branding have called to refine the nature 

of place branding as opposed to tourism branding, connecting it with sustainability and 

the digital realm (Kavaratzis & Florek, 2021). Therefore, a proposed place branding 
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perspective of digital placemaking is presented to advance the place branding approach 

to the concept into a participatory perspective that would benefit the social identity of the 

community. The study addressed a gap in current knowledge to investigate the processes 

and outcomes of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing.  

Despite finding concepts such as sustainable placemaking (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024), 

green placemaking (Gulsrud et al., 2018) and healthy placemaking (Ng, 2016), the 

combination of digital placemaking, nature and wellbeing has been overlooked in 

literature (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al., 2023b). An empirical investigation of specialist 

academic and practitioner approaches to digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing was 

a suitable lens for further understanding this phenomenon.  A sample of twenty-six 

international experts and expanded experts were selected for data collection due to their 

proficiency and experience in the topic. This research explored the processes and 

outcomes of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, generating rich insights into this 

emergent field of practice. The study used a mixed method approach combining semi-

structured interviews with questionnaires to ascertain the use of digital placemaking in 

nature for wellbeing. The results were thematically analysed in the first round, then 

analysing the questionnaires using descriptive statistics presented in Chapter 5. This 

culminates with the test of the conceptual model presented in Chapter 3, discussing a new 

version adapted from the results of the modified Delphi study, also in relation to literature, 

in Chapter 6.  

The following sections will examine each research objective of the study by concluding 

how these were achieved. The findings which relate to each objective will be discussed 

in relation to the literature as well as outlining the respective contributions to knowledge. 
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7.2. Research Objectives Revisited 

Research Objective 1: To review the various literatures for knowledge, theory and 

practice in: digital placemaking, nature and wellbeing. 

Research Objective 1 provided the theoretical and practical foundations for this 

investigation by completing a comprehensive analysis of the extant literature in the field 

of digital placemaking involving nature and wellbeing. This review was presented in 

Chapter 2 through a published paper, and the update between the year of publication of 

the article (2023) and the year of thesis submission, which presented the outcome of the 

review of the literature. 

The review paper presented in Chapter 2 Part A (Fernandez-Osso Fuentes et al, 2023b) 

examined the knowledge and theory relating to digital placemaking, health and wellbeing, 

and nature-based solutions. Due to the interdisciplinary nature of the concept (Basaraba, 

2021), broad technology usage (Chen et al., 2022) and definitional dilemma 

(Główczyński, 2022), grounding in the previous literature provided a foundation for this 

research to investigate the concept of digital placemaking in greater detail. The systematic 

review found a lack of agreement in the literature, identifying four key or basic 

characteristics of the concept, as well as a generally incomplete approach to its wellbeing 

impact and nature connection. Despite the increase of studies approaching the concept 

recently (Basaraba, 2021), scholars are still unclear on how to implement the concept, 

what terminology to use and how to define it. Few studies have considered the mental 

health and wellbeing effects of digital placemaking (Najafi et al., 2021, Shankardass et 

al., 2019; Wright, 2021), or actively considered nature spaces (Edwards et al., 2020; 

Gulsrud et al., 2018; MacIntyre, 2019). The scarce knowledge in this area led the 

researcher to explore the concept of digital placemaking, its application to nature spaces 
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and wellbeing impact. In doing so, the basic four characteristics of the concept emerged 

from the literature review analysis: community engagement, inclusion, sense of place 

attachment and hybrid reality – which later will be renamed as hybrid environment. These 

four characteristics were extended by additional aspects only present in some studies 

which advances the knowledge of digital placemaking for specific purposes: smart city, 

co-creation and social media. From this point, the review critically discussed the benefits 

and challenges for communities (e.g., Chen et al., 2022; Foth, 2017b; Hespanhol, 2022; 

Y. Li & Alencar, 2022) and the overall positive approach of digital placemaking in 

literature. 

The review then argued the mental health and wellbeing approach to digital placemaking. 

Despite some evidence on the physical effect of digital placemaking on mental health and 

wellbeing (Clark & Lupton, 2021; El Khafif et al., 2021), the literature review found a 

lack of application of specific health indicators and the specific study of the wellbeing 

impact of digital spaces (MacIntyre et al., 2019; Shankardass et al., 2019). The overall 

analogue approach to wellbeing of placemaking was found, where Shankardass et al. 

(2019) called to further explore the wellbeing impact of digital and physical place 

interactions including geosocial data, health and social planning interventions. 

Finally, the review considered the nature space in digital placemaking, where a lack of 

blue space studies was evident. A general misconception of nature as only green spaces 

was found in the literature, neglecting the potential of blue spaces supporting community 

wellbeing. Specifically exploring nature-based solutions and digital placemaking, it was 

described to benefit climate resilience in cities and to benefit urban design (Boros & 

Mahmoud, 2021; Gulsrud et al., 2018; MacIntyre, 2019). However, the main approach to 

digital placemaking and nature was found to be described as a passive context, where a 

project is developed or partially happens with no specific allusion to how the space is 
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enhanced using technology or what characteristic is augmented. Scholars discussed the 

potential benefit of technology and nature in digital placemaking, specifically in smart 

cities (Grace et al., 2020; Moss et al., 2021).  

The updated review described in Chapter 2 Part B confirms the four basic characteristics 

of digital placemaking as well as the overall lack of application of specific indicators for 

wellbeing or nature characteristics enhanced through digital placemaking. The updated 

review demonstrated the growing interest in the concept of digital placemaking and its 

involvement in nature for wellbeing, confirming Part A findings. The nature 

misconception of only green spaces was also found in the updated review with only one 

study presenting a novel approach to shift nature-as-subject in their approach to 

placemaking. In the study describing the evolution of placemaking by Amirzadeh and 

Sharifi (2024), the future of the concept was called to emphasize inclusion, technology 

implementation and the creation of resilient cities. This direction of placemaking is 

aligned with the presented findings of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing.  

In reporting the results of the systematic literature review, the thematic constructs of 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing were identified for this study: digital 

placemaking, nature space, green space, blue space, wellbeing, sense of place attachment, 

hybrid reality/environment, inclusion, community engagement, challenges, benefits, 

technology and digital media. Thereby, the study was equipped with prior knowledge in 

this area and was able to research these constructs in digital placemaking practices, which 

also framed the modified Delphi study through the interview protocol for the semi-

structured interviews (round one), and questionnaire creations (round two and three).  

The findings of this study supported these thematic constructs and their relevance to 

digital placemaking, as well as clarity on the areas that needed further research when 

involving nature and wellbeing and the main basic characteristics of the concept. 
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Therefore, the first research objective has been met as the relevant literature on digital 

placemaking, nature and wellbeing has been critically reviewed. This study has provided 

key information on the concept and its application in nature for wellbeing as well as the 

identification of gaps in the current literature. The outcome of the Research Objective 1 

was fundamental in informing the next Research Objective. 

Research Objective 2: To investigate how digital placemaking as a place branding 

strategy can promote place attachment processes, foster community nature 

connectedness, and support consumer wellbeing. 

Building on Research Objective 1, the constructs and concepts identified framed data 

collection. Research Objective 2 initiated the study's investigatory phase. Before 

outlining the study's methodological approach, Chapter 4 presented the research's 

philosophical perspective. A mixed-method approach to the modified Delphi method was 

determined to be the most appropriate in the investigation of digital placemaking due to 

the concept's complexity and interdisciplinary nature. This followed the study's 

exploratory aim, and the characteristic of forecasting uses in nature for wellbeing. The 

literature review identified key constructs in the current knowledge informing the Delphi 

rounds, both qualitative round one through the interview protocol and thematic analysis 

of the data, and the questionnaire round two and three. Through semi-structured 

interviews with key informants, rich information was collected relating to the concept of 

digital placemaking, place attachment and branding, and its use in nature for wellbeing. 

Thematic analysis was applied to the data to generate insights which then informed rounds 

two and three of questionnaires to achieve consensus.  

The key aspects of digital placemaking definition, characteristics, challenges and 

measurements, as well as implications for place branding and place attachment, and uses 

in nature for wellbeing emerged in round one analysis. Then, these initial results were 
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sent back to the panel of participants as a questionnaire for them to rate their agreement 

or disagreement with the statements. Due to the volume of items, and following this 

research method criteria, agreed statements were carried over from round two to the final 

round three to consolidate consensus on the themes identified. The research proposed a 

number of dynamics that explain how digital placemaking as a place branding strategy 

can promote place attachment and community nature connectedness to support consumer 

wellbeing. The final consensual statements were unique findings in the digital 

placemaking arena, which provide valuable consensus from experts and expanded experts 

on applying digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. 

In identifying the constructs which elaborate digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, 

the modified Delphi revealed a number of challenges and risks. Through the initial 

qualitative round of semi-structured interviews, challenges involving each of the themes 

were identified. In particular, challenges derived from the digital element of digital 

placemaking emerged as significant factors to risk consumers, such as privacy concerns, 

technology reliance or disconnection to place. Specific challenges involving assessment 

methods were also identified due to the complexity of the concept. Findings revealed 

issues with assessing the impact of digital placemaking such as the absence of an agreed 

method, lack of funding and time, and economic goals overcoming community goals. 

While Research Objective 1 outlined the known components of digital placemaking and 

initial uses in nature for wellbeing in literature, Research Objective 2 investigated the 

interconnection among dynamics. This stage of the research identified processes of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing. The majority of constructs identified in the literature 

review were confirmed by participants, while additional elements such as the role of 

social identity were identified through the analysis of findings. 
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Consequently, the findings of this study presented the results of the investigation of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing. Research Objective 2 has been accomplished by 

performing an empirical-based study of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. The 

processes and outcomes revealed by the findings represented the extent to which this 

objective is achieved. Knowledge in relation to digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing has been provided, addressing the gaps in the current literature identified in 

Research Objective 1. Thus, the outcomes of Research Objective 2 were vital to the next 

objective, which aims to provide strategies and solutions to reframe the human-nature 

disconnection enhancing urban nature experiences. 

Research Objective 3: To understand the interconnected dynamics of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing, generating the core components for the 

development and test of a conceptual model. 

Research Objective 3 aimed to conceptualise the outcomes of Research Objectives 1, and 

2 by providing an empirically grounded conceptual framework of the processes and 

dynamics of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. The outcome of Research 

Objective 3 was to gain a deeper understanding of the dynamics involved in digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing, and how they are interconnected and affect place 

consumers. Thereby, the study confirmed constructs of digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing identified in the literature, as well as identifying the Social Identity Theory 

connection with digital placemaking, which is crucial. The study accomplished Research 

Objective 3 as it produced a conceptual model of digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing (see Chapter 3), which was tested through the modified Delphi method (see 

Chapter 6). The elements of the model have emerged from the prior literature and refined 

through the Delphi rounds.  Thus, in achieving Research Objective 3, the study has 
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produced a framework grounded in the constructs of the literature and confirmed by 

analysis of primary data, collected from expert informants.  

This research has advanced knowledge of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing by 

offering insights into its application to urban nature spaces supporting wellbeing and the 

impact of hybrid place experiences beyond the realm of fully immersive technology. 

Scarce studies have provided models and frameworks on digital placemaking. This study 

has addressed this gap in the literature by providing an original contribution to knowledge 

in this area. The model contributed to reframing the human-nature relationship beyond 

generalised commercial outcomes of place branding strategies to understand hybrid place 

experiences in nature. Moreover, the study advanced previous scarce frameworks in 

digital placemaking by addressing their gaps in nature and wellbeing. This study provided 

insights to practitioners unpacking the dynamics involved in digital placemaking in nature 

for wellbeing. Finally, the conceptual model presented in this research contributes to the 

debate about the role of technology in place experiences for consumers, where technology 

is an enhancer of place experiences while rejecting the replacement of nature through 

digital media.  

The conceptual model presented in Chapter 3 was tested through the modified Delphi 

method. Out of the four main propositions, only one proposition was not confirmed. 

However, its sub-proposition was confirmed through the consensual process, presenting 

how the four propositions of the conceptual model have found confirmation. Proposition 

P1 demonstrated that digital placemaking can promote social identity as a binding actor 

enhancing place attachment between the community and the space, facilitating group 

belonging and social identity among members and with the place. As part of this 

proposition, proposition P1.a confirmed the promotion of online place attachment in 

hybrid environments to promote authenticity and differentiation, while proposition P1.b 
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corroborated the transformative potential of digital placemaking in nature connectedness 

through place attachment by facilitating a community identification dimension of the 

concept and pro-environmental behaviours. Proposition P2 referred to place branding and 

its opportunities through hybrid environments that foster social identity and group 

belonging both online and offline. Despite proposition P3 not being confirmed, 

proposition P3.a was demonstrated as per the opportunities for inclusion and accessibility 

in digital placemaking, which enables excluded or marginalised individuals to connect 

with the place and with others while employing storytelling as a key strategy. Finally, 

proposition P4 validated the use of digital placemaking in nature-based place brand 

experiences for social change and civic pride to support consumer wellbeing, facilitating 

social belonging and emotional attachment to the place, to the community and to 

nature. These revised propositions were presented at the end of Chapter 6, with improved 

details on the Digital Placemaking in Nature for Wellbeing model from the modified 

Delphi study. The model explained the interconnection among dynamics and their role in 

nature for wellbeing through digital placemaking.  

The accomplishment of Research Objective 3 was a significant contribution to knowledge 

in the area of digital placemaking, with clear gaps in literature and practice. Specifically, 

the conceptual model offered scholars a rich understanding of the nuances of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing, providing stages of implementation as part of the 

creation of the deliverable for the GoGreenRoutes digital placemaking toolkit (Appendix 

J), which marketers may adopt in practice. Thus, Research Objective 3 has been met by 

this study through the conceptual model presented and tested in this research. It was 

noteworthy that these processes concur with elements of the prior literature. However, no 

studies to date have produced an overarching framework that combines digital 

placemaking, place attachment, Social Identity Theory, nature connectedness and place 
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branding for wellbeing. Specifically, the social identity element was the main innovation 

and contribution from this study.  

Research Objective 4: To provide strategies and solutions to reframe the human-

nature disconnection and enhance urban nature experiences. 

Research Objective 4 gathered results from the previous objectives to provide strategies 

and solutions to reframe the human-nature disconnection in cities through digital 

placemaking, enhancing urban nature experiences. The outcome of Research Objective 4 

was to provide practitioners and scholars with a set of strategies and solutions that aim to 

close the gap in the human-nature relationship in urban environments. In doing so, this 

study explored a number of opportunities and contexts for the application of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing through the modified Delphi method, found in both 

qualitative and quantitative rounds. 

The scarce understanding and guidance for nature experience optimisation using 

technology in cities (e.g., Grace et al., 2020; Moss et al., 2021) and its wellbeing 

opportunities (Van Houwelingen-Snippe et al., 2021), specifically the gap described in 

Chapter 2 in digital placemaking literature, is addressed in this study. The contributions 

described in Chapter 6 as a result form the data collection and analysis position digital 

placemaking as an information and communication tool that helps communities navigate 

their natural experience supporting wellbeing. The place branding perspective was found 

to help repurpose spaces and rebrand experiences to be connected with nature supporting 

wellbeing. The findings of the study served as a roadmap of uses and strategies whose 

initial aim was to adapt to each place and community's characteristics, to then advanced 

single case studies published providing several ways to implement technology in nature-

based solutions for nature-connectedness and wellbeing through digital placemaking. 

This innovation, which informed the European Commission's (Horizon2020) digital 
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placemaking toolkit for the cultivating cities of GoGreenRoutes (Appendix J), presented 

the relevance of this research.  

This programme of research advanced knowledge in digital placemaking applications in 

nature for wellbeing, offering guidelines and insights into how to reframe the human-

nature disconnection in cities. Addressing the literature gap on digital placemaking in 

nature for wellbeing, a proposed set of strategies and uses are described in this 

investigation. Therefore, this research offered an innovative approach to digital 

placemaking as an augmented nature-based solution tool that advances previous scarce 

studies with empirical evidence from experts and expanded experts in the field. A set of 

strategies are described in the research findings, which can be adapted to each place and 

community's needs in order to optimise the use of digital placemaking promoting place 

attachment, social identity and nature connectedness to support consumer wellbeing. 

Technology was presented as a tool and a medium to help enhance the physical nature 

experience and bring accessibility and inclusion opportunities to all community members, 

facilitating social cohesion and identity formation.  

The achievement of this Research Objective was a significant contribution to knowledge 

and practice in an area that has been overlooked previously. In this thesis, a rich set of 

uses and strategies of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing that extends and refutes 

previous studies are presented. Therefore, Research Objective 4 has been accomplished, 

extending the understanding of technology applications in nature for wellbeing and its 

potential benefits and challenges in reframing the human-nature relationship in cities. 

Research Objective 5: To advance assessment methods on digital placemaking 

in nature for wellbeing 
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Finally, Research Objective 5 gathered the results from the previous Research Objectives 

to advance the assessment methods on digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. The 

outcome of research objective 5 was to gain a deeper understanding of the assessment 

challenges and opportunities of digital placemaking, which helps understanding the 

impact of digital placemaking. In doing so, the study explored several assessment 

approaches that extend the analysis of digital placemaking experiences through the 

modified Delphi results. Both the interview stage and final consensus achieved provided 

a number of possibilities for assessing digital placemaking experiences adapted to the 

definition of success of each project.  

No previous studies have specifically analysed the evaluation of digital placemaking 

experiences, which was crucial for the assessment impact of the practice and its maturity 

as a concept. Providing data that supports the claims of the benefits and challenges of 

digital placemaking will help the concept consolidate its use in nature-based solutions in 

cities. The findings of this study supported this notion by presenting an array of 

opportunities for analysing the impact of digital placemaking in general, and 

specifications for nature and for wellbeing. This original empirical evidence of the value 

and number of analysis methods for digital placemaking is the first of its kind in 

evaluating digital placemaking, which is found to be a challenging matter.  

Therefore, the study advanced knowledge in digital placemaking evaluation as well as 

offers insights into assessment methods and analysis techniques beyond the general 

approach of the concept. As few studies have examined the literature involving digital 

placemaking, specifically addressing analysis methods. This was addressed providing an 

original contribution to knowledge in this area. This PhD research offered a fresh 

perspective on digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing which extends the scarce 

previous literature from empirically based knowledge.  
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The achievement of Research Objective 5 was a significant contribution to knowledge in 

an area which has received little attention in research and practice. Specifically, this study 

offered scholars and practitioners a rich understanding of the assessment methods and 

opportunities for digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, as well as a series of 

possibilities and options that adapt to the project's needs. Therefore, Research Objective 

5 has been met by this study as it has advanced the analysis and assessment methods of 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. 

7.3. Advancements/Contributions to Knowledge 

This study has advanced the collective knowledge of digital placemaking and its 

implications in nature for wellbeing from a place branding perspective. By applying the 

conceptual model created which employs place attachment theory, Social Identity 

Theory, place branding and nature connectedness as a theoretical framework guiding the 

analysis of the data, a number of innovative aspects involved in the dynamics of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing are identified. No other research has considered the 

combination of digital placemaking, nature and wellbeing from a place branding 

viewpoint. Previous literature has explored marketing and tourism approaches to digital 

placemaking, but none have considered the specific place branding implications for social 

change and civic pride of digital placemaking and a further understanding of its use in 

nature for wellbeing. The knowledge around this emergent concept is developing and 

studies are trying to conceptualise its use to achieve a deeper understanding of its 

implications (e.g., Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Basaraba, 2021; Chen et al., 2022). From 

a place branding perspective, this PhD thesis has responded to the call by Kavaratzis and 

Florek (2021) to explore the future of place branding addressing its relationship with 

sustainability, the use of digital means and the refinement of its nature as opposed to 

tourism branding. Moreover, this research answered de San Eugenio-Vela et al. (2023) 
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call to update place branding’s impact on society due to the environmental challenge in 

cities. This thesis has extended the participatory place branding arena by proposing the 

use of digital placemaking to involve community members in fostering belonging feelings 

with the place and with others. The use of digital placemaking from a place branding 

perspective in nature for wellbeing acts as an augmented nature-based solution to help 

create sustainable cities (Mahmoud et al., 2024).  

Specific contributions to knowledge have been outlined in Chapter 6. However, the 

following section summarises these contributions within theoretical, practical and 

methodological categories. 

7.3.1. Theoretical contributions 

This study comprised four main themes with their own theoretical contribution. The 

respective contributions will be discussed from the following four areas: digital 

placemaking’s social identity, place branding, place attachment and nature 

connectedness. Therefore, these research contributions challenge, confirm and extend 

existing theories, adding depth to theoretical discussions by revealing hidden mechanisms 

and relationships that were previously overlooked. Aligned with the critical realism 

approach to the research, the reality explored is interpreted by the researcher when 

developing deeper levels of explanation of the phenomenon by identifying lived 

experiences or beliefs of social actors (Mcevoy & Richards, 2006). 

7.3.1.1. Digital placemaking’s social identity 

Despite recent studies proposing frameworks for understanding digital placemaking 

implications in cities for communities (e.g., Chen et al., 2022; Hespanhol, 2022), no study 

has specifically addressed the formation of a social identity that permeates all the 

dynamics involved in digital placemaking. Social Identity Theory is found in this study 
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as a binding actor that empowers place attachment processes in digital hybrid 

environments, specifically enhancing nature connectedness and supporting wellbeing. 

This theoretical contribution advanced knowledge on digital placemaking, by connecting 

the community identity formed through digital placemaking as an additional 

characteristic. The Social Identity Theory dimension found in the research recognises the 

community dimension and relationships formed in a digital placemaking experience. 

Through data collection with experts and expanded experts in digital placemaking, this 

programme of research offered valuable insight into the processes involved in digital 

placemaking. The identification of a social identity formed and modified through this 

concept was a key outcome of the investigation.  

Furthermore, Social Identity Theory has been previously connected to health (Haslam et 

al., 2018), place attachment (Maricchiolo et al., 2021), and branding (Akram et al., 2022; 

Kuo & Hou, 2017). Other scholars referred to feelings of belonging with a group as 

psychological benefits from place attachment (Scannell & Gifford, 2017) and group 

belonging for nature connectedness (Mackay et al., 2021; Mayer et al., 2009). Recent 

studies mention digital placemaking to help building social identity but referring to 

analogue ways of fostering social identity (Kotus et al., 2022; Sacramento et al., 2022), 

or negative effects from digital tools (Törnberg, 2022). However, no investigations to 

date have produced a framework that combines digital placemaking and Social Identity 

Theory to affect the dynamics involved in the experience - place attachment, nature 

connectedness and place branding for wellbeing. The theoretical contribution advances 

knowledge in terms of an in-depth understanding of belonging processes in digital 

placemaking, emphasising the significance of social identity development that enhances 

the dynamics involved in the experience. In addition, a technological dimension of social 

identity was described in this research, where the hybrid environment affects the creation 
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and modification of the social identity in place and digitally. Moreover, the consensual 

contribution to digital placemaking’s definition, characteristics, challenges and 

implications for place attachment, branding, nature and wellbeing, was the first expert 

agreement on the concept in literature, which advances the theoretical understanding of 

digital placemaking. 

7.3.1.2. Place branding 

The place branding literature has briefly addressed digital effects, specifically involving 

placemaking. Despite calls to rethink the place branding roots, specifically addressing its 

interdisciplinary nature, multiple stakeholders, and theoretical perspectives (Ashworth et 

al., 2015), no study has specifically referred to participatory place branding in digital 

placemaking. Particularly, in this research, place branding is found to connect with 

several digital placemaking elements that can lead to building different components of 

the place brand. Answering Ashworth et al. (2015) and Kavaratzis and Florek (2021) call, 

this research extended the place branding approach of digital placemaking by advancing 

the understanding of how they enrich each other. Digital placemaking acts as a tool to 

identify a common sense of place and communicate stories of place in urban nature spaces 

from a local perspective. Moreover, the iterative process of digital placemaking should 

be aligned with the iterative process of place branding, which conflicts with current place 

branding guidelines that describe strict and static processes. This investigation 

encouraged the understanding of placemaking and place branding as part of the place 

attachment trifecta (Keegan, 2021), by describing several benefits and communal points 

in enhancing place attachment through hybrid environments, sharing stories of the place 

and promoting the formation of a social identity.  

The place branding approach found in the research advances previous scarce literature on 

the value of digital tools in participatory place branding (Hudak, 2019). Digital 
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placemaking is demonstrated to encourage the involvement and participation of the 

community in the experience, being crucial in the process. The social dimension of place 

branding in digital placemaking was an innovative proposal from the research. Previous 

studies have explored the impact of digital media on culture and identity (e.g., Çöteli, 

2019; Pedeliento & Kavaratzis, 2019), which influence identity formation through digital 

social relationships (Razi & Ziminski, 2022). This research extended the value of place 

branding for digital placemaking due to its role in helping communities develop their 

identity and culture, the place brand perception and image. The unique contribution of 

the place branding approach to digital placemaking also resides in the participatory aspect 

of place branding that is inherently developed through digital placemaking.  

Finally, this research advanced sustainability and place branding by answering Kavaratzis 

and Florek (2021) and de San Eugenio-Vela et al. (2023) call to rethink the future of place 

branding involving its relationship with sustainability, climate challenges and digital 

means. This research found digital placemaking from a place branding perspective to 

specifically connect with place attachment, nature connectedness and social identity, 

which supports sustainability goals and community needs. Therefore, this contribution’s 

uniqueness resided in the involvement of sustainability in place branding through digital 

placemaking, where the community processes and dynamics also have effects on pro-

environmental behaviours. 

7.3.1.3. Place attachment 

The systematic literature review points to the importance of sense of place  in digital 

placemaking. This study has examined the influence of this relationship further in the 

specific context of digital placemaking. The significance of examining the influence of 

place attachment processes in digital placemaking experiences offered a unique 

environment to understanding belonging dynamics and potential impacts for the place 
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consumer in the media technology landscape. Therefore, this research extended the 

existing online place attachment knowledge by offering an in-depth understanding of the 

digital effect of media in place attachment. Moreover, this original finding indicated that 

community place attachment is fostered in digital placemaking.  

The need to advance place attachment theory due to the change in the contemporary 

digital media landscape and technological context of urban environments was described 

in this research as a key contribution. Online place attachment has received scarce 

attention in the literature (e.g., Birnbaum et al., 2021; Huang et al., 2022; Rutha & Abbas, 

2021), along with related concepts that combine sense of place and ICT (Dai & Liu, 

2024), which has led this research to advance this area in understanding how the theory 

has evolved due to the change in the digital media context. A new paradigm that affects 

this change was presented, describing an in-depth understanding of online place 

attachment in digital placemaking. This brought a theoretically matured body of 

knowledge into the digital media landscape nowadays. Thereby, this research has 

addressed a distinct gap in the literature, which lacks references to the current modern 

technological context in which we interact with our surroundings. This thesis advanced 

place attachment through online place attachment, modifying the place attachment 

tripartite in consequence, to further instigate more research on the area. 

Moreover, the importance of the community element in place attachment began with the 

traditional focus on individual processes in place attachment that was described in 

Chapters 2 and 3. The community basic characteristic of digital placemaking also affected 

this general individual approach to place attachment, enhancing the community 

dimension developed in the experiences. These theoretical contributions of this research 

to place attachment have been identified and investigated empirically within a digital 

placemaking context to highlight the role and importance of the community dimension in 
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this process. This research advanced the community dimension in place attachment 

through a digital technology perspective. The gap of community effects in online place 

attachment was addressed in the present thesis, found to enhance social aspects and 

identity formation. Therefore, a social dimension of online place attachment was also 

promoted and enhanced through this process in digital placemaking, where social identity 

is strengthened as a consequence. Therefore, another theoretical contribution of this part 

of the research was to advance the community dimension of place attachment theory in 

the modern digital era.  

7.3.1.4. Nature connectedness 

As presented previously, a gap in the nature connectedness literature when addressing 

technology and the community dimension has been addressed in the present research. An 

innovative approach to nature connectedness was found through the modified Delphi 

study in digital placemaking. 

Previous studies on nature connectedness and technology have focused their explorations 

on immersive experiences (e.g., Litleskare et al., 2022), discussing the binary relationship 

between technology and nature (e.g., Kesebir & Kesebir, 2017). Prior works on less 

immersive technologies and their effect on fostering a connection to nature (e.g., 

Livingston, 2022), were extended by presenting digital placemaking as a concept that 

includes a variety of levels of immersion and focuses on hybrid environments, where the 

physical anchor is crucial for the digital layer (Costa et al., 2024). This digital dimension 

of nature connectedness was advanced in this research by empirically testing how it can 

foster a connection to nature, belonging to the place and emotional feelings that can lead 

to pro-environmental behaviours.  
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Similarly to place attachment, not only the online dimension of the theory was extended 

in this thesis, but the community aspect of nature connectedness was advanced through 

the modified Delphi method. The importance of the community approach in nature 

connectedness was found to develop social identity processes, advancing studies that have 

focused on a self and individual understanding of identity development with nature (e.g., 

Clayton & Opotow, 2003). This thesis added to and advances the literature on the 

collective approach to nature connectedness (Lengieza & Aviste, 2024; Mackay et al., 

2021), by proposing a social identity lens to the construct, where the relationship between 

humans and nature was understood from a community level and not only from an 

individual self-conception level. This study found that group membership feelings 

between humans and other living creatures, as well as other humans in nature space, can 

be enhanced by the implementation of hybrid environments that combine technology and 

physical place experiences. All living actors in the place play a crucial role in the 

development of nature connectedness and social identity processes. Therefore, digital 

placemaking can promote nature connectedness to a community hybrid environment 

dimension to also support wellbeing. 

7.3.2. Practical contributions 

Alluding to practice benefits from this research, two main elements can be differentiated. 

The conceptual model created and tested through this investigation provides a foundation 

for strategy and analysis development of digital placemaking experiences in nature for 

wellbeing. Moreover, this research informed the creation of the Digital Placemaking 

Toolkit for All Cultivating Cities in the GoGreenRoutes project. Therefore, these research 

practical contributions change and inform practice by the deeper understanding of reality 

that is uncovered in this investigation. Aligned to critical realism, the practical 
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implications of this research are flexible and adaptable to the different contexts in which 

digital placemaking can be implemented. 

7.3.2.1. Conceptual Model 

The conceptual model created in this programme of research is valuable for practitioners. 

The digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing model modified the place attachment 

tripartite by Scannell and Gifford (2010a). The modified model included place branding, 

Social Identity Theory, nature connectedness and online place attachment. The three 

dimensions – community, hybrid place and psychological process – are interconnected to 

unpack how digital placemaking experiences in nature can support consumer wellbeing. 

The model described dimensions and elements to consider when designing a digital 

placemaking experience in nature to support wellbeing. It also provided the foundation 

for digital placemaking in nature and wellbeing, as well as advice on how to influence 

place branding and digital placemaking for cities.  

The model will be useful to practitioners, students and academics as it highlights the 

different interconnections in digital placemaking and the importance of technology-

mediated experiences in fostering place attachment, nature connectedness, social identity 

and place branding. By offering a conceptual model in the matter, guidance on the key 

dynamics in a digital placemaking experience in nature for wellbeing is described. 

Specifically, the model was tested through a modified Delphi method to provide a 

revisited conceptual model in Chapter 6, which integrated theoretical constructs with 

empirical data to give practitioners a framework for use in their daily work that is 

supported by research.  

This study presented digital placemaking for nature to support wellbeing as a positive 

nature-based solution and strategy to implement in cities and urban environments. 
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However, this study also identified several challenges and risks related to digital 

placemaking from a place branding perspective. Some overarching challenges were 

described in the literature regarding digital placemaking (e.g., Chen et al., 2022; Foth, 

2017b; Y. Li & Alencar, 2022). However, this investigation provided specific risks and 

details on the challenges of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, as practical 

complications that practitioners and decision-makers will face. In particular, challenges 

regarding digital placemaking characteristics when involving nature were described in 

Chapter 5. The identification of challenges when creating a digital placemaking 

experience in nature for wellbeing assists practice knowledge as well as outlines the 

benefits of the co-creation of the experience. 

Participants shared their own experiences when developing placemaking, place branding 

and digital placemaking projects in specific locations, describing useful strategies for 

engaging with communities and creating meaningful experiences for consumers. They 

also pointed out how digital placemaking can bridge the gap when locating and finding 

information on nature spaces in the city, along with multiple other uses such as 

educational purposes. The potential of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing has not 

been fully addressed in the literature, with scholars exploring sustainable and green 

placemaking (Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Gulsrud et al., 2018) or healthy placemaking 

(Ng, 2016). However, this study extended their work by advancing digital placemaking 

into its use in nature for wellbeing, studying the interconnections among technology, 

nature and health in place. In particular, participants have commented upon the lack of 

guidelines for both digital placemaking in nature and place branding, which impacts 

nature-based solutions that try to implement digital mediums and technology for 

community engagement. Despite the existence of placemaking frameworks in literature 

and guidelines by organisations such as Project for Public Space (https://www.pps.org/), 

https://www.pps.org/
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no specific digital placemaking framework involving nature and wellbeing exists. 

Furthermore, this study outlined the potential of interdisciplinary approaches to digital 

placemaking, where the different spheres of the conceptual model are interconnected and 

complement each other, clarifying their relationships and unpacking dynamics. This is 

crucial in the development of practical projects that include digital placemaking as these 

projects need to be interdisciplinary where the professionals act as facilitators with the 

community. Participants mentioned the importance of working for and with the 

community when addressing digital placemaking from a place branding approach.  

The conceptual model also provided a guide of action for decision-making and problem-

solving in digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. It helps place branding, place 

marketers, place managers and placemaking practitioners to understand the complexity 

of the place and the community. It also helps identify the key dimensions to develop and 

the relationships among them to help predict outcomes. Thus, it facilitates informed and 

effective actions when developing digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing in a city.  

The Social Identity Theory perspective included in the model was an innovative and 

improved perspective that can lead to innovation and enhancements in practice. The new 

insights relating to identity formation and creation with others, with place and with nature 

can enhance efficiency, effectiveness and support wellbeing outcomes. This new 

perspective was a key finding of the investigation that is crucial for practice. The place 

branding perspective on digital placemaking also relates to the formation and 

modification of the social identity of the group and the place, its perception and image, 

to ensure belonging feelings are fostered.  

Finally, the framework offered insights into the evaluation and analysis of the digital 

placemaking experience, which is found to be scarce in the current literature. The 

structured conceptual model helps evaluate and assess the impact of the digital 
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placemaking experience and to identify areas of improvement. Therefore, it can be used 

by practitioners to assess their actions and align with the best practices suggested, 

evaluating the impact of the intervention. In order to analyse the impact of the digital 

placemaking experience, a thorough understanding of the dynamics involved is crucial to 

deciding the assessment method and analysis tools that are most accurate to the project. 

This study provides practitioners with an understanding of what elements needed to be 

analysed to comprehend the effects of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing.  

This study has generated insights into modern manifestations of digital placemaking in 

nature for wellbeing. Addressing the digital media landscape, the community-driven 

experience in digital placemaking appears to be crucial when developing the experience 

and strategies around it, as well as for evaluation purposes. The practical relevance of 

these findings suggests digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing has the potential to 

improve community engagement and relationships with others, with the place and with 

nature, supporting consumer wellbeing. 

7.3.2.2. GoGreenRoutes toolkit 

As part of the GoGreenRoutes project that has funded this PhD research, a Digital 

Placemaking Toolkit for All Cultivating Cities has been developed. This was part of 

deliverable 6.3 of the project, and the document has been reviewed by the European 

Commission and published on the GoGreenRoutes website (Appendix J). The toolkit was 

designed to address the specific challenges of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing 

in each of the cultivating cities of the project – Burgas, Bulgaria; Ümea, Sweden; 

Versailles, France; Lahti, Finland; Limerick, Ireland; Tallinn, Estonia. It was also created 

to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of practitioners within the field. 
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The toolkit is formed by three main sections: digital placemaking, marketing plan, and 

cultivating cities. The digital placemaking section introduces the concept with 

information from the systematic review published (Chapter 2) and a thorough explanation 

of technologies and examples. The digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing model is 

briefly introduced to then describe a unique set of three steps to apply the conceptual 

model into a guided instruction. The steps are adapted from Zenker and Erfgen's (2014) 

participatory place branding model, informed by the modification of the place attachment 

tripartite (Chapter 3) and Hespanhol’s guidelines for augmented placemaking (2022). 

Moreover, the steps include tips and how-to sections to ensure the model is clear and easy 

to follow for practitioners. Finally, examples, benefits and challenges are also included in 

this section.  

Following the digital placemaking section, a marketing plan section is also outlined with 

best practice principles, contextual marketing, and evaluation and monitoring to help 

users apply a communication and marketing model and to assist them in evaluating the 

experience.  

Finally, each cultivating city is presented with their own toolkit, adapting the model and 

proposed digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing activities to the city, community 

needs and GoGreenRoutes intervention. Due to the project timeline and city capacity, the 

toolkit has been presented to the city and made available for them to implement once the 

project finishes.  

The Digital Placemaking Toolkit for All Cultivating Cities of the project is an example 

of how the research has informed practical guidelines, adapted to each of the city's needs 

and peculiarities, translating the research and investigation into a clear and easy-to-

understand toolkit with steps, tips and how to sections, full of examples. The investigation 

that informed the toolkit answers the call by Amirzadeh and Sharifi (2024) on advancing 
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research on sustainable placemaking and the creation of guidelines. This is the first toolkit 

on digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing published. By addressing real-world 

challenges, the toolkit provides actionable solutions that can drive long-term 

improvement in communities.  

The toolkit aims to support and inform decision-making as it provides practitioners with 

clear guidelines and facilitates better strategy planning. It also helps foster knowledge 

sharing and collaboration among stakeholders due to its participatory place branding 

perspective. The collaborative approach leads to the creation of a cohesive community of 

practice and enhanced collective engagement and problem-solving.  

Despite describing specific steps for implementing digital placemaking in nature for 

wellbeing, the toolkit aims to be a flexible tool and guide for cities and practitioners. The 

steps act as reflective points to ensure the experience is created with and for the 

community, promoting place attachment, nature connectedness, place branding and social 

identity. The evidence-based practice emphasised by the toolkit is crucial to enhance its 

credibility and reliability. 

7.3.3. Methodological 

This PhD research conducted a modification of the Delphi technique with academics and 

industry experts in digital placemaking, nature and wellbeing. Two significant aspects of 

the study are relevant for further researchers, which refer to the two modifications of the 

Delphi method. First, the participants of the study included placemaking practitioners and 

industry experts with vast experience in placemaking projects and projects that combine 

community engagement, nature, health, branding and/or technology – defined as 

expanded experts – as well as experts in digital placemaking, which included both 

academics and practitioners in the field. Therefore, this type of participant was most 
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suitable for studies of digital placemaking practices. The second modification of the 

Delphi method resided in the combination of a first qualitative round using semi-

structured interviews with two rounds of quantitative questionnaires. This mixed-method 

approach was particularly useful for generating rich insights during the interview that are 

then subject to an interactive quantitative process through questionnaires.  

7.3.3.1. Experts and Expanded Experts 

Combining academics who have been researching and applying digital placemaking as a 

concept with experts in practice was a crucial and valuable approach to satisfying the 

aims and objectives of the research. Due to the interdisciplinary nature of the concept and 

the diverse nomenclature and the different approaches found in the literature (see Chapter 

2), it was important to ensure they were addressed in the present research. Furthermore, 

no prior study has gathered a group of experts and practitioners in digital placemaking. 

Thus, this investigation examined academic and practitioner interpretation of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing by exploring the definition, characteristics, uses and 

applications of the concept in said context. By including expanded experts in the sample, 

rich insights were collected which illustrated the application and uses of digital 

placemaking as well as interdisciplinary perspectives on the success and experiences of 

digital placemaking. Therefore, by exploring the concept of digital placemaking and its 

use in nature for wellbeing from both academic and practitioner perspectives, a better 

understanding of the mechanisms and nuances of the concept was provided. The 

exploration of the concept of combining academics and practitioners had revealed a 

number of strategies, characteristics and approaches that are new and unknown, such as 

the role of social identity in digital placemaking or the different uses in nature for 

wellbeing. Lastly, the inclusion of interdisciplinary participants in the exploratory study 
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provided generous descriptions of the processes, dynamics and outcomes of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing, which is a valued contribution to future researchers. 

7.3.3.2. Mixed-Methods Modification of the Delphi technique 

The second modification of the Delphi method included an initial qualitative round that 

has demonstrated to be a valuable and rewarding step in this method due to the rich 

insights gathered. The characteristic of the first round as qualitative was relevant for 

conceptualising the processes associated with digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing 

with the proposed conceptual model. By exploring their own experience in digital 

placemaking and related areas through semi-structured interviews, participants provided 

a richer description of the topics discussed and raised other areas that would have not 

been approached in other methods. This modification of the method was particularly 

appropriate for the exploration of the concept and the interdisciplinary nature of digital 

placemaking. The semi-structured interviews allowed participants to explore their 

experiences and knowledge of the concept, raise crucial aspects for them and discuss 

other areas that they found relevant. This qualitative round supported flexible 

conversations with participants, which is valuable for encouraging richer discussion. 

Moreover, the qualitative approach to the first round of the study allowed processes and 

dynamics to be unpacked while interacting with the sample. This also supported 

contributions to the theoretical field. 

7.4. Limitations of the study 

The exploratory nature of this research also suggests a number of limitations that should 

be addressed, such as sample, methodology or time constraints.  

The Delphi method relies on the expertise of participants. While efforts were made to 

include a diverse range of experts and expanded experts, the sample may not fully 
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represent all perspectives within digital placemaking. Despite achieving a mostly even 

division of experts and expanded experts, the sample size may limit the generalisability 

of the findings. Selection bias could be considered another limitation of the study. During 

the recruitment process, experts and expanded experts were chosen based on specific 

criteria. The perspective of users and other stakeholders is absent within the views 

expressed. Moreover, the selection criteria may have excluded relevant points, which can 

also influence the outcomes of the study. Inherent biases were observed from the 

participants and their field of expertise. The researcher was aware of such biases as well 

as the absence of the user perspective. However, the Delphi method has been used 

previously in placemaking studies with promising results (e.g., Buckley et al., 2017; 

Kumar & Nigam, 2023; Lak & Zarezadeh Kheibari, 2020). Further studies would benefit 

from including users and other important stakeholders whose perspectives are relevant to 

the research phenomenon.  

The study had no geographical limitations, with participants from countries around the 

globe. This also helped overcome geographical biases of focusing on one specific country 

or region. The interdisciplinary nature of digital placemaking and the participant sample 

is found as a limitation in achieving consensus. Due to the variety of backgrounds within 

the participant panel and the different terminologies of the concept, the diversity of 

opinions can sometimes lead to difficulty in reaching a clear consensus. The 

interdisciplinary nature of the research can often lead to communication barriers which 

can influence the interpretation and integration of expert feedback. This was identified 

during the interview process and also during the first round of questionnaires. In order to 

overcome this limit, options to select N/A in the second questionnaire were included in 

the third round, and free-form comments box to express their thoughts were included in 

both rounds. In the third round, almost no comments regarding communication barriers 
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were collected. The reliance on expert opinion while valuable can be subjective. Expert 

perspectives are influenced by their own experiences and orientations, which may affect 

the objectivity of the study. To overcome this limit, expanded experts in related fields 

were included to broaden the perspectives and reality of the emergent concept of digital 

placemaking.  

The method used to collect data poses its own limitations. Different sets of biases need to 

be solved by the researchers for the accuracy of the Delphi method, including final biased 

consensus, socially induced bias and researcher bias (Grime & Wright, 2016). To 

overcome these limits, information exchange was facilitated while anonymity in the 

process was crucial. Using standardised grading responses was also important, as well as 

the standardisation of the survey measures that reduce potential bias. Another limitation 

of this modification of the Delphi resides in dropout rates during the Delphi rounds and 

interview saturation, which was considered as a stopping criterion. 

The modification of the Delphi method was included to suit the exploratory nature of the 

research. The adaptations were necessary to address the research aim and objectives but 

also introduce limitations related to the validity and reliability of the modified approach. 

However, the changes made to the method have been used in previous studies through 

the initial qualitative round (Avella, 2016; Hasson et al., 2000; Singh et al., 2022) and the 

inclusion of expanded experts (Ketwaroo et al., 2019).  

The rich data collected and analysed in the first Delphi round was reduced and collated 

in the first questionnaire in round two. The simplification of qualitative data into 

questionnaire items presented another limitation of the study. Moreover, only agreed 

items were carried over round three which is also identified as a limitation of the study. 

Requiring multiple rounds of feedback and analysis can lead to participant fatigue, which 

may lead to lower response rates or less thoughtful contributions in later rounds. This 
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affects the quality and depth of the data collected. Therefore, due to item volume and to 

guarantee the questionnaire could be completed in less than 15 minutes to ensure 

participation rates were pertinent, data from round one had to be condensed. This may 

have resulted in losing nuances and details that were still relevant for the study. Similarly, 

only carrying over agreed items allowed to reduce questionnaire completion time which 

benefited the participant rate but also limited the study.  

Another limit referred to the time constraints of the study. The study was conducted 

within a specific timeframe, that also occurred during holiday periods. This may have 

affected the exploratory study regarding sample availability and also the emergence of 

the concept studied. Emergent concepts evolve over time and the temporal constraints of 

a study could have affected the capture of the shifts and continuous evolution of digital 

placemaking. A longitudinal study may have been appropriate considering the rapidly 

changing nature of digital placemaking.  

While these limitations present challenges to this research, they also provided avenues 

for future research. Addressing these limitations in subsequent studies can enhance the 

robustness and applicability of the findings, contributing to a more comprehensive 

understanding of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. 

7.5. Areas for Further Research 

This study addressed research gaps within the literature on digital placemaking, place 

branding and nature-based solutions. However, despite the range of findings presented 

and the richness of the insights analysed, several research gaps remain, most notably the 

analysis of a real case study where place attachment, nature connectedness, social identity 

and place branding elements can be assessed.  
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There is convincing evidence that digital placemaking in nature can promote place 

attachment, community nature connectedness, social identity and place branding, 

resulting in supporting consumer wellbeing. However, there is limited research assessing 

the impact of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing in a case study. The findings 

from this research are of relevance in setting the initial parameters and mechanisms in 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. This exploratory study deepened the 

understanding of the concept of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing by gathering 

opinions and experiences from experts and expanding experts in the field. Findings 

refined the conceptual model that aimed to predict and explore the dynamics involved in 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. The components derived from this research 

provided a starting point and structure. However, these results have not been applied in a 

real-life scenario with place consumers. Therefore, future studies should apply the digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing model and toolkit to a case study where user impact 

and effects regarding place attachment, nature connectedness, social identity and place 

branding can be assessed. A case study can further advance the concept of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing by analysing the impact on place consumers and 

deepening the understanding of the benefits and challenges of this practice. Further 

studies should consider the effect and impact on consumers and other stakeholders. 

Moreover, the practical uses of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing can also be 

tested in a real-life scenario for impact assessment with place consumers. To suggest a 

question, what are the effects of digital placemaking on nature and wellbeing of 

consumers? 

Alluding to the key finding of this study, further understanding of the Social Identity 

Theory approach to digital placemaking will benefit further research. In this study, Social 

Identity Theory is found to act as the binding agent among dynamics in digital 
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placemaking in nature for wellbeing. Its use in other scenarios beyond nature spaces 

should be considered. The role of social identity in place attachment, nature 

connectedness and place branding are an area of study that would benefit from further 

reflection and investigation.  

This research provides evidence of the variety of assessment approaches, and their 

challenges, in digital placemaking. The study explores the wellbeing impact of digital 

placemaking. However, further assessment opportunities and tests in projects of the most 

accurate analysis tool should be considered in future research. This investigation’s results 

on assessment tools in digital placemaking are the first attempt to explore analysis and 

evaluation in digital placemaking in literature. Other approaches and perspectives in 

analysing digital placemaking experiences would benefit the broader understanding of 

digital placemaking's impact on consumers and places.  

In order to achieve high-quality research, future digital placemaking studies must 

consider the challenges and drawbacks of the experience. A thorough understanding of 

the risks and challenges of digital placemaking will help minimise their impact on 

consumers and on the place in a case study. Previous studies have mentioned different 

challenges according to the type and aim of the project. This investigation provides a set 

of challenges and a final consensual list. However, a careful understanding of all risks 

involved in digital placemaking for consumers and for the place in a real-life project is 

essential to advance the knowledge of the concept. Interdisciplinary approaches to the 

challenges should be considered.  

This study has advanced the consolidation of digital placemaking as a concept, providing 

deep information about its maturity state, basic characteristics and extended 

characteristics. The ethical considerations of placemaking have been previously explored, 

with recent calls to rethink and assess the ethical considerations in placemaking 
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(Amirzadeh & Sharifi, 2024; Gonsalves et al., 2023; Hespanhol, 2022; Klein, 2022; 

Najafi & Mohammadi, 2024). However, role of ethics in digital placemaking is an area 

for future research that will help the concept finally achieve a mature state.  

The third proposition of the conceptual model presented in this study was not confirmed 

in the final Delphi round. Despite results describing the value of place branding for digital 

placemaking, the participatory place branding perspective of the concept did not achieve 

consensus. Further research on participatory place branding and digital placemaking will 

benefit the place branding perspective of the concept by focusing on the community 

engagement characteristic and the involvement of locals. Participatory place branding has 

employed strategies that are found in this study as essential in digital placemaking such 

as storytelling. Therefore, future research should be considered.  

The value and active approach to nature in digital placemaking was one of the key 

findings of this study. Nature should be considered another valuable element in digital 

placemaking, and ensure the project enhances the nature experience using digital media. 

Actively analysing the natural space and how it is enhanced through digital was a key 

element in the results of this investigation. However, nature has been mostly focused in 

the literature on green spaces, with almost no references to blue spaces where digital 

placemaking has been developed. Future research should consider the implementation of 

digital placemaking in blue spaces such as riversides or seasides, among others, and the 

impact of these spaces on the overall experience and wellbeing of consumers. Future 

studies should explore a shift from a passive element to an active and nature-as-subject 

approach (Boros et al., 2024). 

Study on specific groups that would benefit from digital placemaking should also be an 

area for future research. There have been studies exploring immersive digital nature in 

confined environments (Van Houwelingen-Snippe et al., 2021), or among the elderly 
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(Van Houwelingen-Snippe et al., 2021). Since this research was an exploratory study, the 

focus was on exploring the concept and its complexity for a general audience of local 

place consumers of a space. However, further investigation on specific community groups 

such as hospital patients, children or mobility-restricted individuals would benefit from 

less immersive digital nature experiences through digital placemaking. These further 

explorations will help refine the concept and advance its use in cities. Researchers may 

collaborate with community organisations and stakeholders to ensure these groups are 

driving the development of the experience, gaining insights into the needs and preferences 

of the target demographic, and tailoring the intervention. 

7.6. Researchers’ Reflection 

The author of this thesis has learnt a great deal from the PhD process. This thesis 

illustrates the researcher's understanding of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing 

through the themes of the study. In performing this study, the author appreciates the 

importance of digital placemaking and place branding as concepts to enhance urban 

nature experiences that can support consumer wellbeing. The definitions and conceptual 

models display the researcher's understanding of the themes of the study.  

Regarding the conduction of the study, the researcher has benefitted greatly from the 

experience. First, the initial research question, aims and objectives have been subject to a 

refinement process to ensure feasibility. Considering the fast pace of digital placemaking, 

the study had to refocus the aims to encapsulate the influence of newer perspectives and 

studies. Therefore, one of the most important lessons from this process is to remain 

flexible in research and to focus on the end goal.  

The second reflection resides in adaptability and resilience. During the modified Delphi 

process, the combination of the two modifications of the method was crucial to fully 
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achieve the research aim and objectives as well as to find a method that would fit best 

these requirements. It was important, as an exploratory study, to develop an initial 

qualitative round to gather meaningful and rich insights on the topic and then refine them 

through the questionnaire rounds. Therefore, another lesson from this study was to remain 

adaptable and resilient to evaluate the most appropriate method for the type of 

investigation.  

The third lesson refers to the publishing process. Urged by the project that funded my 

research, submitting my work to scientific journals and conferences during the process of 

the PhD was a fantastic exercise that helped me shape the direction of my study and my 

communication skills. Specifically, I have become familiar with the peer review process 

of journals and responding to reviewers’ comments. The peer review process has been 

very important and helpful in sharpening the research arguments and considering other 

perspectives. It is also important to mention the rejections received from journals during 

this process, which also served as a valuable lesson in resilience. Understanding rejection 

reasons and analysing journals to choose the most pertinent has been a very helpful 

exercise for my academic and personal growth. My communication skills have been 

refined during this process of presenting at international conferences and meetings. Being 

part of an international research project from the European Commission has provided 

valuable opportunities for disseminating my work, meeting other scholars and experts, 

and building collaborations. It has also helped me improve my own communication of 

the research, refining my arguments and contributions.  

Patience can be identified as the fourth lesson from this study. Specifically, I learnt that 

the PhD is a marathon and so I had to remind myself to be patient and to ration my 

energies and efforts. The PhD process can be overwhelming, specifically when being part 

of a European Commission project that also requires other activities from you. Despite 
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the obstacles I have encountered during this process, I have learnt to be patient with 

others, with my journey and with myself.  

Finally, one of the most important lessons from this process has been confidence in my 

skills. As a young scholar and a woman, imposter syndrome is a familiar state that tends 

to overwhelm me and boycott my opportunities. The PhD process has helped me gain 

confidence and trust in my skills. I hope to carry this through to future projects. 

7.7. Summary of Chapter 

This research, while limited in its context and exploration of digital placemaking in nature 

for wellbeing with experts and expanded experts, provided critical insights into the use 

of hybrid place brand experiences in nature supporting consumer wellbeing, but also 

broader evidence of how digital placemaking embraces contemporary challenges in urban 

environments involving communities and nature spaces. The impact of this investigation 

contributes beyond the marketing field but broadens the understanding of the complex 

phenomena of human-nature-technology relationship through a critical realist 

perspective. The findings from this research revealed the theoretical and practical 

contributions of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, demonstrating how the 

independent reality outside of the researcher's knowledge is mediated by their 

understanding of it, affected by social and cognitive processes.  

Overall, this programme of research provides the first detailed exploration of digital 

placemaking in nature for wellbeing. Key findings refer to the role of social identity in 

digital placemaking as a binding actor among dynamics, the enhancement of place 

branding through inclusion and accessibility and the promotion of wellbeing by bridging 

the urban nature disconnection and providing the first consensual definition of the 

concept. Building on this work, researchers could expand the conceptual model proposed 
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across diverse urban contexts, developing longitudinal studies on digital placemaking in 

nature for wellbeing and advancing knowledge on challenges, risks and assessment 

methods of digital placemaking. The results of this thesis could be applied to place 

branding, community engagement and participatory design, place management practices 

and urban planning and policy development. 

The place branding perspective described in this programme of research enhances the 

development of a social identity in the community, which strengthens the creation of 

place attachment and nature connectedness processes in the digital placemaking 

experience. Specifically, the research found the Social Identity Theory to act as a binding 

agent that interconnects the different dynamics involved in the presented conceptual 

model, ultimately improving the wellbeing of place consumers. From the systematic 

literature review developed in Chapter 2, a conceptual model was presented to understand 

how the different dynamics involved in digital placemaking in nature can benefit the 

wellbeing of the consumers (Chapter 3). The systematic literature review not only served 

to synthesize the current contributions of scholars to the digital placemaking 

interdisciplinary research streams but also provided a roadmap for future research in this 

rapidly growing field, which presented the achievement of Research Objective 1.  

Due to the peculiarities found in the review and the several gaps in defining and 

understanding the complexity of digital placemaking, a modified Delphi was the chosen 

method to explore the concept of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing and test the 

model developed, achieving Research Objective 2. The modifications included in this 

Delphi method resided in the use of an initial qualitative round to gather insights into the 

use of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, and the inclusion of expanded experts 

as well as experts in digital placemaking. The initial qualitative round allowed an in the 

depth of knowledge gained on the concept and its complexity, as well as a deeper 
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understanding of the phenomenon. Experts in digital placemaking were catalogued as 

specialists in digital placemaking who have published on the topic or have spent years 

working in the field holding a position in an institution or programme. Expanded experts 

were specialists in related fields to digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing, including 

placemaking practitioners, technology, and public spaces scholars, among others. This 

second category helped overcome the homogenous profile of the digital placemaking 

expert and included practitioners and experts in related fields who have been 

implementing digital placemaking without acknowledging it. A total of twenty-six 

participants were part of the first qualitative round of the study, with two quantitative 

rounds of questionnaires to gain consensus on the research topic.  

The results from this research met Research Objective 3 in the validation of the 

conceptual model presented in Chapter 3, which was adapted and empirically improved 

in Chapter 6. The conceptual model propositions were confirmed from the modified 

Delphi results (Chapter 5), where Social Identity Theory was found to act as a binding 

agent among the different dynamics involved, including place attachment, place branding 

and nature connectedness; the value of a place branding perspective in digital 

placemaking to consciously co-create a brand image, identity and perception with the 

place community; the inclusion and accessibility value of digital placemaking; and the 

role of digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. Moreover, this programme of research 

developed a number of sub-thematic contributions from the research findings that resided 

in the maturity of the concept of digital placemaking through the first consensual 

definition, extended characteristics and assessment challenges, and the practical uses of 

digital placemaking in nature for wellbeing. Therefore, Research Objective 4 was 

accomplished as strategies and solutions to reframe the human-nature disconnection in 
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cities through digital placemaking and Research Objective 5 in the advancement of the 

assessment methods of digital placemaking described in Chapter 5. 

Finally, the chapter then revisits the contribution to knowledge in terms of theory, practice 

and methodology. Limitations of the study are provided as well as topics for future 

research. Lastly, the researcher reflects upon the study to complete the chapter. 
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Appendix D: MMAT from Chapter 2 Part B. 

 
STUDY MMAT 

Category of study 
design 

Methodological quality criteria Responses Score 

Yes No Can't 
tell 

Moodley and 
Marks 

2023 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions?   
 

x 4 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Niksic et al 2023 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     2 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?   
 

x 

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question?     x 

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question?   
 

x 

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?   
 

x 

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?   
 

x 

Costa et al 2024 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     2 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Mixed methods 5.1. Is there an adequate rationale for using a mixed methods design to address the research 
question? 

    x 
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      5.2. Are the different components of the study effectively integrated to answer the research 
question? 

  
 

x 

      5.3. Are the outputs of the integration of qualitative and quantitative components adequately 
interpreted? 

  
 

x 

      5.4. Are divergences and inconsistencies between quantitative and qualitative results adequately 
addressed? 

  
 

x 

      5.5. Do the different components of the study adhere to the quality criteria of each tradition of the 
methods involved? 

  
 

x 

Imara et al.,  2024 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions?     x 2 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Mixed methods 5.1. Is there an adequate rationale for using a mixed methods design to address the research 
question? 

x     

      5.2. Are the different components of the study effectively integrated to answer the research 
question? 

  
 

x 

      5.3. Are the outputs of the integration of qualitative and quantitative components adequately 
interpreted? 

  
 

x 

      5.4. Are divergences and inconsistencies between quantitative and qualitative results adequately 
addressed? 

  
 

x 

      5.5. Do the different components of the study adhere to the quality criteria of each tradition of the 
methods involved? 

  
 

x 

Thompson et al., 2023 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     1 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?   
 

x 

    Mixed methods 5.1. Is there an adequate rationale for using a mixed methods design to address the research 
question? 

    x 

      5.2. Are the different components of the study effectively integrated to answer the research 
question? 

  
 

x 

      5.3. Are the outputs of the integration of qualitative and quantitative components adequately 
interpreted? 

  
 

x 

      5.4. Are divergences and inconsistencies between quantitative and qualitative results adequately 
addressed? 

  
 

x 

      5.5. Do the different components of the study adhere to the quality criteria of each tradition of the 
methods involved? 

  
 

x 

Dai & Liu 2023 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     4 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?   
 

x 

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question?   
 

x 
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      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?   
 

x 

Naji & Rzeszewski 2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     2 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?   
 

x 

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question?   
 

x 

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data?   
 

x 

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?   
 

x 

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?   
 

x 

Kotus et al. 2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     5 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Kolotouchkina 2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     3 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?   
 

x 

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data?   
 

x 

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?   
 

x 

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?   
 

x 

Low et al. 2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     5 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
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    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Khamis & el Hara 2023 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     2 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Mixed methods 5.1. Is there an adequate rationale for using a mixed methods design to address the research 
question? 

x     

      5.2. Are the different components of the study effectively integrated to answer the research 
question? 

  
 

x 

      5.3. Are the outputs of the integration of qualitative and quantitative components adequately 
interpreted? 

  
 

x 

      5.4. Are divergences and inconsistencies between quantitative and qualitative results adequately 
addressed? 

  
 

x 

      5.5. Do the different components of the study adhere to the quality criteria of each tradition of the 
methods involved? 

  
 

x 

Sacramento et al. 2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions?     x 4 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?   
 

x 

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Slingerland et al. 2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     4 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question?     x 

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
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      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?   
 

x 

Gonsalves et al 2024 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     5 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Ebaid 2023 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions?     x 4 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Mixed methods 5.1. Is there an adequate rationale for using a mixed methods design to address the research 
question? 

x     

      5.2. Are the different components of the study effectively integrated to answer the research 
question? 

x 
  

      5.3. Are the outputs of the integration of qualitative and quantitative components adequately 
interpreted? 

  
 

x 

      5.4. Are divergences and inconsistencies between quantitative and qualitative results adequately 
addressed? 

  
 

x 

      5.5. Do the different components of the study adhere to the quality criteria of each tradition of the 
methods involved? 

x 
  

Almqvist et al.  2023 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     2 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?   
 

x 

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question?     x 

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question?   
 

x 

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?   
 

x 

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?   
 

x 

Gonsalves et al 2023 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     4 
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      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?   
 

x 

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question?     x 

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?   
 

x 

Noronha & Canuto 
da silva 

2023 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     1 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?   
 

x 

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question?     x 

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question?   
 

x 

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data?   
 

x 

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?   
 

x 

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?   
 

x 

Hespanol 2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     4 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?   
 

x 

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?   
 

x 

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Yang 2023 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions?     x 2 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question?   
 

x 

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data?   
 

x 
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      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?   
 

x 

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?   
 

x 

Antonic et al 2023 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     5 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Loroño-leturiodo 
& Illingwoth 

2023 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     5 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Klein 2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     3 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?   
 

x 

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question?     x 

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data?   
 

x 

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?   
 

x 

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Razi & Ziminski 2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     5 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
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    Mixed methods 5.1. Is there an adequate rationale for using a mixed methods design to address the research 
question? 

x     

      5.2. Are the different components of the study effectively integrated to answer the research 
question? 

x 
  

      5.3. Are the outputs of the integration of qualitative and quantitative components adequately 
interpreted? 

x 
  

      5.4. Are divergences and inconsistencies between quantitative and qualitative results adequately 
addressed? 

x 
  

      5.5. Do the different components of the study adhere to the quality criteria of each tradition of the 
methods involved? 

x 
  

Najafi et al 2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     5 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Törnberg 2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     3 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Mixed methods 5.1. Is there an adequate rationale for using a mixed methods design to address the research 
question? 

    x 

      5.2. Are the different components of the study effectively integrated to answer the research 
question? 

  
 

x 

      5.3. Are the outputs of the integration of qualitative and quantitative components adequately 
interpreted? 

  
 

x 

      5.4. Are divergences and inconsistencies between quantitative and qualitative results adequately 
addressed? 

  
 

x 

      5.5. Do the different components of the study adhere to the quality criteria of each tradition of the 
methods involved? 

x 
  

Kurniawaty et al. 2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     3 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Mixed methods 5.1. Is there an adequate rationale for using a mixed methods design to address the research 
question? 

x     
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      5.2. Are the different components of the study effectively integrated to answer the research 
question? 

  
 

x 

      5.3. Are the outputs of the integration of qualitative and quantitative components adequately 
interpreted? 

  
 

x 

      5.4. Are divergences and inconsistencies between quantitative and qualitative results adequately 
addressed? 

  
 

x 

      5.5. Do the different components of the study adhere to the quality criteria of each tradition of the 
methods involved? 

  
 

x 

Ouda  2022 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     4 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question?   
 

x 

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data?   
 

x 

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?   
 

x 

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Amirzadeh & 
Sharifi 

2024 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     5 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Boros et al. 2024 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     4 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data?   
 

x 

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?   
 

x 
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      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?   
 

x 

Maciej 2024 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions?     x 4 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

te Tintelo et al. 2024 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions?     x 4 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question?     x 

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?   
 

x 

Atteneder & 
Lohmeier 

2024 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     5 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Hurley 2024 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     3 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions?   
 

x 

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     
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      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data?   
 

x 

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?   
 

x 

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?   
 

x 

Najafi & 
Mohammadi 

2024 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions? x     5 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? x     

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? x 
  

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
  

Chen et al. 2024 Screening questions S1. Are there clear research questions?     x 4 

      S2. Do the collected data allow to address the research questions? x 
  

    Qualitative 1.1. Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question?     x 

      1.2. Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question?   
 

x 

      1.3. Are the findings adequately derived from the data? x 
  

      1.4. Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? x 
  

      1.5. Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation? x 
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Appendix E: Table of definitions from Chapter 2 Part B. 
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Appendix F: Chapter 3 Part A: Manuscript Published.  
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Appendix G: Round 2 Questionnaire. 
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Appendix H: Round 3 Questionnaire. 
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Appendix I: Ethics Forms and Approval Confirmation. 
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Appendix J: Digital Placemaking Toolkit for GoGreenRoutes (H2020). 

Toolkit can be accessed below: 
https://gogreenroutes.eu/publication?t=D6.3%20Digital%20Placemaking%20tool-
kit%20for%20all%20Cultivating%20Cities  

https://gogreenroutes.eu/publication?t=D6.3%20Digital%20Placemaking%20tool-kit%20for%20all%20Cultivating%20Cities
https://gogreenroutes.eu/publication?t=D6.3%20Digital%20Placemaking%20tool-kit%20for%20all%20Cultivating%20Cities

