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1. Introduction 

The following introductory chapter consists of five sections – Background, Problem 

Definition, Problem Statement, Research Questions and Overview. 

The background section aims to provide the reader with the context of the present research. 

The second section defines the problem, which the current research addresses to solve, while 

at the same time providing justification for the work undertaken.   

The section regarding the problem statement offers both the study’s societal as well as 

academic relevance in light of the before defined problem. Thereafter the current work’s 

research questions are introduced. Finally the overview section offers an outline of the present 

research report’s structure to allow for clear orientation. 

1.1 Background  

1.1.1 Background to the Thesis  

This thesis addresses the general theme of public participation within the field of urban 

development. More concretely, the focus lies on processes of stakeholder participation in 

urban development projects. In order for them to be studied, the current work has chosen to 

concern itself with a specific case study of an urban development project. As such, the case 

under consideration concerns the expansion of the convention center in the German city of 

Hamburg. Consequently, the project’s background, the planning and participatory processes 

accompanying the urban development project, as well as the stakeholders involved in the 

process, have been studied.  

While participation research most often involves attempts to open up the participatory 

processes of interest – with observations of and in-depth interviews with participants being 

frequently used research tools – the current work deviates from this tradition.   
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Consequently the present thesis choses to take planning documents and written planning 

decisions as the basis of its study, opting for an approach to study participation that has been 

inspired by major works from the field of planning research.   

While justification for this approach lies on the one hand in the nature of the case study under 

consideration – a long finalized planning project that provides a large amount of written 

documentation and at the same time provides few possibilities to produce reliable results via 

observation or interviews – the here approach of studying participation in terms of input and 

influence on decision making through document analysis is also one that has seen little 

application in existing works and is as such believed to hold theoretical and practical value in 

itself.     

1.1.2 Emergence of Public Participation in Urban Development 

The World Bank defines public participation as “a process through which stakeholders 

influence and share control over development initiatives and the decisions and resources that 

affect them and their environment” (World Bank 2000; Bishop and Davis, 2002). 

The phenomenon of public participation in planning, and in urban development planning 

more specifically has been broadly dealt with in the academic literature. According to 

literature its emergence has been influenced to a great extent by the American phenomenon of 

citizen participation (Damer and Hague, 1971), a component of democratic decision making 

institutionalized with President Lyndon Johnson's Great Society programs during the 1960s 

(Cogan and Sharpe, 1986:283), intended to give private individuals an opportunity to 

influence public decisions (Planning Analysis: The Theory of Citizen Participation, 2002).   

The increasing importance attached to public participation by planners, government officials 

and citizens in Europe within the domain of urban development planning can be traced back 

to a number of developments that took effect during the late half of the 20
th

 century. While the 
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rise in educational standards brought with it a growing concern among people for their social 

and physical environments (Damer and Hague, 1971), it was also the advance of the 

automobile and accompanying infrastructure projects that began to increasingly impede 

peoples’ living space, triggering growing demands for co-determination in questions of urban 

development (Damer and Hague, 1971).   

It was not until the late 1960s and early 1970s though, that public participation’s role in 

planning started to seriously challenge the central role of planners and their undisputed power 

in decision making that had prevailed until then (Hall, 1983). Just as taken for granted 

conceptions and theories began to be contested – with a growing recognition of the pluralistic 

society moving to the fore – an understanding of varied and possibly competing interests of 

multitudes of stakeholders began to form within the field of urban development planning 

(Lane, 2006).  

Today evidence from across OECD countries shows a growing demand for public 

participation in policy choices among citizens and affected stakeholders (Bishop and Davis, 

2002). At the same time elected officials have begun to realize the importance of public 

participation for policy improvement and for bringing citizens disenchanted with politics back 

to the table (Bishop and Davis, 2002).  

In addition to that most schools of planning nowadays consider public- and stakeholder 

participation an essential part of planning and decision making (Lane, 2006), with a majority 

of experts, policy makers and advocacy groups agreeing on the importance of involving the 

citizenry and stakeholder groups in decisions that affect them (Abelson et al, 2003). 

1.1.3 Assumed Benefits and Disadvantages of Public Participation 

In line with this shift in mind – recognizing public participation’s role – several academic 

contributions have discussed apparent benefits that would come from involving the public in 
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the planning of urban development projects. While one side of these contributions has been 

concerned with what can be referred to as normative claims for public participation and 

empowerment, the other side has dealt with so called pragmatic or functional claims.  

The normative view stems from the conviction that public participation in planning and plan 

making is to uphold and guarantee principles of democratic governance (Brody, 2003), thus 

supporting the rights of citizens to be consulted and informed and to express their views on 

governmental decisions (Arnstein, 1969; Burke, 1979; Day, 1997; Fainstain and Fainstain, 

1985). As such, scholars occupied with the normative side of the argument have stressed that 

public participation would contribute to a more democratic society through inclusion of 

peripheral actors (Reed, 2008), increase public trust and understanding (Richards et al, 2004; 

Innes, 1996; Yaffee and Wondolleck, 1997), foster empowerment of stakeholders 

(Greenwood et al, 1993; MacNaughten and Jacobs, 1997; Okali et al, 1994; Wallerstein, 

1999), facilitate social learning (Blackstock et al, 2007), and help participants to develop a 

sense of ownership of the planning process (Brechin et al, 1991; Innes 1996).  

Functional claims have instead focused on considering public participation as what one would 

call a means to an end (Coenen, 2008:2) leading to higher quality information inputs in 

planning processes (Coenen, 2008; Hansen, 1994; Reed et al, 2006), higher quality of 

decisions and final plans (Beierle, 2002; Brody, 2003; Coenen, 2008; Fischer, 2000; Beierle, 

2002; Koontz and Thomas, 2006; Newig, 2007), increased legitimacy of planning decisions 

taken, as well as lower levels of conflict and resistance by stakeholders throughout the 

process (Coenen, 2008). Information and knowledge entering the planning process through 

public participation is believed to furthermore complement the picture planners have of the 

planning situation, making it in turn easier to anticipate and deal with otherwise unforeseen 

consequences and problems that might arise during the process (Brody, 2003; Coenen, 2008). 

Additionally public participation will often allow for scrutiny of complex issues and 
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problems, as taken for granted assumptions and approaches are reviewed (Bishop and Davis, 

2002). Due to the multitude of opinions and input, one would moreover see planning goals 

and objectives that were more inclusive and better balanced, as well as plan implementation 

displaying greater levels of accountability and flexibility (Brody, 2003).         

While contributions and research on both the normative as well as the functional side of the 

argument are rather extensive, they have nonetheless not remained uncontested. 

Consequently, some authors have questioned and gone as far as to deny any positive effects of 

public participation claimed elsewhere. Voices critical of public participation have brought 

forward arguments ranging from increased costs for facilitating participatory processes in 

terms of both money (Irvin and Stansbury, 2004) and time on behalf of participants and 

planners (Lawrence and Deagen, 2001), to assumed problems of adequate representativeness 

of participants and their input (Irvin and Stansbury, 2004), as well as to potential negative 

effects and increased public dissatisfaction in case of lacking representativeness and authority 

regarding participatory decision making (Smith and McDonough, 2001; Julian et al, 1997). 

Other counter-arguments suggest that high levels of participation might actually increase the 

probability for conflict among participants as disputing parties are brought to the same table, 

frustrate planners and prevent them from making quick decisions by slowing down the 

planning process, and actually weaken final agreements by necessitating to balance competing 

interests (Alterman et al, 1984; Brody, 2001). Others have criticized that participants’ and 

stakeholders’ veto powers would potentially block or even flatline projects or policies of 

benefit to others (Bishop and Davis, 2002).          

1.2 Problem Definition- When Does Participation Make a Difference? 

 While participation’s postulated impact on planning and development processes – be it 

positive or negative – has occupied some scholars, others have been fascinated by the 
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question of what would actually constitute participation to have an impact on decision making 

processes and plan making.  

While the literature on public participation and its effects is vast, there are two strands of 

literature that will be of particular importance to the present research. Both of them are 

concerned with participatory processes, or rather with participation in planning processes and 

both propose to hold an answer to the question of what constitutes participation’s impact on 

decision and plan making.   

Both literature strands are as such concerned with the operational side of participation, 

looking at what brings participatory input into the planning process. Moreover, with their 

proposition of answering the question of what causes impact of participation, they each place 

opposing influence factors at the center of their theory. According to the two strands, these 

two factors respectively determine participation’s impact on decision and plan making.  

The first school of thought stems from the political sciences and is concerned with the 

concept of power in participatory processes. These authors suggest that those participants 

possessing power while being able to exert it, will dominate participation and shape decision 

making in their interest. Among these authors many claim that without just distribution and 

potentially necessary redistribution of power, participation remains mere tokenism (Amy, 

1983; Arnstein, 1969). These authors thus establish a clear relationship between power and 

participation’s impact on decision making (Amy 1983; Arnstein, 1969; Culley and Hughey, 

2007; Dahl, 1957; Gould, 1991; Gould, 1992; Rich et al, 1995; Sandercock, 1994; Szasz and 

Meuser, 1997).  

The second strand of literature originates from the field of Communicative Theory – more 

specifically from the domain of Communicative Planning Theory. These authors place 

communicative input, the communication process and [local] actor knowledge at the center of 
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attention, thus contesting the exclusive impact of power on decision making (Corburn, 2003; 

Fischer 2000; Habermas, 1984; Habermas, 1987; Habermas, 1990; Renn et al, 1993; Webler 

et al, 1995). In this regard Communicative Theorists refer to the “good argument” (Habermas 

1995:108) or the “most persuasive argument” (Martens 2004:11) as the driving force behind 

the impact on decision making in planning processes.    

From this follows that the subsequent two sections aim to place the two strands’ hypotheses 

regarding power and local knowledge within the existing literature, in turn trying to answer 

the question of what, according to the two schools of thought, determines impact of 

participatory input? 

1.2.1 Power as Determinant of Impact in Decision Making 

Already in the 1960s Sherry Arnstein, in her widely cited paper, claimed that unless 

participation actually empowered those without means and influence, equipping them with 

real managerial power in the decision making process, it would remain propaganda and 

manipulation at worst, and tokenism at best (Arnstein, 1969).           

Others, while agreeing with Arnstein, have  furthermore pointed out that public or stakeholder 

participation will most often be dominated by powerful and influential actors – the “haves”, 

while the powerless “have nots” are left with little or no say in the process (Sandercock, 

1994:117). How power is distributed then not only decides who participates but also who will 

have the upper hand in the planning and negotiation process itself (Amy, 1983).                       

Lacking power and authority of participants are then also considered among the key reasons 

for why respective participation processes will go wrong and eventually even increase public 

dissatisfaction (Julian et al, 1997; Smith and McDonough, 2001). Moreover it is believed that 

powerless actors will not merely be disadvantaged in and frustrated by the participatory 
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processes, but might even be pushed into final agreements that are in parts non-voluntary 

(Amy, 1983). 

In order to assure fairness of and equal access to participatory processes theses authors have 

called for the redistribution of power and empowerment of participants (Amy, 1983; Arnstein, 

1969). Drawing on real life examples they call for shared responsibilities in planning and 

decision making anchored in power agreements and contracts, the provision of financial 

resources to participants, allowing them to make use of those responsibilities, as well as 

formal mechanisms such as citizen veto rights and agreed upon program specifications 

(Arnstein, 1969). 

Considering the above discussion, it is assumed that the possession of power will generally 

put participants in a more favorable position of having their input valued than those lacking 

power and authority.  

1.2.2 Local Knowledge as Determinant of Impact in Decision Making 

Whereas authors from the political science’s school of thought assume power to be the main 

determinant of what constitutes impact on decision making and bring about change, 

representatives of Communicative Planning Theory postulate that it is the most convincing 

argument and the actors´ knowledge that will prevail (Martens, 2004; Fung, 2003).  

In line with Habermas´ conditions of the ideal speech situation, this type of theorist therefore 

envisages a planning situation in which distorted and unjust practices of decision making are 

instead replaced by processes that allow for equal access and participation, the same chances 

to be heard, as well as the absence of coercion or distortion of participants’ input (Habermas, 

1983).  
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As further pieces to the puzzle of Communicative Theory, Habermas’ communicative 

rationality (1987), Gidden’s concept of dialogic democracy (1994), as well as Dryzek’s work 

on discursive democracy (1990) claim that reasoning and the pursuit of the most convincing 

argument as basis for decision making in planning activities, are “formed within inter-

subjective communication” (Healy,  1992:150) between actors. If planning activity therefore 

adheres to the principles of Communicative Theory and focusses or rather allows for inter-

subjective argumentation, an understanding of participants’ concerns can be achieved (Lane, 

2006). Since participants’ concerns will be located in personal, societal and cultural domains, 

the understanding thereof requires participatory settings that allow for argumentation, 

discourse, negotiation and bargaining between the various rationalities (Dryzek, 1990; 

Giddens, 1994; Healey, 1996).  

In line with the Communicative Planning Theorists´ understanding of existing diverse 

rationalities, local knowledge is said to be a construct often actively sought after by planners 

(Bijlsma et al, 2007; Brody, 2003; Corburn 2003, Fischer 2000; Lynam et al, 2007; Maxim 

and Van der Sluijs, 2007; Renn et al, 1993; Yanow, 2000). Coburn defines local knowledge 

as “information pertaining to local contexts or settings, including knowledge of specific 

characteristics, circumstances, events, and relationships, as well as important understandings 

of their meaning (…) held by members of a community that can be both geographically 

located and contextual to specific identity groups” (Corburn, 2003:421). Yanow adds to this 

definition by describing the concept as “the very mundane, but still expert, understanding of 

and practical reasoning about local conditions derived from lived experience” (Yanow, 

1999:236). 

Some of the proponents of local knowledge have stressed that it would allow for more 

accurate analysis of planning objectives (Brody, 2003; Maxim and Van der Sluijs, 2007), the 

provision of expertise regarding local conditions and values, as well as scrutiny of 
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professional assumptions leading to planning outcomes closer to real life conditions (Bijlsma 

et al, 2007). Others again have pointed to the fact that local knowledge entering the planning 

process can effectively increase assessment, decision and plan quality (Beierle and Konisky, 

2001; Coenen, 2008; Duram and Brown, 1999; Moore, 1995). 

According to Fischer (2000) the need to take local knowledge into account is pushing 

planners towards finding new ways to combine scientific and expertise knowledge with that 

of local residents.  

Keeping the above discussion in mind we can conclude, that planners are increasingly likely 

to actively seek out local knowledge to complement a planning process. Moreover local 

knowledge with its intimate understanding of places and localities formed through years or 

even generations of first-hand experience is assumed to correspond to the Communicative 

Theorists’ concept of the [most] convincing argument in a discursive process concerned with 

a local planning objective.   

One can therefore assume that the possession of local knowledge, will generally put 

participants in a more favorable position to have their input valued and see it reach the 

decision making process as compared to those actors lacking local knowledge. 

It follows from this, that power and local knowledge for the two schools of thought 

respectively, appear as key when considering what constitutes participatory input to have an 

impact on final plans and decision making. It is these two factors that will consequently be of 

particular interest to the present study. 

Notwithstanding these above discussed opposing views from the two schools of thought and 

the scholarly works that they have produced, empirically tested research into the factors of 

power and local knowledge and their hypothesized responsibility for impact of participatory 

input has remained minimal, providing justification for future research. The present research 
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thus intends to explore the claims of the two schools of thought, taking power and local 

knowledge as the factors to be investigated with regard to their role in participatory processes 

and impact on decision making in particular.  

Consequently the present work intends to open up the decision making process of 

participation’s operational side, while paying attention to the literature’s two factors of power 

and local knowledge.  

1.3 Research Questions 

The current research intends to shed light on the issue of what actually causes participation to 

have an impact on decision making. In doing so, it will put the two opposing claims of the 

before mentioned schools of thought to the test. Consequently, the two factors power and 

[local] knowledge will be researched for their relationship towards participatory input’s 

impact on decision making. 

 What causes impact of participatory input on decision making and how are the factors 

power and (local) knowledge related therewith? 

 How can we study participatory input’s potential impact on final plan decisions and 

the relationship of the factors power and local knowledge therewith? 

 How was participation facilitated in the case study under investigation? 

 Did participatory input impact final plan decisions in the case study under 

investigation? 

 Which factors were responsible for impact of participatory input in the case study 

under investigation?  
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1.4 Problem Statement 

Keeping in mind the two strands of literature and their opposed claims discussed above, the 

present work – in a case study – seeks to establish if participatory input did indeed see impact 

on final plan decisions. It will do so by studying the decision-making processes by which 

participatory input comes into planning decisions. Additionally it will seek to provide an 

answer to the question of which factors caused impact of participatory input, with special 

attention being paid to power and local knowledge. 

Thus the process of participation’s operational side is to be looked at through the lenses of the 

two opposing literature strands’ hypothesized determining factors. In order to do so – while 

remaining within the scope of this work – the current research will exemplarily pick two 

stakeholders from the participatory processes under consideration, by means of which the 

factors power and local knowledge will each be studied for their influence on participation’s 

impact on decision making.    

Since the two literature strands’ determining factors only represent two possible explanations 

for the influence on participation’s impact on decision making, the present work will 

moreover study the decision-based process of participatory input coming into plan making. 

Thus the author of the current work will look for potential alternative explanations for 

participation’s impact on plan and decision making.  

In doing so, the current research is believed to possess both academic and societal relevance.  

Academic relevance lies in in the present work’s testing of two prominent and competing 

literature strands’ hypotheses regarding impact of participatory input in a complex case with a 

variety of stakeholders, holding conflicting interests. Moreover, the here case study could 

potentially discover previously overlooked factors that cause participatory input to have an 

impact on final decisions in planning, thus adding to the existing body of knowledge. 



13 

 

Societal relevance is expected to be achieved by testing the promises of participation in a case 

that holds many parallels to other large scale urban development projects being undertaken 

these days. In doing so, the present work will try to point to potential learnings for planners 

and participants of urban development projects. It is thus believed that the present case study 

due to its depth and breadth possesses a number of features that seem transferrable to 

comparable cases and real life situations in planning and public decision making. 

 

1.5 Overview 

The current research is divided into six main sections: Introduction, Theory, Methodology, 

Case Description, Presentation and Analysis of Data, and Conclusion. 

The section on Theory sets the theoretical framework of the current research. Consequently 

the theoretical model that has been applied and the research concepts investigated are 

introduced and defined.  

The methodological part of this work takes a closer look at the scientific approach, which the 

current research undertook. As such the reader is informed of how data was collected, 

managed and how data relationships and hypotheses were tested.  

The Case Description introduces the case study under investigation. What follows is an 

analysis of the stakeholders involved, as well as a detailed description of the participatory 

processes that took place.   

The subsequent chapter lists the most important research results and tries to provide an 

answer to the empirical research questions of the current work.  

The Conclusion once more takes on the current work’s research questions, aiming to answer 

them with interpretation of the before gone findings. In addition the chapter discusses the 

limitations of the current research, as well as potential fields for future research.  
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2. Theory 

The following chapter maps out the theoretical framework of the current work. Consequently 

the research concepts investigated, the theoretical model applied, as well as the hypotheses 

tested, are defined and introduced. 

2.1 Research Concepts 

2.1.1 Initial Plan Decisions 

The present research defines initial plan decisions as documented written decisions made by 

urban planners, referring to the planning object of an urban development project.  

As regards these decisions’ temporal character, they are made in the very early stages of a 

project and thus prior to the setting in of participatory processes accompanying an urban 

development project. As such, these kinds of decisions occur before any type of participatory 

input is prompted, documented and processed for potential decision-making.  

Consequently these types of decisions are usually still object to change and adaptation 

throughout the planning process. Faludi refers to this kind of decision as planners’ “original 

intentions” (Faludi, 2000), thus emphasizing their temporal and alterable character. 

The distinctive feature of initial plan decisions, apart from their temporal character in the 

planning process as described above, is their preliminary character. Consequently these 

decisions are subjected to discussion and transformation throughout the planning process.  

Despite their instability as regards content, they are of great interest to the current study. 

Comparing them to final plan decisions will allow determining, whether final plan decisions 

were caused by participatory input, or whether their occurrence might have been decided right 

from the start of the planning process. 
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In order to allow for comparison of initial- and final plan decisions, they will be categorized 

and grouped accordingly. For standards of categorization and comparison, the reader is 

referred to section 3.3 of this work. 

2.1.2 Final Plan Decisions 

As well as initial plan decisions, final plan decisions comprise documented written planning 

decisions made by urban planners, referring to the planning object of an urban development 

project.  

As opposed to initial plan decisions, final plan decisions are made in the final stages of a 

development project. At this point in time, participatory and consultatory processes of the 

development project have been finalized. Consequently these types of decisions are not object 

to alteration anymore. Faludi refers to these types of decisions as “specifications” and 

“prescriptions for action” (Faludi, 2000:6). 

2.1.3 Participatory Input 

Participatory input in the current research is defined as information and knowledge, entering 

the course of planning (Brody, 2003; Coenen, 2008) via participatory processes in the form of 

concrete recommendations and demands from stakeholders involved in participatory 

processes. As such these recommendations and demands regard the planning objective of an 

urban development project and have their seeds in stakeholders’ personal, societal and 

cultural domains (Dryzek, 1990; Giddens, 1994; Healey, 1996).  

Other authors have referred to this type of input as “participants’ concerns” (Lane, 2006) and 

“information input” (Coenen, 2008; Hansen, 1994; Reed et al, 2006) respectively. 

Whereas participatory input can take various forms, the present research is concerned with 

stakeholders’ concrete recommendations and demands that were secured in writing and 
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documented as part of participatory processes accompanying the planning of an urban 

development project.   

2.1.4 Processing 

Processing in the present research is defined as documented decision situations in the 

planning process, throughout which planners have concerned themselves with participatory 

input’s concrete recommendations and demands, in turn deciding on their later treatment and 

status.  

 

Consequently, the processing stage of an urban development project can be equated with, or 

said to lie within, the aforementioned operational side of participation, and as such within the 

realm of the decision-based processes of participatory input coming into plan making.  

Paying tribute to those inherent courses of events – and with it assumed information on the 

deciding factors of participatory input’s impact on plan- and decision making – the processing 

stage lies at the center of attention of the current work. 

 

The field of Planning Theory can furthermore add to the current research’s conceptual 

framework of processing. Faludi as such considers processing to comprise planners’ decision 

situations regarding their various courses of action and operational choices in a planning 

process (Faludi, 1988; Faludi, 2000). Faludi thus reasons, that it is in the processing stage of a 

planning process, that we learn how planners were influenced and allowed themselves to be 

influenced [by spatial plans] (Faludi, 1988). Nonetheless, and Faludi mentions this, we cannot 

possibly know and reconstruct all decisions that planners made, as many of them might not 

have been documented, but solely played out in the planners’ minds (Faludi, 1988).  

We can nevertheless be confident that key decisions have been laid out in the processes’ 

documentation. Consequently the current research will concentrate on decisions made by 
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planners regarding participatory input as documented in the case material.   

 

2.1.5 Impact 

Impact in the present study is defined as participatory input’s non-coincidental occurrence 

within final plan decisions, with necessary proof for this non-coincidental occurrence (proof 

of impact) to be found in the documented decision situations of planners (processing).   

In order to allow for impact identification and evaluation, concretizing what we actually mean 

by input’s “occurrence” [within final plan decisions] and “proof of impact” will be necessary. 

This section will as such conceptualize these constructs, in turn suggesting an approach 

towards identification and evaluation of the concept of impact. 

 

To inform this approach, the present study has again looked to the field of Planning Theory 

(Faludi, 1988; Faludi, 2000; Iedema and Jansen, 1993; Mastop, 1997; Wallagh, 1994), since 

the domain’s approaches towards empiric evaluation of spatial plans and their impact on 

decision making have been thoroughly tested and are deemed suitable as an analogy and 

inspiration to the current research and its approach.  

 

Researchers from the field have as such concerned themselves with the concept of 

performance [of spatial plans] (Faludi, 1988; Faludi, 2000; Faludi and Mastop, 1982; Iedema 

and Jansen, 1993). Performance within Planning Theory refers to the ability of a [spatial] plan 

to impact decision making, which is in turn distinguished with regard to two different types of 

plans; project and strategic plans.  

Project plans, possessing blueprint-like character concerned with fixed material outcomes, are 

said to perform if material outcomes conform to planning decisions (Faludi, 2000). Strategic 

plans on the other hand can comprise a wide range of material or non-material elements, 
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which influence planners in their decision making (Faludi, 2000). A strategic plan can 

therefore perform even if decision making deviates from previous plan elements, for as long 

as the strategic plan played a role in the planners’ decision situations and guided them in the 

making of these decisions (Iedema and Jansen, 1993). What follows from this is that the 

evaluation of a plan’s performance differs according to the function or purpose that we 

ascribe to planning in a particular situation (Faludi and Mastop, 1982; Faludi, 2000).  

 

Defining and choosing a means for evaluation based on the function and purpose of the 

concept or process to be evaluated, is what is interesting here. It seems as such logical to base 

an evaluation of [participatory input’s] impact on the functions and promises that were 

originally ascribed to participation and its input, as those would in turn define what 

participation would be capable of, while at the same providing a frame of reference when 

judging whether participation did indeed fulfill its ascribed functions and meet its promises. 

To illustrate this point: If participation was to involve participants as co-planners, promising 

for their input to be considered and incorporated in the planning process, a definition of 

impact as well as its assessment would have to be informed and guided by these functions and 

promises, with one looking in turn for proven consideration and incorporation of input. 

 

Lending from the measurement of both project and strategic plan performance, the present 

research’s definition of impact is to comprise: 

- final plan decisions conforming to the recommendations and demands of participatory 

input; 

- final plan decisions reflecting a compromise with the recommendations and demands 

of participatory input. 
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Nonetheless, and here again we can learn from the works of Planning Theory and plan 

performance, such occurrence might be simply coincidental and not actually attributable to 

participatory input (Faludi, 2000). Therefore we must additionally find actual proof for 

participatory input’s non-coincidental occurrence in final plan decisions (proof of impact).  

 

With regard to the performance of spatial plans, Faludi establishes proof of performance [of 

spatial plans] by finding clear references to the plan, being made by the planners themselves 

(Faludi, 1988; Faludi, 2000). For the present research this appears applicable as well. 

Consequently proof of impact regarding final plan decisions conforming to participatory input 

or reflecting a compromise therewith, will be sought in clear references made by the planners 

referring to the input and its implementation.   

 

Our definition of impact can then be completed to read: “Impact in the present study is 

defined as participatory input’s non-coincidental occurrence within final plan decisions – with 

final plan decisions either displaying conformance with or compromise of participatory input 

– with necessary proof for this occurrence (proof of impact) to be found in the documented 

decision situations of planners (processing) in the form of clear references made to input and 

its implementation by planners.” 

2.1.6 Power 

Theories of power and social power more specifically have described the concept as a multi-

dimensional construct (Gaventa, 1980; Lukes, 1974; Parenti, 1978). In his renowned work 

“Power: A radical view” Lukes (1974) builds on the classical one-dimensional pluralist 

concept of power of authors such as Dahl (1957) and Polsby (1963), as well as those authors 

that have conceived of the two-dimensional view such as Bachrach and Baratz (1962). In 
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doing so, Lukes broadens and complements the construct of power to a three-dimensional 

concept. 

While the second and third dimension of the concept are concerned with power as agenda 

setting and manipulation of opinions and perceptions respectively (Culley and Hughey, 2007), 

the traditional pluralist approach considers power as an actor’s ability to exploit and 

instrumentalize their [political and economic] resources in order to affect the behavior of 

another actor (Dahl, 1957). The one-dimensional view moreover places these behavioral acts 

of instrumentalization in decision-making situations that are chartacterized by conflicting 

interests (Culley and Hughey, 2007).  

Even though some authors have criticized the traditional pluralist approach as being too 

limited in its scope and perception of power, the present study holds it with Dahl, who states 

„the important point is that the particular [power] definition one chooses will evidently have 

to merge from considerations of the substance and objectives of a specific piece of research, 

and not from general theoretical considerations” (Dahl, 1957:207).  

The present research’s analysis of the planning and decision making processes in the current 

case commenced with initial plans for the Convention Center’s expansion. Consequently, 

processes of agenda setting – Luke’s second dimension of power – had already occurred in 

the case. As a result the case material collected did not provide information on respective 

processes of agenda setting by the various actors involved.   

In addition to that, incorporation of Luke’s third dimension – the manipulation of opinions 

and perceptions – was deemed inapplicable to the current research, as this would have 

required field research observations and interactions with the stakeholders in the case. Since 

the current work commenced after the Convention Center’s expansion had been finalized, this 

type of research had to be ruled out.   
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Considering the limitations described above, power has thus been defined as the possession of 

superior economic and political bargaining resources with the ready ability to use those in 

order to affect the behavior of another actor (Dahl, 1957). Within the scope of the present 

study, a “powerful actor” is hence in the possession of these resources and in a position to use 

them (Amy, 1983; Gaventa, 1980). As a consequence, the pluralist one-dimensional view of 

power seems well-applicable and is chosen for the present study. 

From this follows that the current work’s definition of power is based on a limited selection of 

specific factors from the literature, taken to illustrate and analyze the hypothesized influence 

of power on participatory input’s impact on decision and plan making.  

What is more, and what has been mentioned in the before gone problem definition in section 

1.3, the current research will exemplarily pick one stakeholder from the participatory 

processes under consideration, by means of which power will be studied for its influence on 

participation’s impact on decision making. 

2.1.7 Local Knowledge 

Long since, many policy areas have relied heavily upon so called expert or scientific 

knowledge, knowledge based on technical expertise, accumulated by systematic study and 

organized by general principles (Renn et al. 1993).   

The dominant role of “the expert” and his/her knowledge has, in many areas, led to a 

“dependence on the analytic expertise of the professional” (Yanow, 1999:236) and a neglect 

and disregard for constructs of so called lay or non-scientific knowledge (Brody, 2003). 

Whereas scientific and expert knowledge has long prevailed in the field of urban development 

planning as well, this dominance and dependence has been challenged over the past decades 

with academics, public officials and project planners acknowledging and seeking out other 

forms of knowledge (Brody, 2003). 
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Amongst these types of non-scientific knowledge, the theoretical concept of local knowledge 

has seen many definitions and connotations in the academia. Besides “local knowledge”, the 

terms spatial, contextual, traditional or indigenous knowledge, have been applied (Mwehe, 

2011). Within the literature the concept has been defined as “firsthand experience” and 

“contextual intelligence” (Collin and Collin 1998:21), an “organized body of thought based 

on immediacy of experience” (Geertz, 1983:75), “evidence of one’s eyes tested through years 

if not generations of experiences” (Corburn, 2003:3), as well as “claims based on experiential 

evidence” (Tesh, 1999:40).  

Ascribed to members of a certain geographic or identity-based community, this type of 

knowledge does not derive its seeds, testing or truth from professional techniques or causal 

models (Habermas, 1970), but rather from common sense and thoughtful analysis (Lindblom 

and Cohen, 1979). 

Despite local knowledge’s growing importance attached to it by planners and officials alike, it 

is often still met with scepticism, which owes to the prevalence of technical and scientific 

knowledge in the Western World (Mwehe, 2011). What is more, local knowledge is a concept 

said to be extremely difficult to measure, as it is mostly undocumented and qualitative 

(McCall, 2010). Nonetheless, local knowledge is said to be collectible and accessible in 

qualitative formats such as statements, documents or videos (Mwehe, 2011).  

Local Knowledge within the current study is thus defined as knowledge concerning (a) local 

setting(s), including an understanding of specific characteristics and relationships therin, 

acquired through acquaintance with the local setting as a resident (Corburn, 2003). 

Consequently a “knowledgable actor” is defined as a person living in the local setting 

concerned, possessing such intimate knowledge thereof.  
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From this follows that the current work’s definition of local knowledge is based on a limited 

selection of specific factors from the literature, taken to illustrate and analyze the 

hypothesized influence of local knowledge on participatory input’s impact on decision and 

plan making.   

What is more, and what has been mentioned regarding the before gone concept of power, the 

current research will exemplarily pick one stakeholder from the participatory processes under 

consideration, by means of which local knowledge will be studied for its influence on 

participation’s impact on decision making. 

2.2 Theoretical Model 

In order to answer the question of how one can actually empirically trace whether 

participation made  a difference in decision making and more concretely put, how one can 

find out, if participatory input actually affected final plan decisions, the current study 

develops a basic model of causation.  

This model as such supposes that under certain conditions, participatory input will affect the 

content of final plan decisions. In that case a final plan decision will conform to the particular 

piece of input or alternatively display a compromise therewith as regards content. 

Inspired by works from the field of Planning Theory and more concretely by the so called 

“decision-centered view of planning” – a stream of thought within planning literature, 

considering decisions and the process of decision-making as pivotal (Faludi, 1986; Faludi, 

2000; Mastop, 1997; Wallagh, 1994) – the current theoretical model uses an analogy of these 

works and assumes that for participatory input to cause this type of impact, it needs to play a 

tangible role in planners’ decision situations (Faludi, 1986).   

These decision situations comprise documented cases, embedded in the processing stage of a 

project – namely that operational stage that has planners decide upon further treatment of 
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planning decisions laid out at the start of a project and participatory input that has entered the 

planning process.   

To actually prove that participatory input did indeed play a role in the decisions of planners, 

the model probes for clear and documented references to the particular piece of input and its 

further implementation in the planning process (Faludi, 1986). These references are to be 

sought in the processing stage of the project. 

This basic model of causation and analysis is further complemented by two hypotheses for 

why participatory input will actually impact final decision making. As has been laid out 

before, these two hypotheses stem from two opposing schools of thought; whereas one claims 

power to impact decision making, the other sees local knowledge as responsible. 

Consequently, the model accounts for these two explanations, in order to test their claims.  

The model therefore seeks to test the literature’s claims that power and local knowledge 

respectively represent the determining factors behind participatory input’s impact on plan- 

and decision-making.   

It does so by probing for proof of power and proof of knowledge among those pieces of input, 

for which proof of impact has been established.   

Proof of power and proof of knowledge will be sought in clear and documented references by 

planners regarding the power or knowledge base of stakeholders in connection to the 

corresponding piece of input and the subsequent decision for further use and implementation 

of this input.        

The current work’s theoretical model thus suggests a means of studying participatory input’s 

potential impact on final plan decisions and the relationship of the factors power and local 

knowledge therewith. 
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The following graphic scheme visualizes the correspondent scientific approach: 

 

Diagram 1: Theoretical Model inspired by the works of Faludi (2000), Mastop (1997) and Wallagh (1994) 

The graphic scheme above depicts that participatory input is being casted and documented in 

the participatory processes of a planning project in the form of concrete recommendations and 

demands from stakeholders, concerning a planning object. Input entering the process as such 

stems from a multitude of stakeholders, among them those actors that possess power and local 

knowledge. 

Participatory input then enters the processing stage – more concretely the decision situations 

of project planners – where it is considered for further use or disregard.  
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Processed participatory input can then potentially enter the final planning stage to impact final 

plan decisions. Impact is said to have occurred, if final plan decisions either conform to input 

or display a compromise therewith. A necessary condition for impact will be the detection of 

proof of impact in the before gone processing stage in the form of documented reference by 

the planners to the corresponding input and its further use in the process.  

In the case of final decisions conforming to input, the particular piece of input must moreover 

be absent from the initial plan, for the input to have had impact. The appropriate final decision 

would otherwise have been decided out from the start of the project and not been attributable 

to participatory input. 

Whether proven impact of participatory input has been attributable to local knowledge or 

power, will need to be clarified in the before gone processing stage. Proof of power and/or 

local knowledge is to be sought in documented reference by the planners to the knowledge or 

power base of the stakeholder having entered the respective input.  

2.3 Hypotheses 

The thesis’ first key concept of Power is expected to be responsible for greater impact of 

participatory input on final plan decisions.   

The thesis’ second key concept of Local Knowledge is expected to be responsible for greater 

impact of participatory input on final plan decisions.  
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3. Methodology 

The following chapter takes a closer look at the scientific approach, which the current 

research undertook. As such the reader is informed of how data was collected, managed and 

how data relationships and hypotheses were tested. 

3.1 Approach and Strategy 

The present study sought to employ a deductive research approach, as theories and concepts 

from existent works and literature were applied and tested with the help of data collected 

(Saunders et al, 2007). This way, it was intended to integrate the present study into the 

already existent body of research in the subject area of public participation in urban 

development projects. Moreover, the theoretical perspectives lent from the literature allowed 

the current research to adopt and refine concepts and definitions in the light of the case under 

investigation (Saunders et al, 2007).   

As part of this deductive approach, the current research manifested itself in a single-case 

study of the Hamburg Convention Center’s expansion. Within this case study, the current 

research focused on the collection and analysis of qualitative data. Qualitative data comprised 

documented case material such as workshop and meeting protocols, government printed 

papers, as well as background information to the case.  

 

The current research concentrated on the case of the Hamburg Convention Center’s 

expansion, as it presented an extensive, well documented and finalized urban development 

project, involving a multitude of stakeholders and interests. As a result, it was assumed that 

this particular case would function as a good basis to test the conflicting theories regarding 

power and local knowledge in participatory settings.    

Within the chosen case, the units of analysis comprised the embedded cases of decision-

making processes and decisions taken by planners in the processing stage of the project. 
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According to Punch (2006), the decision whether to apply quantitative or qualitative analysis 

is often entirely dependent on the data itself. Since the case of the Convention Center’s 

expansion provided qualitative text documents, the decision to opt for qualitative analysis 

seemed as such logical. In addition, Punch proposes that in order to decide on the type of data 

to collect and use, one should look for guidance in the literature that has been compiled 

regarding one’s area of investigation (Punch, 2006). Since the present research has borrowed 

important parts for its conceptual frameworks from the field of planning theory, this field’s 

methodological approaches have been considered as well. It is Faludi, who as one of the most 

influential authors in the field, has stated that plan performance – the concept whose 

measurement also informed the current study’s concept of impact – could best be measured 

by means of qualitative text analysis of planning documents (Faludi, 2000).    

 

3.2 Means of Data Collection 

Documented case material was gathered from a number of different sources. As such, some 

more general background information regarding the case was taken from web presences of the 

Hamburg Convention Center, the Central Meat Market and the Hamburg Parliament’s online 

data base.  

More specific case material such as protocols from the participatory workshops, the 

authorities’ meetings and the consultants’ expert reports were accessed via the archives of the 

Authority for Urban Development (Baubehörde Hamburg). Additional case material, 

specifically on participatory processes of the case, was obtained directly from the moderators 

of the participation. 
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3.3 Means of Data Analysis 

Data analysis started with some thorough review of case documents, with more than 25 

separate protocols and reports that combined over 530 pages being reviewed.   

3.3.1 Data Categorization 

Before structured analysis of the material could commence, the raw data had to be organized 

in meaningful and related categories (Saunders et al, 2007). This process functioned as a 

means of not only understanding and managing the data, but also of integrating related data 

from different document sources.   

At first, data was roughly attached to the self-defined categories of initial plan decisions (List 

A: Categorized and Coded Initial Plan Decisions
 1

), participatory input (List B: Categorized 

and Coded Input from all Stakeholders
2
), processing decisions (List C: Processing Decisions 

regarding Input (Proof of Impact)
3
) and final plan decisions (List D: Final Plan Decisions

4
).  

As analysis progressed, the data attached to these categories was further refined into sub-

topics. These sub-topics were in turn informed by terms that emerged from the data itself 

(Saunders et al, 2007). Consequently the category of participatory input was for instance 

further divided into concrete demands regarding for instance the fields of traffic, the 

Convention Center’s construction, or social aspects concerning the districts adjacent to the 

Convention Center.  

3.3.2 Data Coding 

All chunks of data were then coded, in order to identify and document their source in the case 

material, the according actor from whom the data had originated, as well as the general 

                                                           
1
 Appendix B (B1.1.2) 

2
 Appendix B (B1.2.3) 

3
 Appendix B (B1.3.6) 

4
 Appendix B (B1.4.2) 
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category and specific sub-topic towards which the data related. The code IN_DAC_WS-

KTR:TFC_CEP-1 would for instance depict, that the chunk of data belonged to the general 

theoretical category of participatory input (IN), stemmed from the District Advisory Councils 

(DAC), originated from the Kontrakt-workshop (WS-KTR) and concerned the sub-topic of 

traffic (TFC) in general and a traffic concept (CEP) specifically. The cipher “1” at the end of 

the code would indicate that it was the first piece of input from this actor, stemming from this 

specific workshop, regarding this topic. A legend of all the data codes is included in the 

current work’s appendix (List E: Data Codes Case Material5
). 

The processes of categorizing and coding the data were as such selective processes, intended 

to reduce and rearrange the data into more manageable and comprehensible formats (Saunders 

et al, 2007). Throughout reorganizing and categorizing the data, key themes from the case 

material emerged that in some cases led to a revision of certain initially defined categories.    

3.3.3 Data Relationships and Hypotheses Testing 

In order to test the present study’s hypotheses and find answers to the research questions of 

whether participatory input did impact final decision making, and which factors would have 

caused impact, the data categories with their respective chunks of data were studied for 

relationships or connections (Saunders et al, 2007).  

Consequently, in order to test for impact of participatory input, data from the category of 

participatory input was tested for its reoccurrence in the category of final plan decisions and 

absence from the category of initial plan decisions, with final proof for impact sought in clear 

references to the input in the category of processing decisions. Relationships and connections 

discovered between the categories were again documented (Chart A: Impact and Non-Impact 
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of Input in Final Plan
6
).   

In order to identify the causes for impact of participatory input, processing decisions that had 

provided proof of impact for participatory input, were studied for clear references by the 

planners to the factors of power and local knowledge. Again, any relationships discovered 

among the data were documented (Chart A: Impact and Non-Impact of Input in Final Plan). 

Discovered data relationships that deviated from the ones hypothesized– so called alternative 

explanations and negative examples (Saunders et al, 2007) – were documented as well (Chart 

A: Impact and Non-Impact of Input in Final Plan). Those propositions identified, were again 

tested for their significance in order to formulate valid conclusions (Saunders et al, 2007).  

While data subjected to analysis was of a qualitative nature, results of this analysis were 

quantified to some extent as well, in order to produce a supplement to qualitative analysis of 

the data (Saunders et al, 2007).   
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4. Case Description  

The following chapter introduces the case study under investigation. In providing background 

information, a stakeholder analysis, as well as a detailed description of the participatory 

processes, the following sections of this chapter aim to answer the question of how 

participation was facilitated in the case study under investigation. 

Moreover this section offers this work’s units of analysis – namely the research concepts’ 

fine-tuned definitions with the aid of the case study’s material. 

4.1 Background 

4.1.1 Institutionalization of Public Participation   

While dispute and disagreement concerning the question whether public participation yields 

benefits or brings disadvantages to a planning process continues to exist, its recognition and 

application among major authorities in the field of planning and related juridical frameworks 

has continued to increase (Coenen, 2008). Consequently some of the main players on the 

international plane have firmly anchored the right and obligation to participatory processes 

with regard to major planning endeavors, among them being inter alia the European Union 

(EU), the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), and the United 

Nations (UN) (Coenen, 2008). As such, overarching frameworks as the United Nation’s 

Aarhus Convention, as well as the Rio Declaration lay down principles and standards of 

participation with regard to environmental and urban planning decisions.   

While the aforementioned frameworks remain of a voluntary nature, with states and 

authorities being free to choose whether to comply or not, fixed guidelines and processes 

concerning public and stakeholder participation have found their way into multiple national 

and local laws in many European countries.  
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4.1.1.1 Public Participation in Urban Development Projects in Germany 

In Germany for instance, public participation in urban development planning is regulated via 

federal law, more specifically through the German Town and Country Planning Code 

paragraph three (Bürgerbeteiligung, 2017). Involving a two-step process, paragraph three 

stipulates participation in urban planning projects to commence with public presentations of 

initial drafts of the planning documents. These meetings are designed to inform citizens and 

other stakeholders on the general direction and anticipated goals of the planning process, as 

well as potential impacts upon stakeholders and their interests (Behörde für Stadtentwicklung 

und Umwelt, 2003). In addition to these public meetings, planning documents are usually 

displayed publicly in the planning offices responsible, for citizens to be reviewed. Upon 

review, stakeholders can formulate statements, objections, or proposals concerning the plans, 

which have to be reviewed by planners and public authorities during the process of 

consideration (Behörde für Stadtentwicklung und Umwelt, 2006). The main idea behind 

assuring early public involvement in the planning process via law is to build acceptance 

among the various groups of stakeholders while at the same time increasing the quality of the 

planning process.  
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Diagram 1: Public Participation during Urban Development Projects according to the German Town and 

Country Planning Code (Friesecke, 2011) 

 4.1.1.2 Public Participation in Urban Development Projects in Hamburg 

In Hamburg, Germany’s city with the second largest population, the city’s government 

(Senat) possesses the guidelines competence and can as such initiate public urban 

development projects and their respective planning processes. The government then 

commissions the Authority for Urban Planning (Behörde für Stadtentwicklung und Wohnen) 

with the planning process. In some cases, the authority might commission private planners in 

its place instead (Behörde für Stadtentwicklung und Umwelt, 2010). Resource allocation and 

budgetary affairs regarding the project have to pass the city’s parliament (Bürgerschaft), 

which has to agree with a two-thirds majority (Behörde für Stadtentwicklung und Umwelt, 

2010). 

While the above described processes have been applied and anchored in law, they have not 

always been welcomed and accepted by stakeholder groups as adequate or sufficient, 

sometimes being condemned as setting in at stages where participation would not be able to 
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alter actual planning decisions anymore. Others have referred to them as mere information 

campaigns that would lack any actual decision making power on behalf of stakeholder groups 

and citizens. In some instances of late and inadequate consultation of stakeholders, resistance 

to planning projects would grow so big that projects would only be realized at immense added 

costs or not be realized at all. As a consequence to these planning impediments, many 

planners have adapted their strategies and have given new methods of participation and co-

decision making a chance.  

The planning project and its accompanying participatory processes under consideration for 

the present research constitute an example of an endeavor that deviates from the general 

practice of public participation as laid down in the German Town and Country Planning 

Code.  

In turn the project’s background, its participatory processes, as well as the stakeholder groups 

involved will be discussed. 

4.1.2 Expansion of the Hamburg Convention Center 

At the end of the 1990’s it became apparent that Hamburg’s Convention Center (Hamburg 

Messe und Congress GmbH; HMC) with its aging infrastructure and constricted operational 

space, would not be able to continue competing with other major German convention centers 

(Gessenharter, 2005). At the time Hamburg’s direct competitors Hannover, Frankfurt and 

Berlin were or had been undergoing modernization efforts, with the World Exhibition coming 

to Hannover at the turn of the millennium (Gessenharter, 2005).  

With the Hamburg Convention Center being a limited liability company (GmbH) owned by 

the City of Hamburg, both its management as well as the city’s government (Senat) had a 

strong interest in modernization and expansion efforts. 
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As a result, in 1999 the government commissioned the authorities to undertake investigations 

into potential new locations for the Convention Center to expand on (Gessenharter, 2005). 

When testing of three alternative outer-city locations brought negative results due to 

budgetary and environmental constraints, the government decided to go through with the 

expansion on the Convention Center’s current location (Gessenharter, 2005). On its current 

inner-city location, the Convention Center bordered on Hamburg’s Central Meat Market, 

surrounded by the districts Eimsbüttel in the north, Rotherbaum in the east, the 

Karolinenviertel in the south and the Sternschanze in the west
7
.  

Assigned with managing the planning process and producing a basis for decision-making, the 

authorities for traffic, city building, economics and labor, as well as for urban development in 

turn employed external consultancy offices to assist with the planning process. The 

consultancy offices were to produce expert reports on the issues of traffic, environment, the 

Central Meat Market, as well as a report concerning social impact on the districts adjacent to 

the Convention Center (Integriertes städtebauliches Entwicklungskonzept
8
).  

Since the city had recently witnessed strong rejection of large public urban development 

projects and even violent riots from the autonomous scene, the government intended to 

involve the citizenry and stakeholders in the planning process beyond the lawfully regulated 

procedures (Feindt, 2001). Moreover it quickly became apparent, that the complex set of 

interests from the various stakeholders concerned with the Convention Center’s expansion, 

would require a more versatile and elaborate approach towards participation (Feindt, 2001).  

A detailed analysis of the stakeholders involved, as well as a description of the participatory 

processes that would eventually accompany the planning project, are provided in the 

following sections. 
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Planning endeavors for the Convention Center’s expansion commenced in 2000, with the 

government presenting its final plans to the parliament one and a half years later in the 

beginning of June 2001 (Feindt, 2001). Construction eventually commenced in 2004 and was 

completed in 2008. The total budget estimated to €370 Million, making the expansion of the 

Convention Center one of the most ambitious and expensive public urban development 

projects in Hamburg at the time (Hamburg Messe und Congress, 2013).  

4.2 Stakeholder Analysis  

By means of a stakeholder analysis, parties relevant to a certain decision making process can 

be systematically represented and characterized (Grimble and Wellard, 1997). Using 

stakeholder analysis, policy makers and planners determine whom to involve and pay 

attention to in planning and decision making, mapping their strategies and approach 

accordingly (Reed, 2008). 

In the current research, the following stakeholder analysis intends to give an overview of 

those actors affected by the planning of the Convention Center, mapping their interest and 

involvement in, as well as their positioning and influence on the process. Accompanying the 

following sections, an overview-matrix in the appendix of this work (Table Stakeholder 

Analysis
9
) further adds to the characterization of the stakeholders involved in the planning 

process. 

4.2.1 The Central Meat Market 

The Central Meat Market has been an institution in the city of Hamburg since the beginning 

of the 17
th

 century (Fleisch Großmarkt Hamburg, 2013). Since its establishment, it has as such 

provided employment for the adjacent districts and their residents. In 1993 the publicly-
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owned company was privatized and renamed to Fleischgroßmarkt Hamburg (Schlachthof 

Hamburg, 2012). 

Since many cattle markets were located around the area of the Heiligengeistfeld in the district 

of St. Pauli, the Central Meat Market was relocated from Hamburg’s suburbs to its current 

location at the end of the 19
th

 century, were it is still located today  (Schlachthof Hamburg, 

2012).  

At its current location, the operational facilities of the Central Meat Market border on the 

facilities of Hamburg’s Convention Center. In total, the operational facilities of the Central 

Meat Market amount to over 110.000 square meters, with approximately 44.000 square 

meters being covered with facility buildings (Verkehrsinitiative karo4tel, 2000).   

Around the turn of the millennium, when plans for the expansion of the Convention Center 

were concretized, the Central Meat Market united 188 companies on its premises (Studie 

Fleischgroßmarkt Hamburg GmbH
10

), making up for more than 2.685 internal and external 

employees (Studie Fleischgroßmarkt Hamburg GmbH). Annual turnover in 1999 amounted to 

approximately €893 Million (Studie Fleischgroßmarkt Hamburg GmbH), capital expenditures 

to more than €86 Million (Prognose über die Zukunftsentwicklung des FGH11
).  

Consequently the Central Meat Market has been considered a major economic player and 

employer in and to the City of Hamburg (Prognose über die Zukunftsentwicklung des FGH), 

providing for national and international food retailing businesses, hotels and gastronomy 

(Fleisch Großmarkt Hamburg, 2013).   

The Central Meat Market’s strong economical position was also acknowledged in the expert 

surveys that were conducted by the consultancy offices in the course of planning undertakings 

of the Convention Center’s expansion. Consequently the consultants stated, that since its 
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privatization in 1993, the company displayed rising development amongst its businesses and 

in the number of employees, with many low to medium qualified employees stemming from 

the adjacent districts (Prognose über die Zukunftsentwicklung des FGH). 

When Hamburg’s authorities established, that the expansion of the Convention Center was to 

be undertaken on the existing premises, it became apparent that this would demand 

approximately 11.000 square meters of the existing operational space from the Central Meat 

Market (Workshop Protokoll Sanierungsbeiräte 2000-10-12
12

). The management of the 

Central Meat Market was as such concerned, that a reduction of its existing operational space 

would negatively impact its economic position, while simultaneously endangering jobs. 

Consequently the management was interested in keeping its existing area of operation, being 

initially opposed to the expansion plans (Prognose über die Zukunftsentwicklung des FGH; 

Workshop Protokoll Sanierungsbeiräte 2000-10-12).  

Robert A. Dahl states that the base of an actor’s power encompasses all the resources that he 

can exploit to influence and effect the behavior of another actor (Dahl, 1957). Whereas this 

surely paints a rather broad picture of an actor’s power base, potentially entailing any number 

of material as well as behavioral resources, the basis for stakeholders’ power in urban 

development planning processes will often lie in their superior political, economic, or 

informational resources (Amy, 1983; Cormick and Patton, 1977).  

In the case of the Central Meat Market, these superior political and economic resources can 

surely be sought in its aforementioned distinguished economic position and role as an 

important and respected employer in the City of Hamburg. In addition, the Central Meat 

Market’s power base is reinforced by its “strong bargaining positions and internally 

homogenous interests” regarding the expansion of the Convention Center (Feindt, 2001:6), 
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stemming from the planners’ direct dependability on large parts of operational space of the 

Central Meat Market. 

The present research therefore terms and considers the Central Meat Market a “powerful 

actor”, a role that is in turn believed to equip the Central Meat Market’s demands regarding 

the planning process of the Convention Center’s expansion with added weight. It is 

furthermore assumed that the demands of this actor are more likely to be taken on board by 

the planners than that of less powerful actors.  

4.2.2 The Hamburg Convention Center 

The Hamburg Convention Center has been looking back on a long tradition, with the first 

trade and industrial fairs taking place as early as the beginning of the 19
th

 century (Hamburg 

Messe und Congress, 2016).  

As a limited liability company (GmbH), the Convention Center is owned by the City of 

Hamburg.  

Being one of Germany’s largest Convention Centers, it stands in direct competition with cities 

such as Hannover, Frankfurt and Berlin. Around the turn of the millennium, it became 

apparent that in order for the Convention Center to remain competitive with those cities and 

their convention centers, it would need to expand and enlarge its existing operational space.  

After new locations at the outskirts of the city had been probed and deemed unfeasible, the 

city government (Senat) ordered the authorities to develop plans for an expansion of the 

Convention Center at its existing inner-city location (Kommunikative Begleitung des 

Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht
13

; Drucksache 

16/3610
14

). 
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Around 1999, when planning for the expansion was initiated, the Convention Center was site 

to approximately 40 trade fairs and over 830.000 visitors per year (Hamburg Messe und 

Congress, 2014). The operational space of the Convention Center estimated to 64.000 square 

meters before its expansion and was supposed to grow towards 87.000 square meters after the 

expansion (Hamburg Messe und Congress, 2014).   

In 2014 annual turnover estimated to €99.8 Million (Hamburg Messe und Congress, 2014), 

with total assets amounting to €116.5 Million (Hamburg Messe und Congress, 2014). Around 

1999, the Convention Center directly employed 430 people, while indirectly employing 

approximately another 5.500 via operations (Hamburg Messe und Congress, 2014).  

4.2.3 The District Advisory Councils 

In the planning process under consideration, the District Advisory Councils represented the 

three districts adjacent to the Convention Center, namely the “Schanzenviertel” bordering on 

the Convention Center in the west, the “Karolinenviertel” in the south, and the district 

“Eimsbüttel” in the north.  

The Councils were founded during the 1980’s, when the districts were each undergoing major 

redevelopment initiatives from the city (Feindt, 2001). 

Members of the District Advisory Councils are chosen by a district’s population for a period 

of four years and reside in the respective district themselves. The Councils are implemented 

by a district assembly, which in turn is elected by all the residents of a district 

(Finanzbehörde, 2000). The Councils are established to institutionalize citizen participation 

within public urban development and planning projects and to unite the ideas and input of an 

as large as possible sample of residents from the respective district (Sanierungsbeirat 

Gängeviertel, 2013). In enabling discussion, evaluation and the development of own measures 

among a district’s population, the District Advisory Councils try to impact public urban 
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development projects on behalf of the citizenry (Sanierungsbeirat Gängeviertel, 2013). 

Nonetheless the District Advisory Councils usually do not possess decision-making powers 

but rather fulfill an advisory and recommending role to the authorities and city’s planners 

(Sanierungsbeirat Gängeviertel, 2013).   

The three Councils that were involved in the planning of the Convention Center’s expansion 

represented populations that have been known for their strong activism and opposition 

towards top-down public decisions regarding urban space of living (Studie zur sozialen 

Verträglichkeit der Messeerweiterung
15

). Moreover the districts are characterized by a high 

density and an “intense mixture of living and working and high urban quality” (Feindt, 

2001:13), with residents displaying a strong readiness and willingness for district-oriented 

commitment (Studie zur sozialen Verträglichkeit der Messeerweiterung).  

The three districts represented by the Advisory Councils have furthermore been described as 

experimental regions for cooperative forms of living and alternative economic activities 

(Studie zur sozialen Verträglichkeit der Messeerweiterung), attributing them a “progressive 

and district-oriented social and cultural infrastructure” (Studie zur sozialen Verträglichkeit der 

Messeerweiterung: 55). This infrastructure in turn establishes itself in amongst others “self-

help projects, cooperatively-led businesses and supervised playgrounds” (Studie zur sozialen 

Verträglichkeit der Messeerweiterung: 55). In addition to that, the districts have been 

characterized by “their ability of self-organization regarding social benefits and political 

initiatives” (Studie zur sozialen Verträglichkeit der Messeerweiterung: 57). In one of the 

reports the districts and their inhabitants have respectively been described as an “urban engine 

of development and niche for social, cultural and economic experimentation and innovation” 

(Studie zur sozialen Verträglichkeit der Messeerweiterung: 68). Elsewhere the districts have 
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been attributed “a space of agglomeration concerning a great variety of social, cultural and 

economic trends” (Studie zur sozialen Verträglichkeit der Messeerweiterung: 73-74). 

 

From an early stage on – once the plans of the Senate to expand the Convention Center’s 

space of operation on the existing location became known – members of the District Advisory 

Councils and residents from the three districts concerned, criticized that the Senate had not 

considered alternative urban projects for the areas under consideration (Feindt, 2001). They 

were thus convinced that the provision of additional housing and space for small and medium 

local businesses was more pressing than the expansion of the Convention Center (Feindt, 

2001). Furthermore they were concerned that the expansion and modernization would in turn 

lead to an increase in visitors and traffic to the districts, as well as a possible increase in rent 

(Feindt, 2001). 

 

Considering the District Advisory Councils` attributes described above, in addition to the fact, 

that the Councils are made up of elected residents, often representing a range of local 

businesses and citizen initiatives (Sanierungsbeirat Gängeviertel, 2013; Feindt, 2001), while 

being moreover actively involved in the districts’ affairs and local politics, they can be said to 

possess intimate local knowledge of these localities and their inhabitants, which they have 

acquired through first-hand experience and daily living in the districts.  

Researchers have referred to this firsthand life experience (Collin and Collin, 1998) and 

contextual intelligence (Fischer, 2000) as local or spatial knowledge, which “does not owe its 

origin to professional techniques” (Lindblom and Cohen, 1979:12) but to the “immediacy of 

experience” (Geertz, 1983:75). 
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Being as such experts of their own districts and residents’ wants and needs, the District 

Advisory Councils are termed and considered a “knowledgeable actor”, well equipped to 

assess the expansion plan’s impact on their districts.   

Additionally it is expected that the District Advisory Councils’ demands regarding decision-

making in the planning process will be based on this body of local knowledge, adding 

authority to those demands in the decision-making process respectively. It is thus assumed 

that the demands of this actor are more likely to be taken on board by the planners than that of 

less knowledgeable actors. 

4.2.4 The City Government 

The Senate acts as the federal state government to the City of Hamburg and is considered the 

head of state. As such it is the highest management body, at the same time presiding over the 

city’s authorities (Senat der Freien und Hansestadt Hamburg, 2003). Since Hamburg, as a city 

state, does not differentiate between municipal and state-based duties, the Senate 

simultaneously takes on the role of the highest body of communal affairs.  As a constitutional 

body, the Senate represents the executive power (Senat der Freien und Hansestadt Hamburg, 

2003).  

Comparable to federal state governments, the Senate is presided over by its president and his 

or her deputy. The president, who is also the first mayor of the City of Hamburg, is elected by 

the city’s parliament, and in turn appoints the Senate’s twelve senators. The senators have to 

be confirmed by the parliament as well (Senat der Freien und Hansestadt Hamburg, 2003). 

Equipped with the guidelines competence, it was the Senate, which in the beginnings of the 

1990’s instructed the authorities to examine possibilities for an expansion of the Convention 

Center (Feindt, 2001). The Senate feared that unless expansion and modernization of the 

Convention Center’s infrastructure would take place, the city would fall behind its German 
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competitors (Feindt, 2001). At the same time Hannover, being in direct competition to 

Hamburg’s Convention Center, was preparing to host the World Exhibition, drawing a lot of 

attention, visitors and capital. After three outer-city relocations for the expansion were ruled 

out because of budgetary and environmental constraints, the Senate instructed the authorities 

to examine expansion plans on the existing location (Kommunikative Begleitung des 

Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht; Drucksache 

16/3610).    

For the Senate the expansion of the Convention Center presented a prestigious development 

project for the city, with the planned expansion being one of the biggest urban development 

projects that Germany had seen at the time (Kommunikative Begleitung des  

Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht).  

While the Senate commissioned the expansion, it was also up to the Senate to decide on the 

final functional concept that consisted of the authorities’ reports, the expert surveys of the 

consultancy offices, as well as of the participatory products of the stakeholders involved in 

the planning project. After coming to a decision on the functional concept, the Senate in turn 

communicated its decision to the parliament in the form of a so called “Senatsdrucksache” 

(Senate printed paper). The parliament then had to vote on the issue at hand. 

At the time of the Convention Center’s expansion and its planning respectively, Hamburg was 

governed by the Christian Democrats (CDU), the Liberals (FDP), as well as the Far-Right 

(PRO). President of the Senate and first mayor at the time was Ole von Beust (CDU). 

4.2.5 The Authorities 

As mentioned above, the authorities are directly subordinated to the Senate. In total there are 

twelve technical authorities that exist in the City of Hamburg, which are in turn managed by 
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one of the twelve senators, assisted by a team of public officers (Behörde für  

Stadtentwicklung und Wohnen, 2002).   

In the case of the expansion of the Convention Center, the authorities for traffic, city building, 

economics and labor, as well as for urban development were involved in the planning process. 

As such the authorities were charged with the planning process and ordered to work out a 

functional concept for the expansion that could function as basis for decision-making to the 

Senate. The Authority for Economics and Labor chiefly oversaw and coordinated this process 

(Kommunikative Begleitung des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe 

Abschlussbericht). The guidelines given by the Senate furthermore specified that all interest 

of the stakeholders involved were to be considered in a well-balanced fashion 

(Kommunikative Begleitung des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe 

Abschlussbericht). 

The authorities in turn then commissioned external consultancy offices to conduct expert 

surveys, analyzing particular fields of interest to the expansion of the Convention Center. 

These expert surveys were to be complemented regularly by the participative input of the 

stakeholders involved and forwarded to the authorities for examination and consideration 

(Kommunikative Begleitung des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe 

Abschlussbericht).     

Within the present research, the authorities deserve particular attention. Since they were 

charged with the planning process of the Convention Center, they were in turn responsible for 

decisions regarding the input of stakeholders involved in the participatory processes.  

4.2.6 The Parliament  

As the legislative body of the federal state of Hamburg, the Parliament (Bürgerschaft) has 

three major functions, namely the passing of legislation, the election and appointment of the 
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first mayor (head of the Senate), as well as the control of the Senate. The 121 members of the 

Parliament are elected every four years by the citizens of the city (Hamburgische 

Bürgerschaft, 2002).  

Since the Senate deemed the expansion of the Convention Center necessary and appointed the 

authorities with its implementation, it was necessary for the Parliament to agree with the plans 

of the Senate and approve the budget and resources for the expansion of the Convention 

Center (Feindt, 2001).  

As the Convention Center (HMC) is a limited liability company (GmbH) of the City of 

Hamburg, the Parliament had an interest in it remaining competitive and yielding profits as 

well. Nonetheless the Parliament, with its various political parties, was divided on the issue of 

the expansion. While the ruling conservatives (CDU), who at that time formed a coalition 

with the liberals (FDP) and the far-right (PRO), were in favor of the expansion at the inner-

city location, the green party (Grüne), as well as the social democrats (SPD) were opposed to 

the plans and the allocated budget. The opposition was nonetheless overruled on the issue, as 

the Parliament eventually agreed with the plans of the Senate (Feindt, 2001; Kommunikative 

Begleitung des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe  

Abschlussbericht).  

The opposition moreover demanded that the Central Meat Market (FGH) would not be 

affected by the expansion and that the expansion as such would not be executed on the inner-

city location. 

4.2.7 The Consultancy Offices 

The consultancy offices were appointed by the authorities to provide expert surveys. Those 

surveys were to be concerned with the Central Meat Market (FGH) and the impact the 

expansion of the Convention Center would have on it as an economic player and employer in 
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the City of Hamburg. Moreover, expert surveys were to be produced on the issues of traffic, 

environment, as well as social impact on the districts adjacent to the Convention Center 

(Integriertes städtebauliches Entwicklungskonzept).  

The consultancy offices involved consisted of a university institute, as well as several 

architectural and engineering institutes (Senatsdrucksache 16/6146
16

). In writing their expert 

surveys, the consultants were to consider the products of the public participation in their 

surveys that were to be complemented constantly (Senatsdrucksache 16/6146).   

The consultancy offices were interested in providing an as accurate as possible picture of their 

fields of expertise in relation to the expansion, as such showing how the project would affect 

the respective issue (Lenkungsgruppe Niederschrift 6
17

).   

In writing their reports and submitting them to the authorities, the consultancy offices as such 

had an indirect influence on decision making. Since the authorities would use their surveys as 

basis for subsequent decision making regarding the expansion, the work and 

recommendations of the consultancy offices would carry weight not to be underestimated. 

As externally hired consultants, the consultancy offices were supposed to be neutral to the 

project and the various parties involved. Their role was mainly professional and did not 

follow a political agenda (Lenkungsgruppe Niederschrift 6; Kommunikative Begleitung des 

Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht).  

4.2.8 The Moderators 

In order to guide the participatory processes that would complement the planning of the 

Convention Center’s expansion, the authorities decided to employ three external professionals 
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(Feindt, 2001; Feindt, 2012; Gessenharter, 2005). Consequently two university professors, as 

well as a project planner were hired.  

Having learned from the experience with other major German planning projects, the 

authorities considered it best to involve stakeholders from early on in the process. Moreover 

the planners had witnessed the partly violent riots in parts of the adjacent districts once plans 

for the Convention Center’s expansion had become public (Feindt, 2001; Feindt, 2012; 

Gessenharter, 2005). 

In a framework titled the “Kommunikative Begleitung” (Communicative Accompaniment), 

which the moderators designed and implemented themselves, all concerned stakeholders were 

to be involved via workshops and discussions. Additionally, a hotline and an informative 

website with all workshop and discussion protocols were established.  

As impartial external professionals, the moderators were interested in providing an 

unobstructed participatory process, which would allow for the various stakeholders to be 

involved in the planning of the project (Feindt, 2001; Feindt, 2012; Gessenharter, 2005). 

Throughout the course of participation, it was the job of the moderators to assure that 

stakeholders had equal access to the participatory processes. Moreover they had to establish 

the ground rules and guarantee that they were abided by. Furthermore they would have to 

provide documentation of the participatory processes, while eventually making informed 

recommendations to the authorities. Consequently they compiled reports and drafted a final 

document that would sum up the participatory framework (Feindt, 2001; Feindt, 2012; 

Gessenharter, 2005). 
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4.2.9 The Citizens  

Besides those citizens that resided in the districts adjacent to the Convention Center, a group 

of citizens stemming from other parts of the city also participated in the planning process of 

the Convention Center’s expansion. These individuals took part in the citizen workshops 

(Bürger Workshops), which were also organized by the moderators. 

During the three respective workshops, this group varied in size between 20 up to 40 

individuals (Kommunikative Begleitung des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der 

Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht). These citizens had responded to an invitation of the 

moderators that had been distributed among the city’s residents. This group as such consisted 

of volunteers who had joined the process via self-selection (Feindt, 2012). 

As nonresidents to the three districts adjacent to the Convention Center, these individuals 

would not be directly affected by the expansion plans, but had nonetheless voiced an interest 

in shaping the planning process in their city (Feindt, 2012).  

Since this group of citizens did not possess the spatial and local knowledge regarding the 

districts directly affected by the expansion plans, which on the other hand residents of the 

three districts adjacent to the Convention Center possessed, their participatory input is 

believed to be less-well informed of the social and historical circumstances of the adjacent 

districts. Consequently it is assumed that their input will carry less weight and will display 

less impact on final plan decisions. Their input is nonetheless very important for the present 

research, as it will be compared to the input of the remaining stakeholders. 
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4.3 Participation During the Planning Process 

4.3.1 The Process 

The contracted moderators to the planning process of the Convention Center’s expansion, 

designed and managed a customized participation framework titled the “Communicative 

Accompaniment”, which took place between May and November 2000 (Feindt, 2012). As 

such the participation framework preceded the formal planning process, allowing for its 

results to be used accordingly (Kommunikative Begleitung des Planungsprozesses zur 

Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht). 

The participatory framework consisted of a pre-phase and two main phases, and was 

described by one of the moderators as a mediation-like process, which in contrast to 

mediation was nonetheless not entirely open-ended (Feindt, 2012).  

4.3.1.1 The Pre-Phase 

Throughout the pre-phase, which took place between June and July 2000, the moderators 

organized and held approximately 20 in-depth interviews and background talks with key 

stakeholders affected by the expansion of the Convention Center (Feindt, 2001).  

These interviews served the purpose of gaining quick insight into the standpoints of the 

various parties concerned and their demands regarding the planning process (Feindt, 2001).  

Gaining quick access to the various stakeholders’ positions was essential, since the 

government had announced that it was planning to forward its decision to the parliament 

before the end of year. Consequently the moderators deemed it necessary to finish the 

participation process in October, thus being pressed for time (Feindt, 2001).  

 

 



52 

 

4.3.1.2 The First Phase 

The first phase was intended to allow the moderators to gather, structure and prioritize the 

matters of concern that the various stakeholders had. In turn a workshop format was designed, 

bringing the different stakeholder groups together. Within the workshops, the attendees could 

engage in discussion with members of the government, the authorities and the consultancy 

offices, learning of the current state of planning and the expert surveys. In addition they could 

voice their own demands, which were documented and forwarded to the planners (Feindt, 

2001). 

While the first workshop was held for members of the three districts adjacent to the 

Convention Center and the Central Meat Market, there were two additional workshops 

intended for citizens residing outside of the districts. 

4.3.1.2.1 Workshop for the District Advisory Councils and the Central Meat Market 

The first workshop for the three districts and the Central Meat Market was held on July 8
th

 

2000, assembling members of the three District Advisory Councils, representatives of the 

Central Meat Market, members of the authorities, as well as representatives of the Convention 

Center. In total 40 representatives from the three districts and five representatives of the 

Central Meat Market attended. In addition, 20 members of the authorities and 15 members of 

the consultancy offices took part (Feindt, 2001). 

The workshop lasted approximately eight hours and started with a “detailed clarification of 

roles and mandates” (Feindt, 2001:6). As such members of the government presented the 

current state of the planning process and engaged in discussion with the remaining 

participants. The external consultants in turn answered questions concerning the scope of their 

surveys and provisional results. The participants then had time to evaluate the expert surveys 

and formulate their own recommendations regarding the planning process. The 
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recommendations were in turn documented, grouped and ranked by the participants. It was 

agreed upon that these recommendations were to be forwarded to the planners and 

consultants, who would take them into consideration during their assessment (Feindt, 2001). 

4.3.1.2.2 The Citizen Workshops 

Shortly after, on the 29
th

 of July and the 23
rd

 of September 2000, two more workshops were 

held, which invited citizens, residing outside of the three districts adjacent to the Convention 

Center (Kommunikative Begleitung des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg 

Messe Abschlussbericht; Feindt, 2001). Visitors to these citizen-workshops had been invited 

via direct mail that had previously been sent to 4.500 households (Kommunikative Begleitung 

des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht; Feindt, 

2001). The citizen workshops were eventually attended by 17 and 25 individuals respectively 

(Gessenharter, 2005). 

During the first citizen workshop, representatives of the Authority for Economics and Labor 

(Wirtschaftsbehörde) explained the basis for the planning process, while members of the 

consultancy offices presented the state of their expert surveys (Kommunikative Begleitung 

des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht). At the end 

of the first workshop, the participants could formulate their feedback and demands, which 

were documented as “citizen votes” (Bürgervoten) forwarded to the planners.  

At the second citizen workshop, participants engaged in a discussion with the management of 

the Convention Center, debating the need for the expansion at the inner-city location. Again 

the state of the expert surveys was presented, with citizens once more being able to cast their 

citizen votes (Kommunikative Begleitung des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der 

Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht). Discussions and the citizen votes were managed by the 
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moderators of the Communicative Accompaniment, with the participants temporarily being 

divided into smaller working groups to facilitate faster decision making (Gessenharter, 2005).   

In addition to the citizen workshops, the moderators arranged for an information hotline and a 

website to be established. The website provided information on the workshops, as well as all 

the expert surveys from the consultants. Via the hotline citizens were able to get information 

on upcoming events as well as to find answers to their questions surrounding the planning 

process (Kommunikative Begleitung des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg 

Messe Abschlussbericht). 

4.3.1.3 The Second Phase 

While the first phase was designed to gather and prioritize participants input, the second 

phase was intended to reach agreements among the various stakeholders regarding the general 

framework of the planning process. Two workshops (the “contract-workshops”) would be 

dedicated to drafting a contract among the participants, with matters of consensus and dissent 

to be documented comprehensibly. The information from the pre-phase and the participatory 

input from the first phase were to act as an informational basis for the contract workshops. 

The contract would have the status of an official expert survey and as such be forwarded to 

the authorities and the City government for consideration (Gessenharter, 2005).   

4.3.1.3.1 The District Advisory Council Workshops 

While the Central Meat Market had a “strong bargaining position and internally homogenous 

interests” (Feindt, 2001:6), the three District Advisory Councils had to deal with a wide range 

of interests in their ranks, that in some cases even conflicted each other. As a result the 

Councils had to engage in expensive and time-consuming consensus building as to remain 

self-contained and to be able to speak with one voice. Since these problems became apparent 

in the first workshop, the moderators offered to host two additional meetings with the District 
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Advisory Councils. In these workshops, the District Advisory Councils were offered 

professional support by external experts, assisting them in reconciling their conflicting 

interests (Feindt, 2001). 

Therefore the three Councils got together again on the 28
th

 of September and the 12
th

 of 

October the same year. Again discussions with the authorities and consultants were facilitated 

and the Councils could prioritize their demands and forward those to the planners for them to 

be considered in the expert surveys and planning process (Kommunikative Begleitung des 

Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht). In order to 

speed up the process, the moderators had designed questionnaires to assist members of the 

Councils in formulating and pinpointing their demands.  

4.3.1.3.2 The Contract Workshops 

On the 14
th

 and on the 29
th

 of October 2000, the two contract workshops were held with all 

stakeholders involved. Consequently the workshops were attended by members of the District 

Advisory Councils, representatives of the Central Meat Market and the Convention Center, 

interested citizens from outside the three districts, as well as members of the government, the 

authorities and the consultancy offices (Kommunikative Begleitung des Planungsprozesses 

zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht).  

The first contract workshop again served as a platform for the consultants to present the state 

of their expert surveys. In the process participants could again question the surveys and their 

scope. Main focus lay on the survey regarding the Central Meat Market (Studie 

Fleischgroßmarkt Hamburg GmbH) and the social impact assessment for the districts adjacent 

to the Convention Center (Studie zur sozialen Verträglichkeit der Messeerweiterung).  

During the second eight hour workshop, more than 70 detailed statements from the 

participants, regarding all aspects of the planning process, were discussed for approval by the 
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District Advisory Councils, representatives of the Central Meat Market, the citizens from 

outside the district adjacent to the Convention Center, the Convention Center's management, 

and representatives of the government. Therefore, an operational consensus on most aspects 

was found, which was later titled the “contract”.  The moderators later stated that “it was an 

important element of the contract that all parties agreed that the participation process should 

be continued” (Feindt, 2001:8).  

4.3.2 Participation’s Functions and Promises in the Process  

The original intention behind participation was generally to avoid and reduce conflict 

regarding the expansion plans of the government. In this regard one of the moderators to the 

Communicative Accompaniment referred to the expansion project in its urban context as a 

“metropolitan conflict” (Feindt, 2001:1). What he meant was that the Convention Center’s 

expansion at its inner-city location was perceived and feared to impact its local surroundings 

and actors in an unbalanced and possibly negative fashion (Feindt, 2001). This situation was 

bearing the risk of great conflict, which had occurred in the districts adjacent to the 

Convention Center only recently.  

Nonetheless – and this was established right from the start and stated in several planning 

documents – participation was not merely to gain acceptance for the expansion plans, but 

rather to “find facts in a cooperative way” (Feindt, 2001:8), reaching an informed agreement 

on the general framework of the planning process between all the affected parties 

(Kommunikative Begleitung des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe 

Abschlussbericht). During discursive processes, the interests of participants were to be 

discussed, concretized and channeled into sets of clear demands that were to complement the 

planning picture (Feindt, 2001; Gessenharter, 2005; Kommunikative Begleitung des  

Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht).  
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In the tradition of cooperative democracy (Feindt, 2001), involving citizens in the process of 

policy formulation and implementation (Bogumil, 2001), the Communicative  

Accompaniment promised to involve participants to some extent as “co-planners” (Feindt, 

2001:2).  

As such, participants’ demands regarding the Convention Center’s expansion – as contained 

in the workshop protocols and the “contract” – were to hold the status of an official expert 

survey, to be evaluated by the planners, who would in turn decide which demands and 

suggestions they could adopt (Kommunikative Begleitung des Planungsprozesses zur 

Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht). A reference in accompanying 

planning documentation and in a scientific paper published by one of the moderators 

underlined this promise and put it into writing:  „ [The] final report of the project has the 

formal status of an expert's report according to German planning law (Baugesetzbuch) and 

thus has to be considered in the process of choice between conflicting goods.” (Feindt, 

2001:11; Gessenharter, 2005:5).  

Consequently, participation held the promise that participants’ suggestions and demands were 

to be taken as seriously by the government as were the remaining expert surveys 

(Gessenharter, 2005; Kommunikative Begleitung des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung 

der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht; Workshop Protokoll Sanierungsbeiräte 2000-07-08
18

). 

At this point it seems advisable to remember the present work’s discussion of participation’s 

different functions from the first chapter. More concretely participation’s functional and 

operational side, as introduced in section 1.1.3, is what is worth mentioning here.  

Because as analysis of the case study – and specifically participation’s functions and promises 

therein – has shown, participation held the promise and served the function to inter alia foster 

co-planning together with the stakeholders involved. Consequently, participatory processes 
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from the case study are ultimately to be located within the realm of participation’s functional 

and operational side. 

Concluding this further strengthens the current work’s choice for laying its main focus of 

attention on the decision-making processes and procedures by which participatory input 

comes into planning decisions – which concern the processing stage and embedded cases 

within the case study respectively. 

Since both literature strands that provided the basis for the current work’s hypotheses are 

concerned with the operational side of participation – each proposing opposing influence 

factors at the center of their theory – the location of the case study’s participatory processes 

within the realm of participation’s functional and operational side thus furthermore provide 

justification for the current work’s theoretical and analytical foundation on which the 

literatures’ hypothesized factors power and local knowledge could be studied for their 

influence on participation’s impact on decision- and plan making. 

4.4 Operationalization of the Research  

The current study’s research concepts have been introduced and defined in the theoretical 

section of this work. In order to allow for them to be identified and studied within the 

particular case of the Hamburg Convention Center’s expansion, they are sequentially 

operationalized by means of assignment to particular pieces of case material. 

4.4.1 Initial Plan Decisions  

The present research defines initial plan decisions as decisions made prior to the setting in of 

participatory processes during the planning project. As such these decisions occurred before 

participatory input was prompted, documented and processed for decision-making.  
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In the case under consideration, initial plan decisions were made by the authorities and 

government.  

Documentation of initial plan decisions regarding the Convention Center’s expansion can be 

found in the Senate’s printed paper 16/3610, which the government submitted to the 

parliament for consideration on the 14
th

 of December 1999 (Drucksache 16/3610).  

In general, printed papers from the Senate are memoranda, which are submitted to the 

parliament and can contain either reports compiled by the Senate regarding political matters 

of the federal state, or requests from the Senate regarding the parliament’s approval of 

budgetary plans or the passing of state laws. In both cases, the parliament can either request 

the submission of these papers or receive them via the Senate’s own initiative (Hamburgde, 

2016). 

 

In this particular case, the Senate submitted the paper at its own initiative, asking the 

parliament to take notice of the initial plans regarding the Convention Center’s expansion, 

while at the same time asking agreement with the proposed expansion on the Center’s current 

inner-city location (Drucksache 16/3610). 

 

The current research regards two types of plan decisions, namely initial- and final plan 

decisions with respect to the planning of the Convention Center’s expansion. As has been 

explained in chapter two of this work, the distinctive feature of initial plan decisions, apart 

from their temporal character in the planning process, is their preliminary character. 

Consequently these decisions were subjected to discussion and transformation throughout the 

planning process.  

Despite their instability as regards content, they are of great interest to the current study. 

Comparing them to final plan decisions will allow the author to determine, whether final plan 
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decisions were caused by participatory input, or whether their occurrence might have been 

decided right from the start of the planning process. 

In order to allow for comparison of initial- and final plan decisions, they will be categorized 

and grouped accordingly. For standards of categorization and comparison, the reader is 

referred to section 3.3 of this work. 

4.4.2 Participatory Input 

Participatory input in the current research is defined as information that entered the course of 

planning via participatory processes in the form of concrete recommendations and demands 

from the stakeholders involved in the participatory processes. This participatory input is to be 

probed for impact on final plan decisions.  

Consequently the author will focus on participatory input in the form of concrete 

recommendations and demands of the following stakeholders: 

- Members of the District Advisory Councils 

- Representatives from the Central Meat Market 

- Citizens from outside the districts adjacent to the Convention Center 

 

4.4.2.1 Input from the District Advisory Councils 

Input stemming from the District Advisory Councils comprises detailed discussion protocols 

from the District Advisory Council workshops that took place on the 28
th

 of September and 

the 12
th

 of October 2000 (Workshop Protokoll Sanierungsbeiräte 2000-10-12), as well as a list 

of concrete demands made to the consultants and planners on the workshop that took place on 

July the 8
th

 2000 (Workshop Protokoll Sanierungsbeiräte 2000-07-08).  
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4.4.2.2 Input from the Central Meat Market 

Input from representatives of the Central Meat Market encompasses the discussion 

contributions made during the District Advisory Workshop on the 12
th

 of October 2000 

(Workshop Protokoll Sanierungsbeiräte 2000-10-12). In addition to that, the representatives’ 

concrete demands are included in the protocol of the workshop for the District Advisory 

Councils and the Central Meat Market that took place on July the 8
th

 2000 (Workshop 

Protokoll Sanierungsbeiräte 2000-07-08).  

 

4.4.2.3 Input from the Citizens 

Citizen input comprises the citizens’ concrete demands, which were documented in the citizen 

votes that were forwarded to the consultants and authorities (Bürgervoten 1-3
19

).  

 

In order to research, whether participatory input of the stakeholders concerned had actual 

impact on final plan decisions, input will be categorized and grouped accordingly. Standards 

for categorization and grouping are discussed in the above section 3.3 of this work.  

A collection of the categorized and coded input from all stakeholders is included in the 

appendices of this work (Categorized and Coded Input from all Stakeholders
20

; Concrete 

Input Demands
21

). 

 

4.4.3 Processing 

As the theoretical model in this work’s second chapter has shown, processing in the present 

research has been defined as documented decision situations in the planning process, 

throughout which planners have concerned themselves with participatory input’s concrete 
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demands, in turn deciding on its later treatment and status.   

Studying these embedded cases of processing therefore appears to be inseparably linked to the 

evaluation of participatory input’s impact. In analyzing the various embedded cases of 

processing, the present research will thus attempt to test its hypotheses, probing for causes 

and proof of participatory input’s impact on subsequent final plan decisions.  

 

Processing, as a “framework of operational decision making” (Faludi, 1988:18), is thus of 

special interest to the present research. In order to gain insight into the embedded cases of 

processing, the author will apply micro-analysis of decision processes, using document 

analysis (Faludi, 2000) of the following case material: 

- Minutes of the meetings, the authorities and consultants held to discuss the state 

and continuance of the planning project. 

- The consultants’ expert surveys and their additions, as informed by the 

stakeholders’ demands. 

 

In applying document analysis, the author of the current work will pay special attention to 

identifying clear references and statements from planners regarding the treatment of 

participatory input, as these references will serve as basis for proof of impact, while at the 

same time allowing for inferences about causes of impact, with special attention paid to 

power and local knowledge.  

 

4.4.4 Final Plan Decisions 

Final plan decisions in the present research are defined as planning decisions by the 

authorities and government, which were made after participatory processes took place. As a 
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result, these decisions had blueprint character for the Hamburg Convention Center’s 

expansion and were not subject to changes by participatory input anymore.  

In the present research, final plan decisions comprise the following material: 

- The compensatory contract between the City of Hamburg and the Central Meat 

Market (Kompensationsvertrag
22

) 

- The Senate’s printed paper 16/6146 (Senatsdrucksache 16/6146) 

- The authorities’ explanatory statements regarding the Land Development Plan 

(Begründung B-Plan
23

) 

 

4.4.5 Impact 

Impact in the present study has been defined as participatory input’s non-coincidental 

occurrence within final plan decisions, with necessary proof for this non-coincidental 

occurrence (proof of impact) to be found in the documented decision situations of planners 

(processing).   

 

As has been mentioned in the theoretical section of this work, an evaluation of [participatory 

input’s] impact is to be based on the functions and promises that were originally ascribed to 

participation and its input, as those would in turn define what participation would be capable 

of, while at the same providing a frame of reference when judging whether participation did 

indeed fulfill its ascribed functions and meet its promises.  

If we are then to evaluate impact in the present case, we should bear in mind what the 

ascribed functions and promises of participation were.   

Looking back at section 4.3.2, we learn that participation’s function was to avoid and reduce 
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conflict, while it promised to involve stakeholders to some extent as co-planners, securing and 

incorporating their interests and demands in the planning process (Kommunikative Begleitung 

des Planungsprozesses zur Modernisierung der Hamburg Messe Abschlussbericht; Feindt, 

2001), in order to foster cooperative fact finding and arrive at an agreement between all 

stakeholders regarding the general planning framework (Feindt, 2001).  

Simultaneously remembering that impact of participatory input for us concerns the realm of 

final decision making and final plan decisions respectively, especially the promises of 

securing and incorporating participants’ demands and arriving at a balanced agreement appear 

of particular interest and testable in the current research.  

 

It follows from this that impact and participatory input’s occurrence within final plan 

decisions respectively is said to occur if: 

- Final plan decisions conform to the demands of participatory input; 

- Final plan decisions reflect a compromise with the demands of participatory input. 

 

To rule out that this occurrence is coincidental but actually attributable to participatory input, 

the current research will moreover probe for proof of impact regarding final plan decisions 

conforming to participatory input or reflecting a compromise therewith, in clear references 

made by planners referring to the input and its implementation.   

 

To establish impact, the occurrence of case material regarding participatory input (see section 

4.4.2) will be probed within case material regarding final decisions (see section 4.4.4). For 

respective findings, the researcher will additionally search for implications of proof of impact 

in case material regarding processing [decisions] (see section 4.4.3).   
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4.4.6 Power 

As has been laid out in the theoretical section of this work, power is defined as the possession 

of superior economic and political bargaining resources with the ready ability to use those in 

order to affect the behavior of another actor (Dahl, 1957). Within the scope of the present 

study, a “powerful actor” is hence in the possession of these resources and in a position to use 

them (Amy, 1983; Gaventa, 1980). 

What follows from this choice is that the phenomenon of power will have to be 

conceptualized according to the pluralist definition in order to assess its occurrence in the 

planning process of the Convention Center’s expansion. As a result, the current research will 

focus on assessing the instrumentalization and exploitation of the Central Meat Market’s 

superior bargaining resources in the planning and decision making process under 

investigation. The Central Meat Market and the current study’s choice for considering it a 

“powerful actor” are explained in further detail in section 4.2.1 of this work.  

Since qualitative data and text analysis form the methodological basis for the current study, 

the researcher will analyze the planners’ decision situations that concern demands of this 

powerful actor, searching for proof of power in the form of clear references to the Central 

Meat Market’s bargaining resources in connection to consequential decisions regarding the 

further treatment of this stakeholder’s demands. 

More concretely, for the power base of the Central Meat Market, proof of power with regard 

to its demands being complied with and incorporated in the further planning process, will 

firstly lie in clear references of the planners to the Central Meat Market’s superior bargaining 

resource of its operational space, which the expansion of the Convention Center depended on.  

This means that proof of power will be established in documented instances where the 

planners decide to adopt demands of the Central Meat Market and explicitly state that this 
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adoption results from considerations, that expanding the Convention Center on the existing 

premises cannot proceed without utilization of large shares of the Market`s current facilities. 

Consequently the author of the current work will look for potential concessions that were 

made to the Central Meat Market, in order to secure the actor`s agreement of using its 

facilities to expand on. Proof of power in those instances will therefore be based on the 

planners` concrete acknowledgement of being dependent on the Central Meat Market`s 

facilities, in turn recognizing the actor`s leverage in the participatory and decision-making 

process. 

Secondly, proof of power regarding the Central Meat Market`s participatory input having 

impacted final plan decisions, will be established in clear references of the planners to the 

Central Meat Market’s bargaining resource of being a major economic player in the City of 

Hamburg.  

As has been mentioned in more detail in section 4.2.1 of this work`s stakeholder analysis, the 

Central Meat Market’s “considerable potential for growth” has been explicitly recognized in 

one of the expert reports (Studie Fleischgroßmarkt Hamburg GmbH: 86), while the Market’s 

“rising development and positive trends regarding turnover and workforce size” have been 

stressed more than once (Studie Fleischgroßmarkt Hamburg GmbH: 81).  

It follows from this that proof of power is to be determined for documented decisions by the 

planners to accommodate the Market`s demands due to clearly stated consideration of his 

distinguished position as an economic player in the city. Exemplary this could involve a 

planner`s decision to accommodate the Market`s potential demand for providing less of its 

operational space to the Convention Center`s expansion, due to its own need of space, 

resulting from its strong and increasing economic activities. If a planner then took this 

demand on board and at the same time justified this decision with the Central Meat Market`s 

distinguished economic position, proof of power would have been established. 
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The third criterion for establishing proof of power regarding the Central Meat Market`s input 

having impacted final plan decisions, will lie in the planners` references to having adopted the 

input due to the role of the Market as an important employer in the City of Hamburg. As has 

been described in section 4.2.1 as well, the Central Meat Market has been labeled an 

“essential inner-city employer, especially to low- and medium-qualified employees from the 

neighboring districts as well as from the metropolitan area” (Studie Fleischgroßmarkt 

Hamburg GmbH: 81). Moreover the Central Meat Market has been characterized by its high 

share in employees from the local surroundings and has been termed “a functioning, big and 

expanding employer” [to the city of Hamburg] (Studie zur sozialen Verträglichkeit der 

Messeerweiterung: 69). 

4.4.7 Local Knowledge  

Within the theoretical section of this work, local knowledge has been defined as knowledge 

concerning (a) local setting(s), including an understanding of specific characteristics and 

relationships therein, acquired through acquaintance with the local setting as a resident 

(Corburn, 2003). Consequently a “knowledgeable actor” is defined as a person or as people 

living in the local setting concerned, possessing such intimate local knowledge thereof. 

In order to overcome the aforementioned difficulty of measurement and still being able to 

assess local knowledge in the planning process under consideration, the present study – as 

will be the case for the measurement of the concept of power – will analyze the planners’ 

decision situations with regard to clear references to the District Advisory Councils’ body of 

local knowledge and consequential decisions regarding the further treatment of this 

stakeholder’s demands. The District Advisory Councils and the current study’s choice for 

considering them the “knowledgeable actor” are explained in further detail in section 4.2.3 of 

this work.  
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More concretely, for local knowledge of the District Advisory Councils, proof of local 

knowledge with regard to the actor’s demands being complied with and incorporated in the 

further planning process, will firstly lie in clear references of the planners to the District 

Advisory Councils’ knowledge of specific characteristics, circumstances, events, and 

relationships with regard to their districts (Corburn, 2003) and secondly in the District 

Advisory Councils’ experience derived through first-hand contact with the local environment 

(McCall, 2010). 

As has been described in detail in section 4.2.3 of this work, the District Advisory Councils 

represent amongst others a range of local businesses and citizen initiatives (Sanierungsbeirat 

Gängeviertel, 2013; Feindt, 2001), with many of its members being actively involved in the 

districts’ affairs and local politics. In addition the districts have been characterized by “their 

ability of self-organization regarding social benefits and political initiatives” and a “strong 

willingness for district-oriented commitment” (Studie zur sozialen Verträglichkeit der 

Messeerweiterung: 57) that has inter alia taken shape in self-help initiatives and communal 

living arrangements. In one of the reports the districts and their inhabitants have furthermore 

been described as an “urban engine of development and niche for social, cultural and 

economic experimentation and innovation” (Studie zur sozialen Verträglichkeit der 

Messeerweiterung:68).  

These long standing active commitments for the districts and their inhabitants, which the 

District Advisory Councils and their members are said to possess, are believed to be strong 

indicators for the possession of local knowledge – more concretely for the possession of an 

intimate understanding of one`s own living environment and its inhabitants, acquired through 

an engaged and hands on approach in the districts` development and most pressing issues and 

needs therein. 



69 

 

Proof of local knowledge amongst the Councils` input with proven impact, will then be 

established in clear references by the planners to take this input onboard due to its local 

coloring and well-informed and insightful nature regarding potential impacts of the 

Convention Center`s expansion on the districts and their inhabitants.   

In any case where planners thus decide and clearly acknowledge to accommodate the 

demands of the District Advisory Councils due to inter alia their in-depth knowledge of and 

experience with social, cultural and political processes in the districts, proof of local 

knowledge will have been established. This could include demands from the District 

Advisory Councils for rent stabilization to absorb potential increases in the districts` rents as a 

result of the Convention Center`s expansion or demands for traffic-free areas to prevent a 

deterioration of the living situation in the districts due to an increase in parking search traffic 

of visitors to the Convention Center.  
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5. Presentation and Analysis of Data 

The following chapter takes a closer look at the most relevant data that was collected and 

analyzed in the present research. Consequently the findings are listed in logical order, aiming 

to find an answer to the following empirical research questions: 

- “Did participatory input impact final plan decisions in the case study under 

investigation?” 

- “Which factors were responsible for impact of participatory input in the case study 

under investigation?” 

 

5.1 Input Entering the Planning Process via Participation 

Throughout the Convention Center’s expansion, a total of 239 concrete stakeholder demands 

entered the planning process via participation (Chart B: Concrete Input Demands
24

). 

With 121 concrete demands, the majority of participatory input could be ascribed to the 

stakeholder group of the citizens, followed closely by 108 demands from the group of the 

District Advisory Councils (DAC). The demands of the Central Meat Market (FGH) 

amounted to ten in total. 

 

Table 1: Number of concrete Demands according to Stakeholder 

 

The majority of demands were recorded during the Kontrakt-workshop, namely 125. 
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Throughout the first and second citizen workshop, it was a total of 34 and 41 concrete 

demands respectively. Attendees of the workshop for the District Advisory Councils and the 

Central Meat Market voiced 39 concrete demands overall (Chart B: Concrete Input 

Demands).  

 

Table 2: Number of concrete Demands according to Workshop  

5.1.1 Topic Areas of Input in the Participation Process 

There were seven overarching topic areas that could be identified, regarding which 

stakeholders voiced their demands throughout the planning process, which were further 

divided into subtopics (subtopics in brackets): 

 The Central Meat Market (Construction; Jobs) 

 The Convention Center (Alternative Usage; Financing; Construction; Operations) 

 Traffic (Concept; Public Transportation; Parking; Streets) 

 The Districts (Parking; Congestion; Construction; Streets; Social Sustainability) 

 Planning (Participation; Process) 

 Environment/Monument Protection  

 Others 

Most recorded demands concerned the topic areas of the Districts (80), Traffic (70) and 

Planning (50). 21 demands referred to the Central Meat Market (FGH), 13 to the Convention 

125 

34 

41 

39 
Kontrakt WS

Citizen WS-1

Citizen WS-2

DAC/FGH WS
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Center (HMC), seven to the category of Others, and four to the area of Environment and 

Monument Protection (Chart B: Concrete Input Demands).  

 

Table 3: Number of concrete Demands according to Topic Area 

5.2 Impact of Participatory Input on Final Plan Decisions  

When looking at the results in Chart A: Impact and Non-Impact of Input in Final Plan it 

becomes apparent, that input of all three actors did to a varying degree indeed display impact 

on final plan decisions. The table’s cells highlighted in green refer to stakeholders’ input, of 

which re-occurrence in the final plan could be established; occurrence in the initial plan be 

ruled out, with proof of impact found in processing decisions made by the planners.       

From a total of 239 concrete demands (Chart B: Concrete Input Demands; List B: Categorized 

and Coded Input from all Stakeholders) that entered the planning process via participation, 72 

actually saw proven impact on final plan decisions (Chart A: Impact and Non-Impact of Input 

in Final Plan). Quantitatively speaking, this amounts to an impact rate of 30%.  
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Table 4: Impact of Participatory Input 

5.2.1 Impact of Participatory Input according to Topic Areas 

When looking at the number of concrete demands that saw impact in the final plan (Table 5), 

the topic area for the Districts leads with 32 demands, followed by 21 demands in the area of 

Planning, and 11 regarding the Central Meat Market (FGH). The topic area for Traffic saw 

impact of six demands, while the areas of the Convention Center (HMC) and for the 

Environment saw one respectively. All other demands grouped in the area for Others, saw no 

impact on final plan decisions.  

In order to establish the proportion of input and impact for the various topic areas, the 

recorded demands per area are compared with their ultimate quantity of re-occurrence in the 

final plan (Table 6). Looking at Table 6 it becomes apparent, that demands concerning the 

topic area of the Central Meat Market (FGH) proportionally saw the highest rate of impact 

(52%). While the areas of Planning (42%) and the Districts (40%) almost show the same rate 

of impact, the area of the Environment saw 25% of its demands reoccurring in the final plan. 

With 8,6% and 7,7% the areas for Traffic and the Convention Center (HMC) respectively 

display the lowest impact rates. The area of Others actually saw none of its demands 

impacting the final plan. 
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Table 5: Number of concrete demands with Impact per Topic Area  

 

Table 6: Input-Impact Proportion per Topic Area 

5.2.2 Impact of Participatory Input according to Stakeholders 

While the stakeholder group of the citizens was the one that entered most participatory input 

and concrete demands respectively into the planning process, it was the Central Meat Market 

(FGH) that had the highest impact proportion of its input (60%). The Central Meat Market 

(FGH) as such entered ten concrete demands into the planning process, of which six actually 

reoccurred in the final plan with proof of impact found in the processing stage (Chart A: 

Impact and Non-Impact of Input in Final Plan). The District Advisory Councils, having 

entered 108 concrete demands into the planning process, had the second highest impact 

proportion (31%), seeing 34 of their concrete demands reoccur in the final plan (Chart A: 

Impact and Non-Impact of Input in Final Plan). The stakeholder group of the citizens on the 
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other hand experienced an impact proportion of 26%, with 32 of its 121 concrete demands 

impacting the final plan (Chart A: Impact and Non-Impact of Input in Final Plan). The 

following tables visualize these relationships. 

 

Table 7: Concrete Demands entered and Demands displaying Impact according to Stakeholder 

 

Table 8: Input-Impact Proportion according to Stakeholder 

5.2.3 Impact of Stakeholder Input according to Topic Areas 

When looking at Table 9 below, we learn that the Central Meat Market’s (FGH) input saw 

most impact of concrete demands – namely six – in the topic area regarding the Central Meat 

Market and therefore the stakeholder’s own field of operation. In the case of this stakeholder, 

all of his demands also referred to only this topic area (Table 10).  

As Table 9 shows, the stakeholder group of the District Advisory Councils saw most concrete 

demands impacting the final plan in the areas of the Districts (20), Planning (8) and Traffic 

(4). While Table 11 shows, that for this stakeholder, input-impact proportion is also highest 
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for the areas of Planning (57%) and the Districts (48%), the four concrete demands impacting 

in the area of Traffic emerged out of a total of 41 demands, thus displaying only 10% input-

impact proportion. 

Regarding the stakeholder group of the citizens, most demands displayed impact for the areas 

of Planning (13), the Districts (12) and the Central Meat Market (4). In the case of this 

stakeholder group, it was also these three areas that saw the highest input-impact proportion 

(Table 12). 

 

Table 9: Number of concrete Demands displaying Impact according to Stakeholder and Topic Area 
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Table 10: FGH - Number of concrete Demands entered compared to concrete Demands displaying Impact 

   

Table 11: DAC - Number of concrete Demands entered compared to concrete Demands displaying Impact  

 

Table 12: Citizens - Number of concrete Demands entered compared to concrete Demands displaying Impact 
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5.2.4 Participatory Input in the Initial Plan 

To fulfill the first condition for impact, participatory input was tested for its occurrence in the 

final plan. Chart B: Input in Final Plan
25

 gives a detailed overview of all input demands that 

could actually be traced back to the final plan, with final plan decisions displaying a 

compromise of or conformity with these demands. For input, that met these conditions, the 

next step was to assure that the respective demands had not already been incorporated in the 

Senate’s initial plan (Drucksache 16/3610).  

In Chart A: Impact and Non-Impact of Input in Final Plan those input demands, that were 

found back in the final plan, but whose equivalent could also be found in the initial plan, have 

been highlighted in red. While the input’s code is listed in the first, the equivalent final plan 

decision’s code in the second, the corresponding initial plan decision’s code is listed in the 

third row of the table. These input demands did therefore not stand the test of impact, as they 

had already been established by the planners previously.  

Input demands that reflected initial plan decisions amounted to a total of 39 demands, of 

which 23 stemmed from the stakeholder group of the citizens, 14 from the District Advisory 

Councils and two from the Central Meat Market. 

                                                           
25

 Appendix B (B1.6.3) 
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Table 13: Input Demands already included in the Initial Plan  

 

5.2.5 Proof of Impact for Participatory Input 

Proof of impact for those 72 input demands that were located in the final plan, and which had 

not yet been included in the initial plan was sought in the form of direct references of the 

planners to the input and their decisions to incorporate it in the further planning process and 

final plan.   

Proof of impact in the form of processing decisions and clear reference to input from the 

authorities was eventually found in the following planning documents: 

 The Integrated Concept (Integriertes Städtebauliches Entwicklungskonzept),  

providing for 34 processing decisions.   

 Coordination regarding the Land Development Plan (Begründung B-Plan), providing 

for eight processing decisions. 

Proof of impact in the form of processing decisions and clear reference to input from the 

consultancy offices was eventually found in the following planning documents: 

 Expert Report on the Central Meat Market (Studie Fleischgroßmarkt Hamburg 

GmbH), providing for three processing decisions.  
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 Social Impact Assessment regarding the Districts (Studie zur sozialen Verträglichkeit 

der Messeerweiterung), providing for 27 processing decisions. 

 

Table 14: Clear Input References (Proof of Impact) according to Processing Material 

5.2.6 Reasons for Impact of Participatory Input 

The following section in particular tried to answer the research question of “Which factors 

were responsible for impact of participatory input in the case study under investigation?” 

In order to test the research’s hypotheses and establish, in which way power and local 

knowledge would be related to impact of participatory input, the researcher assessed those 

input demands that had displayed proven impact via reoccurrence in the final plan and 

absence in the initial plan (Chart A: Impact and Non-Impact of Input in Final Plan). 

Proof of power was sought in direct references of the planners to: 

 the Central Meat Market’s superior bargaining resource of its operational space, which 

the expansion of the Convention Center depended on 

 the Central Meat Market’s bargaining resource of being a mayor economic player in 

the City of Hamburg 
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 the Central Meat Market’s bargaining resource of being an important employer in the 

City of Hamburg 

Proof of local knowledge was sought in direct references of the planners to: 

 the District Advisory Councils’ knowledge of specific characteristics, circumstances, 

events, and relationships with regard to their districts (Corburn, 2003) 

 the District Advisory Councils’ experience derived through first-hand contact with the 

local environment (McCall, 2010) 

5.2.6.1 Power and Local Knowledge as Reasons for Impact 

Those processing decisions that had previously provided proof of impact of participatory’s 

input on final plan decisions, were consequently assessed for subsequent proof of local 

knowledge and power. As was mentioned above, this proof was sought in the form of clear 

references by the planners to the factors of power and local knowledge; references that at the 

same time would show, that participatory input had been incorporated in the final plan 

because of the actors’ superior bargaining resources or their local knowledge and experience.  

Even though, the factors of power and local knowledge could be ascribed to the Central Meat 

Market and the District Advisory Councils respectively, there was no proof for power or local 

knowledge to be found in the processing stage of the planning process (Chart A: Impact and 

Non-Impact of Input in Final Plan). As was discovered, planners did indeed clearly refer to 

the different stakeholders, their positions, as well as their concrete demands that had entered 

the planning process via participation. Nonetheless mentioning of the power base and the 

body of local knowledge respectively was entirely missing from the documented decision 

situations. As can be seen in “Chart A: Impact and Non-Impact of Input in Final Plan”, no 
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text passages from the processing documents could be listed in the far right cell of the table, 

which had been reserved for proof of power and local knowledge. 

Despite the absence of proof for power and local knowledge in the decision situations of the 

processing stage, section 5.2.5 has shown that the concrete demands of stakeholders did 

nonetheless display impact on final plan decisions.  

5.2.6.2 Causes for Impact – Organization and Mechanisms of the Planning and  

Participatory Processes    

With impact of input found for various demands across all stakeholders, findings suggest that 

the reason for participatory input’s reoccurrence in the final plan is attributable to the 

organization and mechanisms of the planning and participatory processes themselves. 

While the demands of stakeholders were gathered and recorded during the workshops, they 

were then passed on to the consultants who were to consider and incorporate them in their 

expert reports (Feindt, 2001; Gessenharter, 2005). The expert reports in turn functioned as a 

basis for the authorities’ decision making regarding the subsequent planning process. 

Therefore, input was woven into the planning process from an early stage on, firmly 

establishing itself in the context of decision making. As such input demands eventually also 

formed part of the decision situations of the planners in the processing stage, being considered 

for implementation in final plan decisions.    

In closely studying the various stages that participatory input passed through in the planning 

process – with documentation provided via case material, and the inputs’ occurrence in the 

various stages proven by direct references to the case material – it could be established that 

the reason for impact lay in the aforementioned organization and mechanisms of the planning 

and participatory processes themselves. 
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Consequently the input’s occurrence and the planners’ engagement therewith, were 

established for the following stages in the planning process:   

1. the input’s entry in the workshops 

2. the processing decisions by the planners regarding participatory input 

3. the input’s occurrence in final plan decisions of the project 

The input’s entry in the workshops of the Communicative Accompaniment (Kommunikative 

Begleitung) was found in the workshop protocols and lists of concrete demands from the 

stakeholders. The various demands have been gathered in “List B: Categorized and Coded 

Input from all Stakeholders” that can be found in Appendix B. The coded demands have 

additionally been listed (Chart B: Concrete Input Demands). 

Planners’ processing decisions regarding and referring to participatory input were identified 

and gathered in “List C: Processing Decisions regarding Input (Proof of Impact)”. Those 

decisions have been matched with the corresponding input in “List F: Input with Impact and 

according Processing Decisions”26
. Furthermore “Chart A: Impact and Non-Impact of Input in 

Final Plan” lists, which processing decisions occurred in regard to which input demands.  

The input’s reoccurrence within the final plan is documented in “Chart A: Impact and Non-

Impact of Input in Final Plan”. Moreover “List G: Comparison of Input in Final Plan with 

Initial Plan”27
 mentions the various input demands in their entirety and original wording.  

These proven reoccurrences of participatory input throughout the planning process are 

ascribed to the organization of the process itself. With its clear specifications for treatment, 

channeling, and status of input – e.g. input’s incorporation in the consultants’ expert reports 

and the input’s ultimate status of an expert report itself – the planning process of the 

                                                           
26

 Appendix B (B1.5.2) 
27

 Appendix B (B1.2.6) 



84 

 

Convention Center established a framework in which participatory demands were given the 

opportunity to reach the realms of processing and actual decision making.  
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6. Conclusion  

The following section again looks at the current work’s research questions, aiming to answer 

them with interpretation of the before gone findings. In addition the chapter discusses the 

limitations of the current research, as well as potential fields for future research.  

6.1 How Can We Study Participatory Input’s Potential Impact on Final Plan  

Decisions and The Relationship of the Factors Power and Local Knowledge  

Therewith?    

The theoretical model designed for the current research project provided a conceptual 

framework for an assumed causal relationship between participation and final decision 

making.  

With the aid of existing theories, those research concepts relevant and immanent to the 

proposed causal relationship could be defined and put in relation to one another. In doing so, 

the model furthermore mapped out an approach for analysis and testing of the proposed 

relationship, while at the same time accounting for the two hypothesized and opposing 

explanations of power and local knowledge.  

In fine-tuning the research concepts towards the particular case under consideration, the 

current work’s research questions and assumptions could be probed within the realm of the 

urban planning project of Hamburg Convention Center’s expansion.  
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Diagram 2: Theoretical Model inspired by Faludi (2000), Mastop (1997) and Wallagh (1994)  

 

6.2 How Was Public Participation Facilitated in the Urban Development Project of 

the Convention’s Center’s Expansion?  

As has been explained in section 4.3.1, stakeholders participated in the urban development 

project through a series of workshop formats. In a mediation-like fashion, the non-partisan 

external moderators who managed the workshops accompanied the stakeholders in order to 

arrive at a deliberative and constructive reconciliation of the various and conflicting interests 

involved.  

The participatory processes of the so called Communicative Accompaniment 

(Kommunikative Begleitung) went beyond the legally required participatory elements of 

German urban development projects. The Communicative Accompaniment as such provided 
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guidelines and mechanisms for stakeholders’ demands and suggestions to be facilitated, 

recorded and embedded in the planning and decision making processes of the planners. From 

the beginning on, the Communicative Accompaniment attributed stakeholders and their 

demands crucial importance, obliging the authorities and consultants to engage actively 

therewith and explain their positions to the stakeholders (Feindt, 2001). 

Even though participation was structured, voluntary, overseen by impartial experts and aimed 

at a common agreement, it was not entirely open-ended as other mediatory processes usually 

are. As has been shown, initial planning elements for the urban development project had been 

prepared by the planners (Drucksache 16/3610). The city’s government and the authorities 

had therefore already agreed upon expanding the Convention Center’s operational facilities on 

its current inner-city location, with some concrete ideas manifested in the initial plan. 

Therefore it can be concluded, that participation set in at an early stage of the planning 

process, with the planning object having nonetheless taken shape in the planners’ minds and 

initial planning documents already. This circumstance was also criticized by some of the 

participants, who felt that a pre-selection of planning possibilities had occurred to some extent 

(Workshop Protokoll Sanierungsbeiräte 2000-07-08).  

Further criticism from some of the stakeholders concerned access to the participatory 

processes and stakeholder selection respectively (Workshop Protokoll Sanierungsbeiräte 

2000-07-08). As has been noted, the participatory processes were entirely voluntary. As 

concerned stakeholders were identified and invited by the moderators of the Communicative 

Accompaniment, participation did not grant open access to any interested party though. As a 

result, the involvement of other stakeholders concerned was hindered to some extent. In this 

regard it was mentioned, that a large part of the population from the districts adjacent to the 

Convention Center could not participate due to language barriers, with workshops and 
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informational material only provided in German (Workshop Protokoll Sanierungsbeiräte 

2000-07-08; Feindt, 2001).  

In addition to this, the participatory processes suffered from notable time pressure. Whereas 

the pre-phase of the Communicative Accompaniment commenced between June and July 

2000, the planners intended to present a concept for final decision making to the Senate in 

October the same year. As was noted by the moderators of the participation themselves, it was 

also this time pressure that led to adjustments in the design of the Communicative 

Accompaniment (Feindt, 2001). As a consequence, stakeholders were actually identified and 

invited by the moderators, whereas a process with open access would most likely have 

attracted additional stakeholders to the planning process. 

In sum, the Communicative Accompaniment provided a means of participation and to some 

extent co-determination to the planning process for the stakeholders involved. Even though 

stakeholders could not legally claim the incorporation of their demands in the planning 

process, the multi-phased structure of the Communicative Accompaniment assured that 

stakeholders were continually involved, with their demands fed into the planning process at 

various points in time.  

6.3 Did Participatory Input Impact Final Plan Decisions?  

As analysis of the case material and processed data has shown in the results section of this 

research, participatory input did indeed impact final plan decisions in the planning of the 

Convention Center’s expansion. As such, the input’s non-coincidental occurrence within final 

plan decisions – with final plan decisions displaying conformance with or compromise of 

participatory input – with necessary proof for this occurrence (proof of impact) found in the 

documented decision situations of planners (processing) in the form of clear references made 
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to input and its adaption by the planners, could be established for a number of concrete input 

demands.  

To a varying degree all stakeholders actually saw impact of their participatory input on final 

plan decisions. 

Since these demands displaying impact had also not been included in initial planning, it can 

be concluded, that planners actually allowed themselves to be influenced by participatory 

input in their decision situations. With final plan decisions actually reflecting adaption of the 

stakeholders’ demands or a notable compromise thereof, participatory input manifested itself 

in the final stage of the project, resulting in part in concrete material outcomes such as 

constructional elements to the expansion of Hamburg’s Convention Center. 

6.4 Which Factors Were Responsible for Impact of Participatory Input?  

The research results have shown that responsibility for participatory input’s impact on final 

plan decisions was attributable to the organization and the mechanisms of the planning and 

participatory processes themselves.  

In a well thought out and supervised set of participatory processes, stakeholders were 

involved from early on, with their input being carefully and constantly recorded, reconciled 

and fed into the ongoing planning process.   

Consequently it could be established, that the functions and promises ascribed to participation 

– namely participatory input’s evaluation and incorporation in the planning process – as well 

as the tailor-made approach towards involving participants, in some cases led to stakeholders’ 

demands and recommendations playing a tangible role in the planners’ decision situations and 

eventually affecting the content of final plan decisions. 
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This conclusion could be reinforced by appyling the theoretical model of this research, which 

allowed to identify and study participatory input and its potential impact in the various stages 

of the planning process.  

6.5 In How Far Do Power And (Local) Knowledge Have An Impact On Urban  

Planning Decision Making?   

As results of the present research have shown, the two hypotheses regarding power and local 

knowledge as causes for impact had to be refuted. As such there was no proof to be found, 

that either power or local knowledge led to the respective stakeholders’ input to be 

incorporated in final plan decisions of the project. 

Even though proof for the influence of power and local knowledge on decision making could 

not be established according to the current research’s definition and indicators of the two 

concepts, a complete negation of their influence should probably not be made either.  

After all, the superior bargaining resources of the Central Meat Market and the local 

knowledge base of the District Advisory Councils were explicitly recognized and mentioned 

by the planners themselves (Studie Fleischgroßmarkt Hamburg GmbH; Studie zur sozialen 

Verträglichkeit der Messeerweiterung). While documentation of the planners’ decision 

situations did not prove the role of power or local knowledge with regard to impact of 

participatory input, the involvement and accommodation of the case’s powerful and 

knowledgeable actors in the planning process could suggest some connection.  

Namely, the Central Meat Market saw the majority of its demands implemented in the final 

decision stage of the project, with a compensatory contract and explicit and far-reaching 

settlements being implemented. It must therefore at least be assumed, that the planners did 

consider the Central Meat Market’s position as an influential economic player and employer 

when they made their decisions. 
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Regarding the case’s knowledgeable actor, it appears that special attention was paid to the 

involvement of the District Advisory Councils. Contrary to any other stakeholder, they were 

granted expert support in preparing their demands and reconciling the conflicting positions in 

their ranks (Feindt, 2001).  

It therefore appears that both stakeholders and their demands were to some extent 

accommodated beyond the usual provisions of the participatory processes. To further 

investigate these assumptions, it would nonetheless be necessary to widen the scope of the 

present research and triangulate the documented qualitative data used in the present case. 

6.5.1 Reflections on the Theoretical Concepts of Power and Local Knowledge and 

on the Analytical Approach Used 

After the two theoretical concepts of power and local knowledge had been defined in 

accordance with the case study`s documentation and the empirical material collected, the 

present research set out to investigate the role of the two concepts with regard to participatory 

input`s impact on final plan decisions.  

It had as such been hypothesized that instrumentalization and exploitation of power and local 

knowledge in the participatory processes studied, would in turn lead to accommodation of the 

respective stakeholders` demands in the realm of final plan decisions.  

Consequently the present work devised a construct of prerequisites that would have to be met 

and established empirically, in order to prove the hypothesized relationship of power and 

knowledge on the one hand and impact of participatory input on the other hand. This 

construct of prerequisites was termed “proof of power” and “proof of knowledge” 

respectively.  

It was therefore presupposed that a planner`s documented decision to use participatory input 

in the final plan would have to furthermore include a documented explanation by the planner 



92 

 

that this decision was attributable to the particular stakeholder`s power base and body of 

knowledge respectively.   

This meant that proof of power and proof of knowledge were sought in the processing stage 

of the case study under investigation, namely those instances in which project planners 

decided on the further treatment and status of participatory input and stakeholders` concrete 

demands respectively. As a result the according documented decision situations of the project 

planners were studied by means of qualitative text analysis. 

Contrary to expectations, neither proof of power nor proof of knowledge could be established 

by using the above described concepts and the according approach of analysis. There was as 

such not a single documented reference to be found, in which a planner named the power base 

or the body of local knowledge as reason for incorporating participatory input in the final 

plan.      

Reflecting on the concepts defined and the analytical approach chosen, some limitations have 

to be addressed in retrospect.  

As theoretical engagement with the two concepts of power and local knowledge has taught, 

both are contested constructs that have seen many definitions in the academic literature. The 

multi-dimensional construct of power for instance has been reconstructed and redefined many 

times to this day and is still highly debated. Moreover both concepts, while to a degree 

depending on the definition chosen, are said to be extremely difficult to measure.  

While the current research certainly underestimated the theoretical concepts` complexity, it 

was also the definitions chosen and built upon that hindered successful research of the 

concepts` verifiability and impact. The means by which the influence of power and local 

knowledge was to be proven – namely the above described constructs of proof of power and 

proof of knowledge – were as such ill-constructed and inadequate. While it was expected that 
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impact of power and local knowledge could be established by identifying text references by 

the project planners to those concepts` impact, it became apparent that power and local 

knowledge would in any instance work much more subtly.  

Another problem that has become apparent in retrospect concerns the analytical approach that 

the present study chose to research the concepts of power and local knowledge and their 

impact. Consequently qualitative analysis of text documents could not produce the 

information that would have been necessary to study the concepts appropriately. While the 

problem with the constructs of proof of power and proof of knowledge has been mentioned 

above, it became apparent, that text documentation of planners` decisions would simply not 

provide this kind of information.  

Studying the two concepts and their impact on decision making would have therefore required 

another analytical approach altogether. Since it is assumed that power and local knowledge 

might have very well played a role in the impact of participatory input in the case under 

investigation, simply not visible to the approach chosen, methods such as in-depth interviews 

with project planners as well as observational studies of the participatory and planning 

processes would have been likely to produce different results. Nonetheless, and this has been 

mentioned previously, the case study under investigation concerned a planning endeavor that 

had been long finalized at the time of the present study. Consequently it would have been 

impossible for the present work to apply field research or produce reliable interview material.   

Despite the limitations mentioned above, the present research produced some important 

insights that could prove useful not only to the author of the current work.  

For one it became apparent that in order to study complex research concepts and their impact 

in planning and participatory settings, analytical approaches other than qualitative text 

analysis are recommendable. Field research methods and in-depth interviews allowing the 
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researcher a greater level of involvement with and scrutiny of the processes under 

investigation, would be one possibility. Concerning this matter it has also become apparent – 

and this learning will most likely hold true for a number of other case studies as well – that 

vital information regarding decision making processes in planning projects often remains 

undocumented. One learning and recommendation for future research is therefore the need for 

triangulation of data. By means of additional interviews with project planners it would for 

example be possible to scrutinize documented decision making processes and gain a deeper 

understanding thereof.  

Also from a personal stand point the current research has provided some valuable 

understandings. The most important learning would surely be that even though a research 

endeavor might not produce the findings expected or those one hoped for, the experience 

itself – the professional and personal engagement with a research project – can be very much 

rewarding nonetheless.   

Even though the current research project eventually took much longer to complete than 

anticipated, it feels very satisfying to bring it to a close. While at times it seemed almost 

impossible to see light at the end of the tunnel and make sense of hundreds of pages of case 

material, it now feels fulfilling having managed it.  

Also on a personal level, the project allowed for very close familiarization with the case study 

under investigation – a planning project that even years after its completion still plays a 

tangible role in the City of Hamburg and its day to day politics.   

6.6 What is the Relationship Between Public Participation and Decision Making?  

The before gone passages have intended to give an answer to this question. In general, 

participation will probably always have some relationship with decision making, as the mere 

facilitation of participatory processes in the planning of any urban development project 
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require some sort of decision making in regard to the participatory process, the participants 

and their input.  

The current research nonetheless looked more specifically into the relationship of  

participatory input and final plan decisions in the urban development project under  

consideration. 

Participation in the planning project of the Convention Center’s expansion was indirectly 

related to decision making. While stakeholders could not directly cast planning decisions, 

they could nonetheless enter their concrete demands into the planning process. Due to the 

organization of the planning process and the accompanying participatory processes, these 

demands actually did get the chance to impact the realm of final decision making.  

For this particular case study, the two hypothesized claims of power and local knowledge 

being responsible for impact of participatory input on final decision making could not be 

confirmed. To the contrary, results gathered from application of the theoretical model 

delivered no proof for the two factors` influence.    

Nonetheless this does under no circumstances negate the literature’s two claims in general. 

The current research’s object of investigation was as such limited to a single case study, 

which saw extraordinary measures for the involvement of stakeholders, as well as for the use 

and incorporation of their participatory input. Under less favorable circumstances, power and 

local knowledge could potentially be responsible for impact of participatory input. 

While results of this single case study are not generalizable, they nonetheless might hold 

important insights for planners and participants of urban development projects in comparable 

social and political contexts. Having learned that early and thorough involvement of the 

stakeholders concerned did actually prevent immanent conflict of an issue that saw many 

conflicting interests, could be a valuable lesson indeed. In the present case, going beyond the 
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bare minimum of participatory standards legally prescribed – with participatory processes 

being designed and accompanied by impartial external professionals – led to a process that 

was accepted and supported by both the planners and the stakeholders involved. While 

stakeholders initially acted as strong opponents to the expansion plans and were critical of the 

government’s plans, this atmosphere of opposition and distrust was eventually replaced by 

one of constructive cooperation.         

6.7 Limitations and Areas of Future Research 

As a limitation to the present research, it is noted that the author did solely rely on 

documented qualitative data from the case under consideration. Due to the abundance of 

document material, additional triangulation of data – such as in-depth interviews– was not 

considered necessary, and moreover not feasible within the frame of this thesis. Moreover it 

was believed that documentation, compiled at the actual time of the urban development 

project, would be a more reliable witness than interviewees could be more than 15 years after 

the project took place.  

Nonetheless, additional means of data collection might have been useful in further studying 

the current research’s objects of investigation. Despite missing proof in the recorded decision 

situations of planners for a relationship between power and local knowledge on the one hand 

and impact of participatory input on the other hand, in-depth interviews with stakeholders and 

planners might be able to shed light on the aforementioned special accommodation of the 

Central Meat Market and District Advisory Councils and their demands. 

Another noteworthy limitation is the single-case character of the present study. Predictions or 

recommendations regarding comparable cases can therefore not be made. Nonetheless the 

urban development project of the Convention Center’s expansion does present a case that 

combines many interesting elements that to some extent might function as a learning 



97 

 

experience for planners and experts. As such, the case saw the introduction of participatory 

mechanisms, which in their scope and intensity are still the exception in German urban 

development projects. Moreover the expansion of the Hamburg Convention Center posed an 

urban conflict with many conflicting interests that had to be reconciled. With a growing 

opposition towards major top-down implemented urban development projects in many 

German cities – such as the train station Stuttgart21 and Berlin’s newest airport BER – 

planners might find the process and results of the Communicative Accompaniment insightful 

and usable.  

Despite the present study’s limitations, the theoretical model comprised, functioned well as a 

framework for analysis and testing of the research concepts’ proposed relationships. 

Moreover it did allow for the literature’s hypotheses to be put to the test within the present 

case study. It is thus assumed, that while the results and insights of this research might not be 

transferrable to other research endeavors, the theoretical model might be. 

As has been mentioned above, possible fields for future research could for instance concern 

the present case, further deepening the here findings, or trying to make comparisons to similar 

urban development projects in Germany or even Hamburg. 
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