SOLAR ON DIKES

Hieke Zoon
Radboud Universiteit Nijmegen &
Arcadis Nederland
7-12-2020

Solar on Dikes
Hieke Zoon, s4461819
Radboud University Nijmegen & Arcadis Nederland

SOLAR ON DIKES
A study on the relation between internal and external support for
innovative and controversial projects concerning renewable energy

Student
Student number
Study
Specialisation
University
Company
Supervisor Radboud University
Supervisors Arcadis Nederland BV
Source cover picture
Client

Hieke Zoon
s4461819
Environment and Society
Local Environmental Change and
Sustainable Cities
Radboud University Nijmegen
Arcadis Nederland BV
Rikke Arnouts
Michiel Goossensen
Frank Gierman
SEAC, no date
Arcadis Nederland BV

1

Solar on Dikes
Hieke Zoon, s4461819
Radboud University Nijmegen & Arcadis Nederland

Preface
Dear reader,
Before you lies my masterthesis about solar panels on dikes and the possible relation between
internal and external support. This thesis is conducted for the Radboud University and Arcadis
Nederland. It is in this section that I would like to thank a few parties.
First of all, my supervisor Rikke Arnouds. He has tought me a lot over the years and stuck by me
througout all the delays this thesis has known (both interal and external factors can be blamed).
Secondly, Arcadis Nederland who gave me this case to do my thesis research, but also gave me the
opportunity to get an insight in the company itself. I especially want to thank my supervisors within
Arcadis, Frank Gierman and Michiel Goossensen. They have guided me with their advise and support,
and have made me feel at home at the company during the Months I have spend there.
Thirdly, the Radboud University itself, who have been patient with me when I decided to do multiple
boardyears. Because of those boardyears the originally one-year master turned into three years.
Lastly, my family. Even though I haven’t lived at my parents for over six years now, they still are
always to ones to believe in me – even though at some points during this thesis I lost complete faith
in myself.
Now, enough thanking done I would say. This thesis was written with in the background the constant
treat of climate change and global warming. Having studied this for many years I fully know the
complexity of these problems. There is no one single solution (yet), but hopefully there might be
many small ones that will eventually contribute to a better live on this planet. However, for now the
most important thing anyone can do is to face the urgency of the problem and start to develop
solutions for it. For these solutions it is important to have the support of both internal and external
stakeholders. When stakeholders are motivated for something, so many more things become
possible.
I’m hopeful that one of the small solutions mentioned before will be the implementation of solar
panels on dikes. Who knows, maybe with the support of all stakeholders solar panels might be
implemented on every suitable dike in the Netherlands.
To conclude with the wise words of Sir David Attenborough:
“There is no question climate change is happening. The only arguable point is what part humans are
playing in it.”

Hieke Zoon, 6 December 2020
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Abstract
The usage of renewable energy is becoming increasingly popular. Interestingly enough, the
Netherlands is one of the countries doing worst in Europe when it comes to producing renewable
energy. We need to look at alternative spaces in order to catch up. There is a lot of potential for the
implementation of solar panels on the Dutch dikes. There are many kilometers available that are
currently unused. In this thesis the relation between internal and external support on the
implementation of solar panels on dikes will be researched. According to the theory an optimal
positive relation between internal and external support will lead to optimal support for a project.
Achieving optimal support for the project Solar on Dikes is of importance because it is an innovative
concept with a possible controversial location: the historical Dutch dikes.
The internal support will be analysed in the consortium Solar on Dikes and external support on the
two pilot locations in Ritthem and Zeewolde. The different definitions of support within the literature
will be analysed, Next to that, an own framework will be developed for the purpose of indicating
both the internal and external support of a project. This framework is called the Superladder of
Support. With the Superladder of Support the practices in Ritthem and the Knardijk will be analysed
which will lead to several recommendations for future practices. Because this thesis is conducted
before the execution of the project, it will conclude in ex ante result. The pilot locations will be
constructed in the summer of 2020. This thesis is written for the consortium Solar on Dikes and
commissioned by Arcadis.

Key words: energy transition, dikes, solar panels, internal support, external support
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1. Introduction
Climate change is one of the great challenges of the upcoming decennia, where both the human and
non-human part of nature will be confronted (Latour, 2017). Human activities are estimated to have
caused the accelerated climate change. This is currently approximately 1 degree of the global
warming and likely to reach 1,5 degree in 2030. The given degree is an average worldwide, some
regions have experienced a greater warming than the global average. For example, the Artic knows a
three times higher warming, that of 3 degrees. The climate related risks for the natural and human
systems are dependent on the rate, peak and duration of the warming. Some impacts may be lasting
a long time or might even be irreversible. However, future climate risks could be reduced by the
upscaling and acceleration of far-reaching, multilevel and cross-sectoral climate mitigation and
adaptation (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), 2018).
Following this world-wide threat, the Paris Agreement was constructed in December 2018. This
agreement was a new step forward in the global climate effort to decrease the global warming to a
minimum. The Paris Agreement forms a worldwide action plan to stop climate change. This
agreement has as its main goal to decrease greenhouse gasses with 40% in 2020 for all countries that
are included (Rijksoverheid, n.d.; The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change,
2019). The belief of this agreement is that there are enough sufficient means to limit the increasing
of greenhouse gasses to a maximum of two degrees (IPCC, 2015; Moriarty & Honnery, 2016). An
important part of the Paris Agreement and the action plan of the European Union (EU) is the
transition to renewable energy.
To pursue the promises made by signing the Paris Agreement, the Netherlands needs to move from
fossil energy sources to renewable energy sources. The Dutch Climate Agreement registers these
national agreements and measurements for the reduction of greenhouse gasses (Rijksoverheid, n.d.;
RIVM, n.d. ).1 The national climate goals state that the increase of use of renewable energy (solar
panels and wind turbines) should be fit into the current landscape. This creates an urgency for
different organisations (for example municipalities and provinces) to find suitable locations for this
purpose (Brandsen, 2014). Currently, in comparison with fossil energy, renewable energy takes a lot
more space to produce the same amount of energy (NL, 2013).
Solar energy has currently only a small contribution to the production of sustainable energy in the
Netherlands (Rijksdienst voor Ondernemend Nederland, 2016). Nowadays, solar panels in the
Netherlands are mostly seen on roofs, but lately fields are becoming increasingly popular location as
well. However, the energy transition is asking for even more space because, of course, the more
electricity you want to produce the more solar panels you will need. One of the places that show
potential for implementation of solar panels are the Dutch dikes. The available surface is estimated
to be 75.000 hectare, which could possibly provide 2,3% of the electricity demand in the Netherlands
with the current state of the technical possibilities (Van Linge, 2018).
However, placing solar panels on dikes is unknown territory and possibly controversial because of
their status as cultural beacon in the traditional Dutch landscape. Generally, the success rate of
1

The agreements in the Klimaatwet are the following:
-

49% less carbon emission in 2030 compared to 1990;
95% less carbon emission in 2050 compared to 1990.

Furthermore, the Netherlands must reduce the amount of greenhouse gasses with 25% in 2020 compared to 1990 (Rijksoverheid, n.d.) 1
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support for projects on the implementation of sustainable energy on regular locations is already a
known hurtle. What if the implementation of solar panels on dikes will have even less support
because the location is such an important part of the traditional Dutch landscape (Parool, 2020)? It is,
therefore, very important to give extra attention to the organization of support in this project. This
could be a challenge seeing as some of the organisations involved in this project are governmental
organizations that traditionally give little attention to the organization of support in project
development. The traditional perspective on support, ‘accepting policies’, is outdated and doesn’t fit
in the current network society. The traditional perspective should be changed towards more public
involvement and acceptance (Buijs et al, 2012).
The literature argues for the assumption that citizens and other actors involved will be more likely to
support the policy or project. When they feel involved in the process they will share a feeling of
responsibility in the results. Moreover, they will develop an understanding for each other’s point of
view as well as developing understanding for the effort of the municipality to make the best choice
(Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2004). Boedeltje (2009) distinguishes two different groups of stakeholders
where support can be realized: external and internal groups. She argues for the importance of both.
Both internal and external support are needed in order achieve optimal support on a project
(Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2004; Boedeltje, 2009; Hoppenbrouwers; 2005). External support is the
support from the (local) stakeholders, which is achieved by communication from the project group
towards those (local) stakeholders and the degree in which these (local) stakeholders are included in
the decision making process. Internal support is the support within the organization and benefits
from well-executed internal communication and collaboration (Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2004;
Hoppenbrouwers; 2005)?
In this research I distinguish three groups of stakeholders. Firstly, the internal group where internal
support can be achieved. Secondly, the external stakeholders, and thirdly the general public opinion.
The third group consists on how the project is received once implemented by the general public that
has not been involved in the decision making process. In the figure (figure 1) below you can see how
internal support is at the very center of support and how, by means of for example communication,
support spreads to the external stakeholders and eventually to the public sector. One can compare
this with a spreading oil slick. This figure holds the general hypothesis of this thesis. This hypothesis
will argue for the importance of the relation between internal and external support. External
support, is argued, relies on the quality of the internal support. When the internal support lacks
quality for whatever reason, the relation is weakened and the quality of the external support will
decrease.
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Figure 1: The relation between internal and external support (source: own source)

The cases that will be used to test the hypothesis arguing for the importance of the relation between
internal and external support, are the two pilot locations for the placement of solar panels on dikes:
The Knardijk and the Spuikom. Both locations are in relatively low populated areas and they are
located a considerable distance from each other. Even though both locations are chosen by the
consortium Solar on Dikes, external support already differs between the cases. For the location on
The Knardijk little action has been taken to make sure the pilot knows support. In contrast, the
location of the Spuikom has been informing local stakeholders from an early stage on. Therefore, I
expect the internal support by the stakeholders responsible for the locations to be similar. But that
raises the question how the cases can be so different, does the relation between internal and
external support argued by the literature earlier only hold for one of the cases? Is there even a
positive relation between internal and external support or was this just a coincidence?
Both locations have the same starting point for internal support: the consortium. Why do the cases
differ so much? Is external support maybe not discussed in the consortium? What do both locations
expect to achieve for external support? How does the strategy of both locations effect the support of
the local stakeholders? And will this influence the execution of the project? This thesis will look at
how the difference between both cases came into existence and what the consequences of these
differences are expected to be.
In this thesis internal and external support will be research for the consortium Solar on Dikes. In the
consortium Solar on Dikes a group of stakeholders is looking at the possibilities. The consortium is
initiated by STOWA and currently led by TNO. The consortium currently exists of the Waterboards
Zuiderzeeland, Scheldestromen and Rivierenland, STOWA, Rijkswaterstaat, Afvalzorg, Soltronergy,
Energie van Hollansche Bodem, Delmeco, Eurorail, TNO, University of Wageningen, Deltaris and
Arcadis. The consortium looks at the conditions for which solar energy can be generated on dikes. On
the first of June two pilot locations are opened to test the different arrangements made by the
consortium. These locations are provided by Waterboards Scheldestromen and Zuiderzeeland and
are located on the Spuikom and the Knardijk. The pilot arrangements are implemented for two years
(STOWA, 2018). This thesis is written for the project Solar on Dikes, on command of Arcadis. Arcadis
joined the consortium because of their interest in gaining support for the project. They hope that
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with more research on this (by means of this thesis) there will be more practical knowledge about
the support for permission permits when implementing solar panels in new areas.
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1.2 Research goal and research questions
In this thesis the positive relation between internal support and external support is central. Internal
support is understood as the presence of support within the project organisation, how support is
experienced by internal stakeholders and the role of support the in the process of the project
execution. External support is the support amongst external (local) stakeholders. In the theory of
Boedeltje & De Graaf (2004) and Hoppenbrouwers (2005) the relation between internal and external
support is argued to be of great importance. Project organisations would need both forms to achieve
optimal support, and not just one of the two. This raises questions about how and when support is
organised within the project execution. Where in the process does the external support becomes
relevant?
However, apart from the mentioned authors this relation is not made elsewhere in the literature.
Therefore, the goal of this thesis is to shed some light on this assumed connection. Does it always
exist? And how is it established? How does internal support relates to external support and what
factors are influencing this relationship? And apart from these questions, what effort did the
consortium put in to reach external support? Did they invest in achieving external support or did they
leave this task to the ones responsible for the location?
The hypothesis in this thesis argues that the consortium Solar on Dikes has put effort in realising both
internal and external support in order to achieve a high level of support.
This leads to the following research questions:
To what extent results investing in both internal and external support to a high level of support?
-

How can you organise internal and external support in the project development phase?
What does the organisation of internal and external support look like for the Knardijk and the
Spuikom?
To what extent has the consortium achieved maximization of both internal support in the
consortium itself and external support on the case locations?
If any differences have occurred between the cases, how can these be explained?
Based on the findings, what can we expect for the project execution?

In order to answer these questions the existing theory will be analysed to find different theories on
how to reach both internal and external support. This theory will be tested in the consortium Solar
on Dikes for internal support, and by local
stakeholders at the case locations for external
Theoretic insighs on
support. The interaction between those two groups
internal and
will lead to an answer for the research questions.
external support

Forming new analytical
framework on internal external support

Applying
analytical
framework on
cases

Know how about the
relation between internal external support
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Figure 2: A Schematic overview of the hierarchy of the main research questions and the sub research questions
used in this thesis (source: own source)

In this scheme one can see how the different phases of knowledge collection follow each other in the
research. Firstly, relevant theoretic insights will be collected to form a theoretical framework. From
the theoretical framework follows an own framework with the knowledge of different theories and
concepts put together. This framework will be used to analyse the results for the internal and
external support. Lastly, the analysed practices will form a list of recommendations for future
practices and will be used to answers all the research questions. This will lead to a conclusion where
a summary of the gained knowledge will be presented and the main question will be answered.
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1.3. Relevance
1.3.1 Societal relevance
The societal relevance of this thesis is multiple. Firstly it contributes to achieving the climate goals by
looking to alternative locations to generate renewable energy. Secondly, it contributes to the
development of support in project plans, the involvement of all stakeholders within the organization,
and how this leads to a better support by external stakeholders. Finally, it gives an insight into role of
sustainability and the ability to act on it in different levels of governance.
Contributing to climate goals
In the Netherlands there are national climate agreements, like mentioned in the introduction before.
These climate agreements are for the benefit of decreasing the amount of greenhouse gasses in the
Netherlands. The Netherlands has a long way to go. In 2016 the Netherlands reduced the amount of
emissions with 16%, as a result of reducing the emission of methane and laughing gas. The
percentage of carbon emissions didn’t decrease. The government has said to be willing to invest in
renewable energy the upcoming years, only until now the results are lacking. In comparison with
other European countries only Luxembourg has lower results. The Netherlands seems stuck on a 6%
renewable energy usage (PBL, 2018).
In order to still achieve the goals, there is an urgency of finding new locations to generate renewable
energy. This is why different locations are being monitored as possible places to implement solar
panel constructions. Solar energy currently has a small contribution to the production of sustainable
energy in the Netherlands (Rijksdienst voor Ondernemend Nederland, 2016). In the Netherlands
solar panels are currently mostly seen of roofs, but increasingly on fields as well. One of the places
that could be used for the implementation of solar panels are dikes. There is potential for the
placement of solar panels on dikes: the available surface is estimated to be 75.000 hectare. This
calculated potential for suitable dikes would be able to fulfill 2,3% of the electricity demand in the
Netherlands with the current state of the technical possibilities (Van Linge, 2018).
Support in project plans
Currently, the implementation of solar panels is becoming more and more popular. Both large and
small scale implementations. Sometimes this causes protest coming from local communities and
stakeholders. This is often caused by lack of interaction on the local level from the project
organisation (Solar Magazine, 2018). The response on such projects can be explained with the
NIMBY-effect (Not In My Backyard-effect). The NIMBY-effect refers to the protectionist attitudes of,
and oppositional tactics adopted by, community groups facing an (in their opinion) unwelcome
development in their neighbourhood or direct environment. NIMBY actions can have a devastating
effect on the provision of services and at the very minimum can result in sour community-facility
relations. However, in other cases the complaints can result in valuable improvements of the
proposed programs (Dear, 1992). The NIMBY-effect can be avoided by integrating support in the
project plans by means of taking the effect on local level into account and by having project
organisations taking more initiative when looking at suitable locations (Solar Magazine, 2018).
A worst-case example is Hoogeveen, where in the summer of 2019 110 hectare ground was filled
with solar panels. There is little support for solar panels in Hoogeveen, can be concluded from the
many protests and heated discussions between those in favour and those against. The direct
environment has hardly been involved in the decision making (De Jong, 2020). One other factor that
contributes to the lack of support is the pace of which governments and municipalities are executing
the sustainable measurements. There is the need for continuity, states the Frysian Social Planning
Agency (Fries Sociaal Planbureau). The people are not against sustainability but feel like the
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developments are going too fast and are out of their control. Next to that, almost 60% of the (almost
3000) respondents says that sustainable projects should not damage the landscape. Moreover, they
have a feeling of injustice if they are the ones looking at a park full of wind turbines if its not them,
but a project developer far away if profiting from the results of it (Klein, 2020).
The role of sustainability
Next to that, the possibilities for local governments to act on sustainability are limited by policies on
higher levels of governance (Jänicke, 2017). Many policies on sustainability are made on an
international, European and national level. Often with many international goals and ambitions on
reducing the amount of emissions, the decarbonisation of the economy, water safety and so on.
Mainly the national policies determine the space of the regional and local governments for
implementing these climate ambitions. The lack of expertise, the undefined division of tasks between
the different government levels and lack of political motivation causes difficulties for the execution
of the climate policies on a local and regional level (Amundsen, Berglund & Westskog, 2010;
Biesbroek, 2014; Bulkeley & Betsill, 2013; Bulkeley et al., 2018; Hoppe, Van den Berg & Coenen,
2014). Therefore, it is essential that more expertise is generated by doing research on different
topics relating to sustainability and how to successfully implement projects that are about the
transition to sustainable energy.
Concluding remarks
It is important to know the societal impact, support and resistance of implementing renewable
energy, more specifically: solar energy. This thesis will generate knowledge about the
implementation of solar panels on dikes which can be used on future implementations of solar
panels on dikes or similar landscapes. When the support of the pilot appears poor, the knowledge
gained in this research can be used as a so called ‘’worst practice’’, how not to do it. By involving all
relevant stakeholders in this research, a wide scale of experience and opinions on this pilot will be
gained. It is important that all stakeholders are involved in the way that suits them best. In this thesis
how to gain support for the project is central. In order to discover this the different concepts that
influence support discovered in the literature will be used to research the two cases. This is
important because it will expand the practical knowledge of support by making it less conceptual.
Next to this the amount of participants will be a point of discussion to see if a process with more
participants results in a better outcome of the project.

1.3.2 Scientific relevance
In the existing scientific literature climate change is a much-researched topic. Next to the necessary
technical and physical knowledge, climate change asks for insights on how to implement the
mitigation and adaption measurements. Many governments, citizens and businesses are concerned
with the challenges of climate change when it comes to the social-, policy and administrational level.
This research is relevant in elaborating on the knowledge on support of projects that are contributing
to the energy transition. Moreover, the existing scientific knowledge will be tested in practice. The
results of these test will be discussed with the existing theories which leads to either confirmation of
the theory or the discovery of new insights or weak spots in the existing theory.
This research contributes to the generation of new knowledge by the usage of a unique case in a
relatively new field of research: the relation between internal and external support for innovative
projects. This is an explorative research which means all knowledge gained by conducting this
research will contain (mainly) new practical and theoretical knowledge about the implementation of
solar panels on dikes and the importance of stakeholder involvement in such a project. Next to that,
this research will contribute to the base of knowledge about public support for the implementation
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of renewable energy and deepen the usage possibilities. Moreover, with the analysis on the relevant
literature on support, a new framework for analysis will be formed for a more diverse analysis of
support than previously possible. This framework will be used to research the two cases and any
flaws will become visible, which will be used to perfect the new framework
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1.4 The structure of this thesis
During the research the followings phases will be followed to gain the necessary data to answer the
main research question:
Document and
literature
research:
orientation
(In deptht)
interviews with
different (local)
stakeholders

Analysing
research data

Figure 3: Analytical framework data collection(Source: own source)

First the researcher will do a document and literature orientating research. This leads to be
Background and Theoretical Framework sections. The next step is to take the found theories and
concepts and turn them into interview questions for the two different groups of stakeholders. When
this is done the interviews are conducted. The last phase is to put together the data and the analyse
it.
In the first chapter the topic of the research was introduced together with the research goal,
research questions and the scientific and societal relevance.
In Chapter 2 the relevant background will be discussed by elaborating on important theoretic and
societal pillars, and operationalizing these theories.
In chapter 3, the methodological section, the choice for the used methods of qualitative research,
case study, interview, observation and more will be explained together with the choice for the use of
Atlas.ti and the form of the data collection in relation to the form of the results.
In chapter 4 the results will be presented and analysed by means of answering the sub-questions.
Looking for the best and worst practices within the consortium and by comparing the both cases.
Both cases will then be analysed with the new framework.
In chapter 5 the main question will be answered in the conclusion and the way this research was
conducted will be discussed in the discussion in Chapter 6.
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2. Theory
2.1 Background
To understand the current situation of support in the Netherlands, it is important to understand how
it was shaped by former practices and relating concepts. The development of stakeholder
participation and the existing literature on how to stimulate stakeholder participation (and with that
result to a higher support) is very relevant, because it has shaped the context in which projects such
as this one are executed. Nowadays, project groups look very different from what they use to look
like many years ago, and the same goes for the current rules and regulations related to support in
projects such as this one. The development of stakeholders participation goes hand in hand with the
transition from government to governance and the shift from government to governance opened up
projects for a multiple stakeholder involvement.
In the following section the development of stakeholder participation will be discussed. The
literature is used to discover what has been written for the maximalization of support so far and
what different methods are developed for the benefit of stakeholder participation. The section is
concluded with by presenting the current rules and regulations on stakeholder involvement.

2.1.1 The development of support
From government to governance
A phenomenon that has influenced the form and functioning of the Consortium Solar on Dikes and
similar project groups, is the shift from government to governance. The shift from hierarchical and
well-institutionalized forms of government to less formalized governance approaches, with
distributed power over different actors and organisations. A movement towards a more collaborative
governance system that works in multiple levels, looks over (legal) boundaries and involves multiple
governance systems and includes non-governmental actors (Emerson & Gerlak, 2014; Hooghe &
Marks, 2001; Rijke et al, 2012). Because of that, governance implies an increasing connectedness
between market, state and civil society. There are new power relations originated between systems,
together with different perspectives and practices inside policy domains aimed at, on the one hand
steering and, on the other hand searching for new rules and conceptions (Arts & Leroy, 2006; Kruiter
& Verhoeven, 2016; Ostrom, 2015).
With the movement from government to governance the role of policy shifts outside the classical
institutional boundaries of the nation state. This has also consequences for environmental policies.
Leroy, Van Tatenhove & Arts (2006) distinguish three important changes in environmental policy.
Firstly, starting 1990 environmental policy became a multi-level sector field which made it more
interesting to look at shared responsibilities with other policy domains and opened up opportunities
to raise issues about the policy co-ordination and policy integration of environmental policy.
Secondly, the introduction of the concepts like stakeholder approach, shared responsibility,
integrated management point to the renewal of roles and responsibilities of the stakeholders
involved. Initially environmental policy was state dominated but now it became a shared
responsibility.
Thirdly, the shift to a multi-level character of environmental policies. Policies are increasingly
designed and implemented at different levels of government and these different levels employ
different definitions of the problem and allow different stakeholders to participate and operate along
a different rule system (Leroy et al, 2006).
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Governance approaches are believed to be a possible solution for the climate problem. Adaptation to
climate change is often referred to as a governance issue. The development of resilient government
systems to manage environmental assets to support long-term societal development is challenging
and research has shown that this challenge requires adaptive forms of governance (Rijke et al, 2012).
In environmental policy areas several multi-partner governance arrangements were created to
represent the collaborations between state, market and civil society (Agrawal & Lemos, 2007).
However, global climate change promises to be one of the most critical factors that challenges
environmental governance structures. The state alone is not equipped to generate effective
measures on their own, the cooperation of civil society and market actors are necessary and critical
to come to a successful implementation of governance strategies that may be effective (Lemos and
Agrawal, 2007).
Two general dilemmas that have arisen with governance approaches are defined by Holahan & Lubel
(2016). Firstly the efficient production and effective management of common goods, and secondly
the effective management of common pool resources. Explaining these governance dilemmas
Holahan & Lubel (2016) refer to the work of Aristotle (n.d.), who states that the collective dilemmas
is that of agreeing to a constitution that creates a community which is necessarily common for all
citizens, but in which the individuals can still hold a private ownership of the household. The selfinterest mindset of individuals makes it necessary for the state to limit the provision of public goods.
The open access of a common good resources makes governance arrangements necessary in either
the form of ownership by a central government or privatization by a single owner (Holahan & Lubel,
2016).
Lastly, the underlying assumption of governance arrangements is that they improve the quality of
policies and their implementation. However, they can’t be a substitute for political decision-making.
A necessary outcome is to create a sense of higher legitimacy and effectiveness in the decisionmaking process and results achieved through the involvement of private stakeholders and the civil
society in addition to the public sector. As well as the beneﬁts associated with participatory forms of
governance (e.g., transparency, grass-root connections, legitimacy, adequacy to the problem), one
can ask skeptical questions about the actual effectiveness of different forms of governance and the
conditions for success and legitimacy of (Frolich and Knieling 2013).
The development of stakeholder participation
With the global shift from government to governance happening in the background of all
developments, stakeholder participation became increasingly important. To understand why the
Consortium Solar on Dikes is involving different stakeholders it is important to understand the history
and learn the most important concepts of stakeholder involvement. Many of the choices made can
be explained and understood by looking at the past and current practices of stakeholder
participation. The rise of interactive policy arrangements and forms of direct citizen participation are
a consequence of the changing relations between state, civil society and market, where market
organisations and societal organisations are invited to carry some of the responsibility for the
development and execution of policy (Edelenbos & Klijn, 2006).
First it is relevant to introduce the definition of the concepts of stakeholders used in this research.
The definition of Freeman (1984) is chosen as formulated in Haigh and Griffiths article (2009): ‘Any
group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives’
(Haigh & Griffiths, 2009, p. 347). By this definition stakeholders are therefore groups or individuals
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that have the capability to influence the operating of a company or project or can be influences
themselves.
There is not ‘one way’ to do stakeholder participation. There are many possibilities, which can make
it hard to choose. Situations are often very different and require a different approach to stakeholder
participation. In their article Leidraad voor stakeholderparticipatie Hage and Leroy (2007) argue that
it is important to involve all relevant stakeholders and that the result of a participation process
corresponds with the goals of the project. Different methods they elaborate on to use for
stakeholder participation are focus groups, Delphi-methods, scenario-methods, Future workshops,
open space conference, Group Model Building and Group Decision Support. In 2018 the RIVM
published the Handreiking Stakeholderparticipatie, this document seems to be building forward on
the Leidraad Stakeholderparticipatie of Hage and Leroy (2007). Both Hage and Leroy (2007 as the
RIVM (2018) distinguish four goals in stakeholder participation. These goals are quality goals,
instrumental goals, democratic goals and emancipation goals. However, the desired degree of
participation is presented more strongly. Based on the participation ladder of Arnstein (1967), they
present their own framework (figure 3). The figure tells us that in more or less half the ‘steps’ there is
no interactive participation. In other words, only in three out of eight options the opinions of the
stakeholders are relevant.
Co-decide
Coproduce
Consult
Listen
Investigate
Inform
Organise no participation

Interactive
Non-interactive

Table 1: Different ways of stakeholder participation (source: Tuinstra, 2018, p.19 (translated))

It is interesting to note that apart from the two publications discussed above there are no other
official documents from national governmental organisations available. This can hint to a lack of
attention to the matter, as the first publications dates from 2007 and the latter from 2018. Both
publications are to be used as resource for stakeholder participation and know no obligatory
character.
Stakeholder participation in the Netherlands
In the Netherlands, the rise of the collaborative planning procedures has led to a separation of
politics and policy. This means that policy is no longer made within the formal institutions in the
representative democracy but also within other societal institutions. Until the 1970s, participation of
citizens and societal organisations was arranged according to rules of the representative democracy.
Characteristic are forms of indirect participation, for example voting rights and right of petition, is
that citizens can show how they feel about policies made by the governmental bodies. From 1970 on
there is the increasing call for more direct influence on policies, which resulted in other forms of
citizen participation (Edelenbos & Klijn, 2006). During that time the first forms of societal
participation were established. However, citizens were consulted but their influence was limited
(Coenen et al, 2001).
During the 1980 influence becomes constitutionalized and becomes a set part of decision making by
making it a part of the preparation procedures. Participation becomes a set part in decision making
(Coenen et al, 2001). Participation is now seen as a means to avoid protests and let procedures pass
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more quickly. Ten years later the emphasis changes to the undesirable side effects of citizen
participation and to doubts about the benefits of participation. One important negative effect is the
delay to which participation procedures often lead (Edelenbos & Klijn, 2006). During the 1980 – 1990
the participation societal stakeholders is no longer only organized through formal participation
processes, but there are now also forms of direct participation where citizens and organisations can
go directly to governmental bodies to discuss the development and execution of policies (Edelenbos
& Klijn, 2006). From 1990 on there is more attention to speeding up the process of participation,
which results in reduction of the amount of participation (Coenen et al, 2001).
Currently participation in government projects or policies is not compulsory in the Netherlands. It is,
however, strongly recommended. When giving out a permit, authorities make an interest assessment
to judge if a permit will be granted or not. In this, different interests are considered, from both the
government bodies as the direct environment. To do this the authorities assemble relevant
information. For the authority’s participation is a means to prematurely see the interests of third
parties, participation of third parties can help the initiating party to improve an application. By
collecting the interests of the direct environment ideas can be taken along and the quality of the
application can be improved. To stimulate premature participation there is a new application
demand: the initiating party has to indicate in the application if, and how, there has been
consultations with (local) stakeholders and what has been done with the input. However, it is
important to note that the initiating party is free to form the participation process at will.
Applications differ in sort, scale and interest. For these reasons there is no procedure for how
participation has to be included (Aan de slag met de Omgevingswet, n.d.). However, all development
plans made in the Netherlands have to public, this is the case for the concept development plans as
well. The concept plan is published for six weeks before it is finalized, and in that period of time
citizens can share their opinion of the plan with the government. If you have shared your opinion but
plan is unaltered you have to opportunity to raise a formal objection. The government has to
respond to your objection with a formal argumentation to defend their point of view (Rijksoverheid,
n.d.).
When looking at the stakeholder participation discussed in this section, we can conclude that there is
still a lack of mandatory involvement of participation by (local) stakeholders in planning processes in
the Netherlands. Even though it is recommended to take into account, in reality this is not always the
case. As Hage and Leroy (2007) and Tuinstra (2018) argue, participation projects are often time –
intensive and demand a lot of organistion in order to achieve results of all relevant parties. However,
the plans have to be made public before they are executed. Therefore the opportunity to give your
opinion on these plans is there, even if it hasn’t been specifically asked for. Eventually it is
recommended to include stakeholder participation. In many cases this has proven very beneficial for
the project or policy. It increases the support for the project or policy, and decreases the chance of
receiving (formal) objections (Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2004).
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2.2 Theoretical framework
In order to solve the research problem in this thesis the concept of support will be leading. In this
chapter support will be discussed with the existing theory to find out how different kinds, levels or
categories of support are distinguished, how support is defined in the literature and what definition
is most relevant for this thesis. The distinction between internal and external support deepens the
meaning of support. For this distinction relating concepts are used to strengthen the theoretical base
of internal and external support. The discovered concepts will be discussed based on what how they
can complement internal and external support and in what way they can contribute to the
operationalization of these concepts later this thesis. The supplementing concepts are consensus
building, communication and participation.
The Theoretic Framework exists of two parts. In this first part the current theories on support,
consensus building, communication and participation will be elaborated on. In the second part these
theories will be discussed and analysed in order to find insights for this research. The Theoretic
Framework will be concluded with a list of best practices and ‘how to’ recommendations for
achieving internal and external support on projects according to theory. These recommendations will
form a new framework, the so called Superladder of Support.

2.2.1 Support
Support is created by integrating different goals and looking for win-win situations (Teisman, 2001).
One of the most important reasons for (local) governments to change to a form of interactive
decision making (and therefore involving more stakeholders), according to Boedeltje and De Graaf
(2004), is increasing support for the (to be) implemented project or policy. Edelenbos (2001) and
Boedeltje and De Graaf (2004) both argue that using a form of interactive decision making or
governance is in most cases used to increase support.
Support can be achieved in different levels of acceptance. Dear (1992) distinguishes a hierarchy of
acceptance: 1) absolutely unwelcome, 2) mixed reviews, and 3) most welcome. He argues that, from
the public perspective, the most important reasons for failure of success of achieving support are,
firstly, of a project or policy is implemented on a local or non-local level, if the project or policy is for
local or external clients, the visibility of the proposed project and the kind of clients that are targeted
(Dear, 1992). According to Dear (1992), the quality of a policy is related to the use of different kinds
of knowledge, which are looked at from different perspectives. This has a positive influence of the
problem-solving capacity of interactive decision-making. During this process a variety of solutions can
be created that justify the complexity of the problem (Klijn & Koppenjan, 1998). Both authors thus
argue for the increased value of involving more stakeholders.
Boedeltje and De Graaf (2004) distinguish two main perspectives on support: the normative and
instrumental perspective. The instrumental perspective argues that interactive policy making is a
policy instrument to create support and to improve the own policies. When municipalities don’t
involve societal stakeholders, chances are that society will receive a policy as one-sided. Because of
that they are more likely to be unhappy with the policy. The practical arguments in one sentence are
‘if you can’t beat them, join them’. Support here is both a goal and interactive. Policy is created to
increase support. A second reason for governmental bodies to choose interactive policy making is
because of the content, which relates back to the argument discussed earlier. Different interests and
the complexity of the case need a certain level of expertise. By consulting experts, the municipality
can decrease this complexity. Next to that, recent developments and problems can be found earlier
by consulting stakeholders and these can help with solving these problems (Boedeltje & De Graaf,
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2004). Next to the instrumental perspective support can be seen from the normative perspective. In
this perspective the democratic values like sovereignty, equality and representativity are important
and support is seen as a value itself. Support comes from democratic values: it should exist in
democracy as a normalcy. Interactive policy making lays its focus on innovative processes.
Communicative processes are a starting point and not a finished product, this way legitimacy is given
by the society as well and conflicts are avoided (Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2004).
Taking into account all interpretations and explanations of support the following description of
support will be used. This is the following: the positive or neutral receiving of interactive or
collaborative policies for stakeholders, where the receiving has influence on the content of the policy
and the process of the policy making (Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2004). However, this definition is
focused on policy making and doesn’t distinguish the internal and external division of the concepts,
which is why these elaborations will be added, In this thesis the difference between internal and
external support is important to note. Moreover, the focus will be on the positive effects of support,
therefore the word neutral will be left out of the definition. The altered definition will be the
following: ‘The positive receiving of interactive policies for stakeholders, where the receiving has
influence on the content on the policy of project and the process of implementation.’
It is essential that by looking at the development of a policy all relevant stakeholders are involved
(Klijn en Koppenjan, 1998). As mentioned in the Introduction, both internal and external support are
needed in order achieve optimal support on a project or policy (Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2004;
Boedeltje, 2009; Hoppenbrouwers; 2005). External support is understood as the support from the
(local) stakeholders, which is achieved by communication from the project group towards those
parties and the degree in which local parties are participating in the decision making process. Internal
support is understood as the support within the organization, which benefits from a well-executed
internal communication and collaboration (Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2004; Hoppenbrouwers; 2005).

Internal support
For the internal support the normative perspective on achieving support is very relevant. This
perspective of Boedeltje and De Graaf (2004) was explained earlier in this section. The normative
perspective on support for interactive policy making argues for the intrinsic value of support. Even
though this is important for both internal and external support, the importance for internal support
seems bigger for the following reasons. Firstly, the importance of democratic values, for example
representativity and equality, make sure the internal group of stakeholders all feel heard and
respected (Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2004). Secondly, the openness and transparency of information
within the group gives every stakeholder the possibility to be fully informed. Interactive policy
making is recognizable by its transparency. Space is given to different interest and perspectives. This
way the complexity of social interaction can be taken into account. The equality can be increased by
inviting stakeholders that normally have very little influence but whose interests are at stake
(Boedeltje & De Graaf,2004; Reed, 2008). And lastly, the outcome of internal support is dependent
on the input of the stakeholders, this increases the chance of reaching consensus. Chances are that
eventually support will be achieved if the normative perspective is followed (Boedeltje & De Graaf,
2004).
Through communication all actors with different interests around a project can be engaged and
emancipatory knowledge can be achieved. Emancipatory knowledge is understood as the result from
successful communicative rationality (Habermas 1981, 1989 in Innes & Booher, 1999). As Innes and
Booher (1999) argue: “This type of knowledge is critical in a world of rapid change, where our
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understandings and institutionalized ways of describing, thinking about, and measuring our world
may not keep up with its changes” (Innes & Booher, 1999, p.418). For communication to be a
successful contributor for achieving support, stakeholders must be equally informed, listened to,
respected and everyone must be on the same level of power. Participants must be able to challenge
the made assumptions and what participants say in the dialogue must be sincere, comprehensible,
accurate and legitimate (Innes & Booher, 1999).
Consensus building concerns the internal track of support and argues that consensus building
amongst stakeholders is important as a way to search for feasible strategies to deal with uncertain,
complex and controversial situations (Innes & Booher, 1999). Consensus building strategies can be
seen as a strategy for, for example, dealing with conflict where other practices have failed. It can also
be seen as response to changing condition in increasingly networked societies. To seek for consensus
rather than use a majority rule is based on stakeholders interests and not simply arguments and
predetermined positions. When consensus building is successful it results in high quality agreements,
both tangible and intangible products in the form of, for example, activities triggered by the
consensus building process, spin off partnerships and collaborative projects (Innes & Booher, 1999).
We define consensus as follows: ‘Consensus as the degree to which stakeholders are willing to
commit to a proposal.’ (Briggs et al, 2005).
In order to reach consensus it is important to avoid conflict. Briggs et al (2005) distinguish five key
differences amongst stakeholders, and which are thus important to take into account. The five
components are (Briggs et al, 2005):
-

Difference of meaning
Difference of mental models
Conflicting information
Mutually exclusive individual goals
Differences of taste

By meaning Briggs et al (2005) understands the concepts that people associate with words or
symbols. It is importance that stakeholders put similar meaning to words and symbols in order to
avoid confusion. A similar reasoning goes for the second and third difference. Even though
stakeholders share a meaning, they might have different mental models and have different
information to understand the subject. This can lead to differences in proposal outcome judgement
which could give rise to conflicts. Next to that stakeholders can have mutually exclusive goals,
difference four. Even though they have a shared understanding of a proposal, similar mental models,
similar information and similar proposal outcome judgements can nonetheless hold incompatible
individual goals. Next to that stakeholders can also have a difference of taste, as seen in difference
five (Briggs et al, 2005).
Innes and Booher (1999) distinguish different orders of effect in consensus building. These different
orders are the first order effects, second order effects and third order effects. To discover the state of
consensus building they are looking at the first, second and third order effects within the group of
internal stakeholders. How the first, second and third order effects are indicated is presented in the
following table:
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First order effects
Social capital
Faith in other stakeholders
Building relationships
Intellectual capital
Reaching common
understanding
Discovering common problems
Agreement about data
Political capital
The motivation to work
together to reach a bigger goal
High quality of the agreements

Second order effects
New professional relations

Third order effects
New collaborations

Coordination and common
actions

More coevolution, less conflict

Joint learning
Implementation of the
agreement
Changes in practice

Visibility of results
New institutions
New norms
New discourses

Changes in opinions

Table 2: First, second and third order effects (Source: Innes & Booher, 1999)

External support
An important concept to take into consideration when looking at the different ways of wanting to
gain optimal external support is communication. Communication improves the interaction between
the projects organization and the societal stakeholders and facilitates conditions to steer. It is not a
goal but a means, an instrument to improve certain matters. To be able to use the right forms of
communication it is important to have a correct and relevant image of the direct environment you
are working in (Hoppenbrouwers, 2005).
Communication over different kinds of information increases transparency and opens up the
possibility of collective action (Cornwall, 2008). The transparency requirement means that all
documents, hearings and other means of communication used by the government or its agencies
should be made public and accessible for external stakeholders (Bruzelius et al, 2002). The role of the
government is to represent and protect the public interest, therefore it should be possible for the
public sector to verify whether this is indeed the case.
The second concept is that of participation. Participation is a concept that is widely carried, and its
necessity is broadly agreed on. Like Arnstein (1969) states in her article about civic participation: ‘The
idea of citizen participation is a little like eating spinach: no one is against it in principle because it is
good for you’ (Arnstein, 1969, p. 216). Participation can be used as a means to support certain groups
of stakeholders, creating networks and stimulate mutual learning processes and change (Reed,
2008). Moreover, arguments for stakeholder participation can be instrumental. However, one of the
most important arguments for participation is to increase support. When the amount of support is
larger when there are more positive opinions compared to other (existing) policies and when this is
the case for multiple stakeholders (Edelenbos, 2000).
Even though the organisation of external stakeholder participation can be costly and takes a lot of
time, stakeholders that are actively involved by the decision making will feel more responsible
compared to stakeholders who aren’t and this will cause more support. It can have a positive
influence when there are different stakeholders involved in multiple stages of the process.
Participation decreases the changes of stakeholders protesting, which can be costly on the long term.
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Lastly, participation can help to bring different policy sectors together (Leroy & Bogaert, 2004;
Edelenbos, 2000).
One can divide participation into two categories: consultation and collaboration. In consultation, a
plan or program is developed by the lead decision-makers, who then seek input from other
organizations and individuals. With collaboration, the project owner develops the program together
with other stakeholders through face-to-face dialogue, deliberation, and trust building. While both
collaboration and consultation involve the public, collaboration is more effective at building trust,
enabling creative decision-making, and ensuring that stakeholders’ interests make it into a final
decision (Emerson and Nabatchi, 2015; Innes and Booher, 2010; Arnstein, 1969; Ulibarri, 2018).
White (1996) defines two similar ways to assess participation: who is participating and what is the
level of participation.
A well-known measure for the influence of external stakeholders in the developments of policies and
projects are participation ladders. In this section the participation ladder of Edelenbos (2001) will be
elaborated on. The ladder exists of these different steps:
1. Informing: governments decide the agenda for decision making mostly by themselves and keep
stakeholders informed. They don’t use the possibility for stakeholders to have input.
2. Consulting: governments decide the agenda for decision making themselves, however they see
stakeholders as a conversation partner with the development of policies. Governments are not
bound by the results from the conversations.
3. Advising: governments make the first steps in the agenda but give stakeholders the opportunity
advise and formulate solutions, where these will play a valid role in the decision making.
Governments bind themselves to the results but are allowed to deviate from this when making
the final decision.
4. Coproducing: governments and stakeholders make the agenda for decision making together
before looking for a solution together. Governments are bound to these solutions when making
the final decision.
5. Deciding: governments leave the development of projects and policy to the stakeholders, they
only play and advisory role. Governments take the results from the stakeholders to implement.
Results from this step have a spontaneous and binding result.
These steps are applicable to the Consortium Solar on Dikes and will be used to depict the
participation of external stakeholders.
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Interaction between internal and external support

Figure 4: conceptual model (source: own source)
In this conceptual model you can see the assumed positive correlation between internal and external
support which leads to an optimal form of support. The optimal support is achieved when both the
internal and external support have a high score on the Superladder of support, which will be
discussed in the next section.
The relation between internal and external support is argued for by Boedeltje (2009). In her research
she distinguishes internal support as the support from the initiating stakeholder and the stakeholders
who would assist in the execution of the project. The external stakeholders she appoints are
investors, the neighborhood association, etc. Boedeltje and De Graaf (2004) distinguish four forms of
support, three of them internal and one external. Internally they distinguish institutional, political
and governmental support, which refers to the acceptance of organisations involved, support of
politicians and government and the value of the different interests of governmental bodies. The
quality of internal support is influences by all forms mentioned. The internal support is dependent on
bringing all input of the different stakeholders into the end result. This increases the chance of
acceptance by external stakeholders. For external stakeholders they distinguish public support,
which refers to the support of citizens and other stakeholders.
The role of internal and external support needs to be bigger. This argument has two reasons, the
individualization of society has led to less controllability and citizens are more capable of criticizing
decisions (Boedeltje, 2009). Boedeltje (2009) then emphasizes the importance of two forms of
support: support for the process of interactive governance and support for the content that derives
from this. This concerns the relation between internal and external support. The process support,
when executed properly, has the given both internal and external stakeholders the possibility to
influence the outcome, and because the result is developed with the involvement of these the
process is more likely to be accepted. Because of this, the process becomes more democratic as well.
Interactivity, therefore, leads to more support (Boedeltje, 2009). This corresponds with Boedeltje
and De Graaf (2004), who argue that openness about the content, openness of the process and the
opportunity to have influence are the most important aspects when looking to achieve support.
What we can see from the findings of Boedeltje (2009) and Boedeltje and De Graaf (2009) is that
more internal support leads to more external support. However, this is not by separating both forms,
but by integrating them. Boedeltje (2009) argues that all stakeholders should have a say during the
whole process. For internal support it means that transparency and communication are of upmost
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importance. For external support this means that the best way to achieve this is already at the first
stages of a project. By giving external stakeholders a look into the process and the opportunity to
influence the outcome it becomes essential that internal support, measured by means of consensus
building, is achieved at the very early stages as well.
When not all internal or external stakeholders are involved this can create a distance between them
and the stakeholders leading the process. Therefore, the acceptance of the outcome decreases.
When both internal and external support is not realized it can lead to protests (Boedeltje, 2009). In
some cases where external stakeholders have been involved the support is still low. This can be the
result of a process that has been informing but knows bad communication. For stakeholders this can
turn into a lack of support (Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2009).
The eventual amount of support is dependent on the combination of internal and external support.
Content support and process support go hand in hand, and a good process is very important for the
eventual success. If the content corresponds with what is wanted in society external stakeholders
who did not participate will be happy as well. They can see that it has been an interactive process
and will look positive towards the project (Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2009).
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2.2.3 The Superladder of support
In this section the theory will be operationalized to measurable indicators. In the Theoretic
Framework support is divided in two groups: internal and external support. Those groups are
supplemted with the concepts of communication, participation and consensus building. From the
analysis of concepts and theories derives the Superladder of Support. This purpose of this section is
to operationalize the Superladder. The Superladder, as can be seen in the table, exist of five degrees
of support for both internal and external support, indicated by five different colours.

Figure 5: The Superladder of Support

The following table will operationalize the Superladder of Support by adding indicators and measures
to each degree. The Superladder knows a sum character. In order to reach a degree the indicators
must be met for that degree and the degrees below. Except for the indicators for differences, these
must be solved in order to reach a higher degree. If there is no perfect fit for the internal and
external support present the degree with the most resemblances will be appointed.
For each measure of the indicator you can see either the words established, made, happened or
present. These words are the ‘pass’ score of the measurement. When an indicator has a low score,
meaning is has not happened, the degree can’t be reached.
The Superladder is constructed with the theoretical insights that gained on the concept of support,
and follows the argument that better participation will achieve better results on support (Edelenbos,
2001, Innes & Booher, 1999; Briggs, 2005). Looking at the ladder a maximum of support is realized
when both the internal and external support are in the green zone. When this is not the case, there is
no maximum support achieved. When parts of the ladder or the whole ladder are in red one can say
there is a problematic support and this needs to be changed. In the next section the ladder will be
introduced and the different steps explained.
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Figure 6: Superladder of Support (source: own source)

Internal support
The internal support on the ladder is based on the theory of consensus building by Innes and Booher
(1999) and Briggs et al (2005). On the ladder are five ‘steps’ which represent different degrees of
internal support. Every step builds up from the level before, for example, in order to reach the yellow
level there should be common problems discovered and agreement about data before going up to
the level of light green. The different steps are elaborated on below:
-

-

-

-

-

Dark green: A large amount of internal support and good interaction towards the external
(local) stakeholders. There are new professional stakeholders, new collaborations, the
stakeholders have faith in each other, the agreements are from high quality and some
stakeholders have even altered their opinion about the subject in the benefit of the project.
Light green: A good amount of internal support and some interaction towards the external
(local) stakeholders. Stakeholders are coordinating and conducting common action. There is
hardly any conflict but common understanding between stakeholders. However, some have
still different individual goals and a different in taste.
Yellow: A low amount of internal support and minimal interaction towards external (local)
stakeholders. There is agreement about data and common problems have been discovered.
However, stakeholders work with conflicting sources or information or have not full access to
information. Moreover, some stakeholders have different individuals goals and different
taste then the other stakeholders.
Orange: Hardly any internal support. There is motivation to work together in order to reach a
bigger goal. However, there are many differences between stakeholders, for example a
difference in mental models, difference of taste, different sources of information and
different individual goals regarding the project.
Red: No internal support. There is a much difference between stakeholders; a difference of
meaning, mental models, information sources, taste and individual goals.

As one can see the value of normative support is once again apparent. As mentioned before, in this
perspective the democratic values like sovereignty, equality and representativity are important and
support itself is seen as a value. When the normative perspective is leading the quality of the process
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increases, opposed to the instrumental perspective where support is merely seen as a tool for
involving different stakeholders (Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2004). This reflects back on the Superladder
because a high degree of internal support refers to normative perspective on support.
External support
For the external support the meaning of the steps are similar, only the indicators differ. The
indicators are based on the ladder of Participation by Edelenbos (2000) and supplemented with the
theory on communication of Hoppenbrouwers (2005).
-

-

-

-

-

Dark green: A large amount of external support. Participation is aimed at winning of
supporters for the project. Governments leave the development of projects and policy to the
stakeholders, they only play and advisory role. Governments take the results from the
stakeholders to implement. These results are binding.
Light green: A good amount of external support. Actively improving mutual understanding
between the organization and stakeholders. The governments and stakeholders make the
agenda for decision making together before looking for a solution together. Governments
are bound to these solutions when making the final decision.
Yellow: A low amount of external support. Support is achieved by influencing the opinion of
external stakeholders. Governments make the first steps in the agenda but give stakeholders
the opportunity advise and formulate solutions, which will play a valid role in the decision
making. Governments bind themselves to the results but are allowed to deviate from this
when making the final decision.
Orange: Hardly any external support. There is minimal communication to external
stakeholders. Governments decide the agenda for decision making themselves, however
they see stakeholders as a conversation partner with the development of policies.
Governments are not bound by the results from the conversations.
Red: No external support. There is no communication to external stakeholders. Governments
decide the agenda for decision making by themselves and keep stakeholders informed. They
don’t use the possibility for stakeholders to have input. There is no participation

One can see that with the increase of support a shift from consultation to collaboration of external
stakeholders is visible. In consultation, a plan or program is developed by the lead decision-makers,
who then seek input from other stakeholders using a diverse range of methods. With collaboration,
the project owner develops the program together with other stakeholders through dialogue,
deliberation, and trust building (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015; Ulibarri, 2018).
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Internal support
DEFINITION
A large amount of internal support
and good interaction towards the
external (local) stakeholders
A good amount of internal support
and some interaction towards the
external (local) stakeholders

A low amount of internal support
and minimal interaction towards
external (local) stakeholders

Hardly any internal support.

No internal support.

INDICATORS
o New professional relations
o New collaborations
o Faith in other stakeholders
o High quality agreements
o Changes in opinions
o Coordination and common
actions
o More coevolution, less conflict
o Reaching common
understanding
o Mutually exclusive individual
goals
o Differences of taste
o Agreement about data
o Discovering common problems
o Conflicting information
o Mutually exclusive individual
goals
o Differences of taste
o The motivation to work
together to reach a bigger goal
o Difference of mental models
o Conflicting information
o Mutually exclusive individual
goals
o Differences of taste
o Difference of meaning
o Difference of mental models
o Conflicting information
o Mutually exclusive individual
goals
o Differences of taste

MEASURE
Established
Established
Established
Made
Happened
Happened
Happened
Established
Present
Present
Established
Happened
Present
Present
Present
Established
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present

Table 3: Internal support operationalized (source: own source)

30

Solar on Dikes
Hieke Zoon, s4461819
Radboud University Nijmegen & Arcadis Nederland

External support
DEFINITION
A large amount of external
support, decisive
participation

A good amount of external
support

A low amount of external
support

Hardly any external support.

No external support

INDICATORS
o Winning of supporters for the project
o Governments leave the development
of projects and policy to the
stakeholders, they only play an
advisory role.
o Governments take the results from the
stakeholders to implement.
o Results are binding.
o Improving mutual understanding
between the organization and
stakeholders
o Governments and stakeholders make
the agenda for decision making
together before looking for a solution
together.
o Governments are bound to these
solutions when making the final
decision.
o Influencing the opinion of external
stakeholders
o Governments make the first steps in
the agenda but give stakeholders the
opportunity advise and formulate
solutions, where these will play a valid
role in the decision making.
o Governments bind themselves to the
results but are allowed to deviate from
this when making the final decision.
o Minimal communication
o Governments decide the agenda for
decision making themselves, however
they see stakeholders as a
conversation partner with the
development of policies.
o Governments are not bound by the
results from the conversations.
o No communication
o Governments decide the agenda for
decision making mostly by themselves
and keep stakeholders informed.
o They don’t use the possibility for
stakeholders to have input.
o No participation

MEASURE
Happened
Happened

Happened
Happened
Established
Happened

Established
Happened
Happened

Established
Happened
Happened

Established
Happened
Happened
Established
Happened

Table 4: External support operationalized (source: own source)
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2.2.3 Analysing the literature: Best practices and pitfalls for gaining support
In general, looking at the discussed literature above it can be concluded that more support is always
desirable. There are different forms and manners of gaining support, which were discussed as well.
As Dear (1992) gives a hierarchy of acceptance, most welcome is of course the desired level. The
acceptance can vary because of difference between projects and policies: local or non-local, local
clients or non- local clients and the visibility of the final result (Dear, 1992). The reason why
interactive decision making is argued to increase the support is because of argument that more
stakeholders supporting the project means a higher support of the project and that involving more
stakeholders gives the possibility to look at something from more perspectives (Klijn & Kloppenjan,
2000; Edelenbos & Klijn, 2006; Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2004).
In an ideal situation both normative and instrumental reasons of internal and external support are
used for the involvement of stakeholders in the process. However, for internal support seems a
normative perspective of even more importance (Boedeltje & De Graaf, 2004; Hoppenbrouwers,
2005). And when it comes to choosing between consultation and collaboration, like described by
Emerson and Nabatchi (2015), is for a higher amount of support collaboration the best choice
because of its focus on building trust between the government bodies and the stakeholders.
However, by moving to methods of more interactive decision-making to increase the internal and
external support for a project of policy different problems could arise. The first one is the problem of
the amount of stakeholders, where there are more stakeholders involved there will be more
dependence and with that the need to solve problems together. More and more developments
concern multiple stakeholders, which increases the stakeholders interested in the project and
wanting to be involved (Hoppenbrouwers, 2005). This problems especially concerns the internal
support. The second problem is the lack of support. Support is an important base for the necessary
foundation for succeeding of urban area development. The process can be perfectly organized, when
there is a lack of support the project may not be conducted (Van ‘t Verlaat, 2004). This problem
concerns both internal and external support.
An important question for actors aiming for support for their policy or project is how to get and keep
the support. There is the difficult choice between support for the project or efficiency, and between
giving out influence and keeping the direction (Van den Berg, 2002). The third problem is that, in the
execution of these win-win scenario’s that will maximize support, participation policies often appear
‘with the sting taken out of their tail’ (White, 1996, p. 143), meaning that for whatever reason the
desired effect of those policies has not been reached. The fourth problem distinguished is that, while
initiating a platform for support at a local level create space for people to be heard, there is no telling
what will happen as a consequence on a higher level with the local input. Initially actors feel listened
to, but this will vanish when they don’t see a consequence of their feedback (Cornwall, 2008).
The concepts of communication and participation show that to achieve internal and external support
both concepts are relevant. To come to emancipatory knowledge good communication is essential.
That knowledge can be used to achieve understanding by all participating stakeholders and the
public sector. By means of being transparent the public sector gets to agree on this as well and gets
to see if it is indeed in the public interest. With communication all actors with different interests
around a project can be engaged and emancipatory knowledge can be achieved (Innes & Booher,
1999). As seen in the previous discussion on communication, for communication to be a successful
contributor for achieving support, stakeholders must be equally informed, listened to, respected and
everyone must be on the same level of power. They must be able to challenge the made assumptions
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and what participants say in the dialogue must be sincere, comprehensible, accurate and legitimate
(Innes & Booher, 1999).
Transparent communication gives the possibility to give space to different interests and perspectives
that allow the complexity of social interaction to be taken into account (Reed, 2008). This can only be
achieved if stakeholders have access to all relevant documentation and information.
The concept of participation offers an insight in the status of participation in the decision-making
process of policies and projects with the help of the participation ladder of Edelenbos (2000). This
helps explaining the current amount of external support of the project and, if necessary, can help to
improve the amount of external support. It is vital to discuss what form of participation to use and
what different interests there are (White, 1996). Participation can be used as a means to achieve
support by certain groups of external stakeholders (Reed, 2008). When the amount of support is
larger, there are more positive opinions compared to other (existing) policies and when this is the
case for multiple stakeholders (Edelenbos, 2000). Participation decreases the changes of external
stakeholders protesting, which can be costly on the long term and participation can help to bring
different policy sectors together (Bogaert & Leroy, 2004; Edelenbos, 2000). Even though both
collaboration and consultation involve the public, collaboration is more effective at building trust,
enabling creative decision-making, and ensuring that stakeholders’ interests make it into a final
decision (Emerson and Nabatchi, 2015; Innes and Booher, 2010; Arnstein, 1969; Ulibarri, 2018).
There are two similar ways to assess participation: who is participating and what is the level of
participation (White, 1996).
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3.

Methodology

3.1 Introduction
The practical objective of this research is to gain insight in the amount of internal and external
support for the project Solar on Dikes and how this can be, if necessary, increased. To get the needed
results choices are made for the use of certain methods. In this chapter the research methodology
will be discussed. Each paragraph will focus on one specific part of the methodology, starting with
the research approach where the position of the researcher will be discussed according to the
philosophical background. Next, the methods and research strategy is discussed. In this section the
choice for the method of case study will be explained together with the research objective. Thirdly
the techniques and data collection will elaborate on the chosen methods of data collection,
document research, literature research, interview and observation, and will discuss the target group.
Fifthly, the operationalization of the different concepts will be discussed. Sixthly, the method of data
analysis, Atlas.ti, and the used form of coding will be discussed. And lastly, the research challenges
will be discussed according to the validity and reliability of this research.

3.2 Research approach
As a researcher doing research in the field of social science, it is necessary to consider your own
position as well as the research approach. How do I as a researcher conceive reality, ontology, and
how can we ‘know’ this reality, or epistemology (Inglis & Thorpe, 2012). Therefore, a methodological
background is relevant to discuss in relation to the desired position of the researcher and the
research objective. In social sciences studies two main methodological perspectives are recognized:
naturalism and constructivism.
Both naturalism and constructivism are concerned with researching and explaining happenings in the
world. However, the explanations of these are different. Naturalism is characterized with a more
rational approach, with the focus on discovering the truth. The researched assumes the existence of
one natural world apart from human perceptions (Moses & Knutsen, 2012). Constructivism doesn’t
assume just one truth, it is interested in the question of why there exist different interpretations of
the same truth and why the social and natural world differ from each other. It emphasizes the
importance of the role of the researcher and the social context when researching and explaining
patterns in the world (Moses & Knutsen, 2012). Constructivism is open to the possibility of multiple
world or experiences; these are dependent on individual characteristics and social characteristics.
Both perspectives are relevant for this research, as the generalization of the results happens with the
existence of different worlds of experiences as the most import factor.
With naturalism and constructivism as a methodological background, this research knows a
qualitative and post – positivistic character. Post positivistic qualitative research is research that
knows the ideals of being objective and welcomes the generalisation of results. The goal of a post
positivistic research is to use science to understand the nature of reality, whilst at the same time
understanding that all measurements are imperfect. Therefore, the emphasis must be on the usage
of the triangulation of methods and by doing so avoiding misunderstandings and staying closest to
the truth (Harrison et al, 2017). Guba and Lincoln (1994) argue for the most important aspects of
post-positivism to be that findings are evaluated based on pre-existing knowledge and critique, if the
findings are replicated they are likely true but open to be proven wrong, a combination of qualitative
and quantitative methods, the knowledge exists in a social contact that can be best understood by
using both experiments and interpretative research methods.
In the following section the qualitative nature of this research will be further discussed together with
the usage of the case study method.
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3.3 Research strategy
The research knows a qualitative nature. This means that the individual perspective is of upmost
importance and extensive descriptions will be secured (Harrison et al, 2017). Qualitative researchers
can use a wide scale of methods, but most often observations and interviews are used. The methods
used in a case study facilitate the reaching of the goal of data construction with interviews,
observations, focus groups and document analysis (Flyvebjerg, 2006). In this research observation,
expert interviews, in depth interviews and document research is use. On these methods will be
elaborated later in this chapter. Case study research is often described as qualitative research.
Qualitative paradigms are wide and can be explorative, interpretative or describing of nature
(Harrison et al, 2017). Moreover, one of the most important elements of the case study is, according
to Yin (2014), is that everything is happening in a real-world setting.
The fundamental goal of a case study research is to conduct an in-depth analysis about a certain case
and to describe that case in depth from the participants point of view (Harrison et al, 2017).
However, the overall methodology forms the case study and more forms of data collection should be
used. As Rosenberg and Yates (2007) argue: ‘it is not assigned to a fixed ontological, epistemological
or methodological position’ (Rosenberg & Yates, 2007, p.447). Embedded in the case study research
as used by Yin (2014), and followed in this research, are post positivistic characteristics shown:
looking for generalisation, minimalizing the subjectivity and the usage of multiple methods of
qualitative and quantitative data collection and analysis. Whilst the objectivity is a goal, Yin (2014)
recognizes the describing and interpreting (subjective) elements of case study research. The choice
for a case is based on the goal of the research and related to the theoretic proposition of the design
(Harrison et al, 2017).
In this thesis the two cases are chosen based on the expected amount of information. The cases will
be extreme cases and differ from each other in the aspects most relevant to support: location and
the involvement of (local) stakeholders. With extreme cases it is meant to gain more information
about relatively unknown phenomena’s, which van be either problematic or especially good
(Flyvebjerg, 2006). Moreover, with two cases it is slightly easier to generalize the outcomes, and
when it appears the cases score different on the Superladder of Support it is interesting to see where
that difference comes from. In the next alinea’s the two cases will be introduced.
The Knardijk and the Spuikom are try-out locations for more than only the placement of solar panels,
the dike is a pilot location for the implementation of renewable energy on dikes in general. Different
compositions of solar panels can be tested out, technical aspects van be relatively safely researched
since the dike has no direct function in protecting the land from water anymore, monitoring on a
longer term will give insights in the developments of the different plants and ecology on the dike.
Another aspect to investigate on is the societal impact on the implementation. Recreationists and
passersby will be the main stakeholders here, since there is no build environment in the direct
environment of the Knardike or the Spuikom (Van Linge, 2018).

3.3.1 Ex ante
This research knows an ex ante character because the implementation of the solar panels will
happen after this research is conducted. Based on the organization of internal and external support
within the project the research will be conducted. Ex ante evaluation is used for considering whether
it is worth spending a considerable amount on an project before a large sum of money is actually
spent. It is beneficial for policy makers, managers and other stakeholders. For policy makers, it
informs considerations on how the project fits in the current landscape. It also provides information
about synergies and complementarities that can be developed with other policies, as well as how a
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policy should be designed, and what actions should be taken that could lead to better results. It also
provides risks and measures that can be undertaken to address them. Lastly, it improves the chances
of achieving financial sustainability and it provides a foundation for monitoring and future evaluation
(Spanache & Havar, 2019).

3.3.2 Case description: solar panels on the Spuikom
The Spuikom is located near the small village Ritthem. It is a primary sea wall. It is a bowl on the edge
of the dike that is used to store excessive sea water. The south part of the Spuikom functions as a sea
wall, the north part makes sure the water in the Spuikom doesn’t flood the agriculture. However, the
while dike ring of the Spuikom is labelled as primary sea wall. This was important when choosing a
location: the presence of water next to the dike. In the case of the Spuikom it is a safe choice, there is
little change in height which means there is also no tides. The Spuikom is now used for sheep.
The location of the Spuikom is showed in the following maps and pictures.

Picture 1: The location of the Spuikom (Source: Google Maps)

Picture 2: The Spuikom seen from above (Source: Google Maps)
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Picture 3: The Spuikom seen from the ground (Source: own source)

Picture 4: The look of the Spuikom with different prints on the solar panels (Source: TNO)

3.3.2 Case description: Solar panels on the Knardijk
The Knardijk is the second pilot location for the first implementation of solar panels on dikes. The
dikes approximately seven meters, has wind turbines on both sides and forms a straight line in the
landscape (Van Linge, 2018). The Knardijk is based in the Flevopolder and divides the polder in two
parts: South and East Flevoland. Until 2016, the Knardijk was a regional waterembarkment. The
Knardijk is now mainly an important culture- historical and natural landscape landmark (Waterschap
Zuiderzeeland & Provincie Flevoland, 2017). Because of the decrease of the safety function of the
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Knardijk the possibility for other (societal) functions opens up. Together, Waterschap Zuiderzeeland
and Provincie Flevoland want to investigate different societal purposes (Waterschap Zuiderzeeland &
Provincie Flevoland, 2017). Important to note is that the Knardike should keep its functions an
emergency waterembarkement, recreation, agraricultural purposes and maintenance space (Van
Linge, 2018).
The location of the Knardijk is showed in the following maps and pictures.

Picture 5: the location of the Knardijk (Source: Google Maps)

Picture 6: the location of the Knardijk as seen from above (Source: Google Maps)
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Picture 7: The Knardijk as seen from the ground (Source: Own source)

Figure 8: Profile of the Knardijk (Source: Van Linge, 2018, p. 50)

Picture 9: Photomontage of solar panels on the Knardijk (Source: Van Linge, 2018, p. 50)
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3.4 Techniques and data collection
The data in this thesis will be collected by means of the methods (in depth) interview with both
experts and local stakeholders, observation and document research. By using multiple methods the
downsides of the methods will be neutralized whilst still benefitting from the positive sides. This is
called triangulation (Baarda et al, 2013).
The first phase of the research will exist of collecting data from relevant documentation. These
documents can vary from agenda’s, evaluations, research rapports, programs, new articles, and so on
(Swanborn, 2010). For this research the, amongst other documents, preliminary research on Solar on
Dikes by Van Linge (2018) has been very important to depict the current situation and the research
objective.
During the second phase of the data collection of the research (in depth) interviews are hosted. With
the help of the interviews data can be efficiently assembles and is there access to more detail. The
interviews will result in a number of transcripts (Swanborn, 2010). The method of the interview is
open-ended. The interview questions will be used together with a list of relevant discussion topics.
The questions and subjects will be put in an interview guide (Vennix, 2006). In the depth interviews
the concepts participation, communication and transparency will be discussed, as operationalized in
the next section of this chapter. The interview exist of both open and closed questions and can be
found in the Appendix. In this thesis different groups of stakeholders will be distinguished. This will
help differ the different interest groups and their opinions about the project Solar on Dikes. The
stakeholders are presented in the following paragraph.
In figure 6 the different groups of stakeholders are presented. The core exist of members of the
consortium, these are all the organisations that have been involved in the preliminary investigation
and are part of the consortium. The interviews with the core stakeholders are expert interviews.
Layer 1 are the members who have been involved in the project at a less intense level then the first
group. . These are stakeholders who know the place of implementation but are not involved in the
project. For example, the actors who gave out a permit for the realization of this project. Layer 1
includes consortium members, semi – involved stakeholders and local residents. Layer 2 exist of the
public sector and their view on the concept of solar panels on dikes. It is important to note that these
stakeholders are not involved in this research.

Figure 7: Different layers of stakeholders (source: own source)
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In the third phase of the research observations will be done. It will be non-participant observations
with the focus on the behavior of the research subjects, physical subjects, the material resources and
the environment of the case (Swanborn, 2010). In this research the observation will be visiting the
location with an observation scheme and looking at the local respondents reaction to the different
questions. The operationalization scheme can be found in the Appendix.

3.6 Data analysis
The data will be analysed with the help of the Integrative Collaborative Governance Framework.
Beforehand the interviews will be transcribed and analyzed with the programme Atlas.ti. Atlas.ti is
used because of its quality to make ‘hidden’ structures visible. In Atlas.ti the following codes where
used to analyse the transcripts of the interviews. The codes where put info families to help
distinguish the concepts. The families and codes are shown in the following table.

External support
Communication
Commercial and propaganda
Marketing and communication
Information
PR
Promotion
Protest
Levels of participation
Advising
Consulting
Coproducing
Deciding
Informing

Internal support
Consensus building
First order effects
- Building understanding
- Agreement with results
- Common problems
- High quality agreements
- Innovative strategies
- New relations
- Collaborating for the greater good
Second order effects
- Common actions
- Implementation agreements
- Learning from other stakeholders
- New professional relations
- Change
Third order effects
- Conflict
- Collaborations
- Visible results
Key differences between stakeholders
- Difference of meaning
- Difference of mental models
- Conflicting information
- Mutually exclusive individual goals
- Differences of taste

Table 5: Codes used in this research (Source: own source, based on literature by Innes & Booher (1999),
Hoppenbrouwers (2005), Briggs et al (2005) and Edelenbos (2001)) [translated from Dutch]

In this thesis the method of initial coding is used, as described by Saldana (2013). Initial Coding is the
process of breaking down qualitative data into discrete parts, closely examining them, and comparing
them for their similarities and differences. The goal of Initial Coding, particularly for grounded theory
studies, is to remain open to all possible directions that are indicated by the data.
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3.7 Research challenges
The challenges in this research and how their risks are prevented will be discussed with the help of
answering common questions regarding the validity and reliability.

3.7.1 Validity
“Validity of research results are verified through the scrutiny of others and, as such, adherence to
mechanisms that ensure rigor in data collection and analysis is vital.”
Harrison et al, 2017, p.9
Like the quote above mentioned is the control in research of big importance. The usage of multiple
sources to gain data is contributing to this and is seen as useful. Multiple methods together form a
completer and more understandable image of the case (Harrison et al, 2017). In this thesis the
methods interview, observation and document research will be leading.
Because of the use of multiple methods while measuring support, it is secure that the results gained
are comparable. If gained results do not match the results from another method, one is able to check
these methods to find the error and correct it accordingly. Even though the use of multiple methods
leads to collecting the same results twice of even thrice, one is able to critically compare them and
see if what is measured really is what was meant to be measured. Moreover, because of the
elaboration of the concept of support with the concepts of participation, communication and
transparency, support has become more measurable and visible. This gives the possibilities for a
more detailed and elaborated insight.
With the use of case studies it is not always possible to generalize the results. Even though this
research is meant to bring clarity in the support on sustainable projects, the results will not be
generalizable for all sustainable projects in the Netherlands. This is a deliberate choice made and has
the following arguments. Firstly, the focus on the local level gives insight on a very detailed level.
Details that differ on every location, because no two locations are the same. With this detailed
information that is gained the support on that specific location is measured and why this is the case.
Secondly, the choice of a case study makes that a limited number of projects is researched. And
thirdly, for this research it was believed that with a more detailed research on a small number of
locations the quality of the results would be higher. Moreover, this research was done for Arcadis
and the Consortium Solar on Dikes and location specific results were required.
To conclude, the internal validity is very high because of the use of multiple methods. For the
external validity, the choice for a case study research made that not all results are generalizable. This
has been a deliberate choice and is, for this research, not seen as a problem. The framework
developed (the superladder of support), however, can be used in the exact same form for different
(sustainable) project cases everywhere. It is purely based on the literature and not bound to the
scale, form or location of such a project. It forms a practical handhold for researching the concept of
support and using it on different cases can bring into view how different projects gain or lose support
of the (local) stakeholders.

3.7.2 Reliability
The goals of this thesis are to sketch a clear and wide image of the case, so the next researcher taking
on this topic will not be standing for unexpected situations when he/she arrives at the location. This
will be done by documenting the process in as much detail as possible (Yin, 2003). Next to that will
be research be operationalized in as many steps as possible. According to Baarda (2015) the
reliability of the research is of the upmost importance so there should as much transparency as
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possible. In this research every step is documented, with extra care for the methods and
operationalization. By explaining these processes as elaborate it is easy to reproduce the exact same
research and gain similar results. By adding an operational definition for all relevant concepts in the
operationalization it adds the understanding of the researcher of the concepts, next to how these
concepts are operationalized.

43

Solar on Dikes
Hieke Zoon, s4461819
Radboud University Nijmegen & Arcadis Nederland

4. Results
This analysis is structuring the following; first the internal support in the consortium, the external
support in the case of the Knardijk and the case of the Spuikom will be presented and placed onto
the superladder. Lastly, the two cases will be compared on their strong and weak points.
It is important to remember that the two cases are expected to be different for external support.
Since both cases are part of the consortium Solar on Dikes, both cases will have the same internal
support. For this reason internal support will be discussed by looking at the consortium, without
distinguishing between the two cases. For external support there are stakeholders from the
consortium involved, but also different local stakeholders, as you can see in the figure below.
Furthermore, both locations are expected to have used different means for gaining support. External
support, therefore, will be discussed with the two separate cases. How external and internal support
relate to each other and what stakeholders are involved where is shown in the figure below. As the
figure shows most consortium members are not involved in gaining external support. This is left to
the Waterboards Zuiderzeeland and Scheldestromen. If this means that everything is discussed
within the consortium and the Waterboards are the ones carrying out the strategy or most members
of the consortium are not concerned with gaining external support for the project will be discussed in
this chapter.

Figure 8 : The involvement of members of the consortium by internal and external support

By means of the Result section the research questions how can you organise internal and external
support in the project development phase, what does the organisation of internal and external
support look like for the Knardijk and the Spuikom, to what extent has the consortium achieved
maximization of both internal support in the consortium itself and external support on the case
locations, if any differences have occurred between the cases, how can these be explained, based on
the findings, what can we expect for the project execution, will be answered.
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4.1 Internal support in the consortium Solar on Dikes
The energy transition will influence our landscape in different ways. In the Netherlands, which has a
dense population, this means integrating the generation of renewable energy with other functions
like living, working, infrastructure, agriculture, nature and water. Against this background it is
relevant to explore the possibility of placing solar panels on dikes. However, dikes are an important
part of the scenery, and have cultural and ecological value. The cultural, natural and historic value of
dikes is high in the Netherlands, and should not be overlooked. To justify the implementation of solar
energy on dikes is large challenge (Van Linge, 2018).
In order to indicate the level of internal support the indicators operationalized in de Superladder of
Support were measured. Firstly, different effects were researched by means of looking at the amount
of trust stakeholders had in each other, if they had built any new relationships with other
stakeholders, if they had built understanding for each other’s point of view, if they found common
problems, if they agreed with the collected data, if there has been collaboration to reach a higher
goal, the quality of the made agreements and the use of innovative strategies. For the these five
indicators stakeholders could rate them on a scale of 1-5. A score of five indicates a total agreement,
a score of zero indicates no agreement.
The scores are positive on all five assertions, with 3.5 on common problems being the lowest score.
This lowest score can be explained with the argument that some stakeholders worked on their part
of the project mostly alone. However, they were still working on solving a problem for the
consortium so this can be argued to be a common problem as well, even though the specific problem
was solved by an individual actor. The most collaboration excisted between the Waterboards,
together with the chairing organisation TNO they composed the first pilot locations. After that, it was
the whole consortium that could give imput over waht type of panel would be used, how these
would be placed, and so on. Every stakeholder that was part of the organisation has gotten the
chance to give their opinion. According to De Neve from TNO, the ideas would have looked very
different if this would not have been the case (H. de Neve, personal communication, 11 December
2019).
Within the organization stakeholders have positioned themselves open-minded to different
possibilities, even though they sometimes have different interests (here one can think of water
safety and technical possibilities and limitations). The high scores on the first order effects indicate
strong agreement on the collected data, which continues to a high mutual trust and understanding,
respectively scoring a 4.6 and a 4, with agreement on the results scoring a 4.8. However, sometimes
this proved to be a challenge. Van Linge worked for the consortium Solar on Dikes for his
organization Terra Incognita, who were leading the preliminary research. He explains that it was hard
for some stakeholders to move away from their point of view. He argues that: ‘Some of the members
are quite set in their ways. Those members kept repeating the same feedback during different stages.
That was frustrating at times, because you already took that feedback into account and moved to the
next phase in the process.’ (J. M. van Linge, personal communication, 18 December 2019). These
differences in meaning and mental models could have been a source for conflict, however because of
the strong scores on the other indicators it didn’t come to that.
The scores for the indicator quality of the agreements, gives more varying answers. J. M. van Linge
(personal communication, 18 December 2019) argues: ‘At times, it was hard to make agreements:
which way do we want to go, what should be our next step.. Questions like that.’ Next to this, some
stakeholders chose to score neutral on this question. Two stakeholders even answer with ‘no’
because the agreements were made in an informal setting. This informal setting, even though in
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many ways improving mutual trust and understanding, seems to have a negative impact on the
quality of the agreements. Stakeholders indicated that it was sometimes hard to distinguish being
interested in a task and getting that task. Comparing this to the otherwise high results on first order
effects is surprising.
Other indicators measured are change on the long term, new professional relations, the
implementation of part of the results, changes in practice, changes in perspectives, learning from
other stakeholders and common actions. The effects are depending more on external factors.
However, what is important here is if the stakeholders believe the project is going to change things
or not, as it shows their belief in the project. For example, if the project is going to cause change on
the long term depends, according to different stakeholders. Some are positive, like Hans de Neve
from TNO, he argues the following:
‘I think so. Of course success depends on many different aspects. Safety, but also support. Next to
that, it would be great if we find a way to implement solar panels in a manner where it contributes to
the safety of the dike as well. That way it is not necessary a risk but an opportunity for a win-win
situation.’ (H. de Neve, personal communication, 11 December 2019).
Others are less certain about changes on the long term but have their hopes up, like Evert Swart of
Scheldestromen and Teun Wendt from Zuiderzeeland. Both Waterboards. Swart (E. Swart, personal
communication, 12 December, 2019) argue for benefits of multiple usage of the dikes. Even though
Scheldestromen doesn’t have an active goal for this project they are willing to experiment with the
implementation of solar panels on new locations.
Van Linge thinks change is possible. Maybe not everywhere, but it will change the mindset of people
in a way that it can create value for the landscape but also can contribute to the safety of the dike.
He believes both is needed in order to make the project work (J. M. van Linge, personal
communication, 18 December 2019). Jan Valk of Royal Haskoning wonders if the changes are going
to be fast enough (J. Valk, personal communication, 10 January 2020). Wendt adds that he expects
changes more within the group than outside the group, at least for now. When making a decision
they take the direct environment into account and the people living close to the location, but
because of the pilot character of the composition the contact has been minimal. ‘There will be a pilot
location but it will be gone after some time as well. It is not like it will have an enormous impact.’ (T.
Wendt, personal communication, 20 December, 2019).
Ruud van de Voort and Bert ten Haaf of Soltrongery believe that the respons will be positive. ‘We
expect an excited response, this is an opportunity to give more functions to a dike. Once people see it
they will be more likely to believe it.’ (R. van de Voort & B. ten Haaf, personal communication, 9
January, 2020).
Secondly, many common actions have taken place. Swart explains: ‘With other Water boards we try
to be on the same page. This came quite natural. With TNO we already had some common actions as
well.’ (E. Swart, personal communication, 12 December 2019). This corresponds to the answer of Van
Linge (personal communication, 18 December 2019): ‘Of course we made the agreements together.
We have developed many ideas. In the case of the Knardijk we came together on the location to think
about different possibilities. During the interviews stakeholders said to have built new professional
relationships, seven stakeholders agreed on this assertion and only one disagreed. Furthermore,
stakeholders have learned a lot from each other, six stakeholders agreed and two disagreed. This
disagreement came from stakeholders who said to have learned few new things from other
stakeholders.
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The last indicators that are measured are new collaborations, possible conflict and dealing with this
and visibility of the results. These will be discussed in the following paragraphs. Important to note is
that, while these indicators have much in common with the previous indicators of first and second
order effects they differ in important ways. New collaborations is taking the new (professional)
relationships a step further. Because there have been no conflicts in the consortium according to the
participants and there is yet no visibility of the results only the new collaborations will be discussed.
Some stakeholders have newfound collaborations because of the consortium. Swart of
Scheldestromen says: ‘Yes, mostly with TNO we are now collaborating in other fields as well. Another
new collaboration for us is with Delmeco.’ (E. Swart, personal communication, 12 December, 2019).
Van Linge also thinks new collaborations are formed because of the consortium. ‘I think new
collaboration will be formed, energy suppliers will start working together with Rijkswaterstaat and
the Waterboards. There is a lot of potential here.’ (J. M. van Linge, personal communication, 18
December 2019). However, Mattijs Erberveld of Rijkswaterstaat thinks this is not necessary per se.
‘The consortium is founded to test under which conditions solar panels can be places on dikes and
how the water safety can still be guaranteed’. (M. Erberveld, personal communication, 12 December
2019). The conclusion on this indicator, therefore is in the middle. There are new collaborations
formed now or will be formed in the future, however this will not go for all participants of the
consortium.

4.1.2 Placing internal support on the Superladder of Support
All stakeholders agree on the collected data, experienced a high mutual understanding and all agree
on the results. This is a great outcome, because there is a great variety of stakeholders involved.
Stakeholders have positioned themselves open-minded towards possible results and this has created
mutual understanding in the consortium. Another positive outcome is the building of new
relationships within the consortium. When it comes to the quality of the agreements the score is
slightly lower. Two stakeholders even put a negative score on the quality of the agreements. This
seems to be because of the more informal character of the meetings. Next to that it can be difficult
to decide on a next step because it concerns a road not walked on before. This makes it extra
important that agreements are put down clearly. Next to the building of new (professional)
relationships, some stakeholders have new collaborations because of the consortium as well
There is less agreement on if this project is causing change on the long term. The respondents gave
varying responses. Some are positive and hope for a win-win when the implementation of solar
panels can contribute to the safety of the dike. Others are looking forward to the results but are not
sure solar panels on dikes will turn out to be successful solution. When it is successful, they hope for
more dikes to adapt to a multifunctional purpose. For others it is the pace of the changes they are
worries about, is it all going fast enough? What seem to be already an important change caused by
this project is the change of mindset of some of the stakeholders. Where some had their doubts
about the implementation of solar panels on dikes in the beginning, they are now more accepting of
the concept.
Communication within the consortium is important as well, to gain and keep the internal support for
the project. Within the consortium itself communication was sometimes minimal, which made it
harder for some stakeholders to stay motivated. What they would have liked is an update every now
and them, for example about the permits being given out. This was not communicated in between
the regular bi-yearly meetings, which created the situation that the researcher of this research knew
more about the status of the projects than some members of the consortium because they had more
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contact with the members than the members themselves. This created a situation where information
was unevenly distributed. However, this can be explained by the fact that the researcher of this
thesis was actively contacting the members, where the members themselves were waiting for the
next meeting to be updated. Still, the long pauses between updates about the project are not
desirable.
When placing the internal support on the Superladder of Support the score is high. This is caused by
positive scores nearly all indicators of the first, second and third order effects. The internal support is
placed on Light Green. This is because, even though most conditions for dark green are met, the
quality of the agreements was not always high and the interaction towards the external (local)
stakeholders has been minimal. However, Light Green still argues for a good amount of internal
support and some interaction towards the external (local) stakeholders.

Figure 9: Internal support on the Superladder of Support (source: own source)

4.2 External Support: the role of the consortium
Even though the internal support for the project is largely present, as can be seen in the high results
on consensus building, this doesn’t automatically mean that the external support is high as well. This
is depending on the degree of participation initiated by the internal stakeholders and the quality of
the communication towards external stakeholders.
Communication to external stakeholders with the purpose of creating external support has
happened, but only for a limited amount. Van Linge remembers having presented the project on the
day of the Waterboards and that a leaflet has been dispersed amongst Waterboards and other
governmental bodies. At the same time he recognizes the problem that with paper alone you can
only spread the word and create external support until a certain amount. ‘However, that is where the
pilot is for, it is meant to light a fire and spread by showing everyone that this is a working concept.’
(J. M. van Linge, personal communication, 18 December, 2019). Valk remembers that most of the
stakeholders have put the project on their website and indeed the leaflet that is dispersed. However,
according to Valk the bigger public opinion has not been informed yet (J. Valk, personal
communication, 10 January 2020).
How the project will be received is difficult to predict. Possible protest on the project is dependent
on the location, thinks Valk. If it is implemented on a large field it wouldn’t be too bad, but the
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situation would be different if you try to implement something similar in, for example, the river
landscape (J. Valk, personal communication, 10 January 2020). Van Linge thinks the conservative
mindset of the public can be reason for protest, however, he argues, this is something you run into in
every spatial planning project. ‘The trick to gaining external support is to know how to ask the
question, if you make it a choice between windturbines and solar panels the response will be different
than when you ask people if they would like solar panels on the dike or nothing. Because in that case
of course they will choose nothing.’ (J. M. van Linge, personal communication, 18 December 2019).
Wiep Folkers of TNO, one of the initiators of the project, argues that you have to take the public
opinion into account, because if you don’t there will always be resistance. He adds: ‘Humans tend to
resistant change, everything that changes. Humans want to see everything filled in according to their
expectations and eventually they want to change very little. This is something important to take into
account when you want to create support for projects like these.’ (W. Folkers, personal
communication, 8 January 2020).
However, not only the lack of communication and participation towards external (local) stakeholders
are mentioned as a means of achieving external support by internal stakeholders. Van de Voort and
Ten Haaf of Soltronergy believe the public opinion depends largely on the response of the media.
“When the media will turn against solar panels, so will the public opinion, if it is justified or not.” (R.
van der Voort & B. ten Haaf, personal communication, 9 January 2020). The public opinion can have a
large influence of the support of external stakeholders. However, they believe the public opinion will
accept the different character the dikes will get. For example, transmission towers are currently
accepted in the landscape by the public opinion. ‘People need to get used to new things and this
takes time.’ (R. van der Voort & B. ten Haaf, personal communication, 9 January 2020).
In achieving support by the external (local) stakeholders the Waterboards play an essential role, as
they are involved as an internal actor that have direct contact with the external local stakeholders.
From the consortium the plans for achieving support by the external (local) stakeholders are minimal.
Apart of the presentation and the leaflets, hardly any action has been undertaking for a general plan
of gaining support. Some stakeholders believe putting the pilot implementations out there and
waiting for a response for external support is the best option, however some stakeholders argue that
without any communication there will always be protest. Other stakeholders think that when the
stakeholders and bigger public see the implementation for themselves instead of hearing about it,
they are more likely to believe in it and slowly get used to it. Thus, since within the consortium itself
support hasn’t been organized yet, both Waterboards have free reign to arrange support themselves.
Interestingly enough, both Waterboards have chosen a different strategy for conducting the project.
Where Schelderstromen includes many local stakeholders from early on in the process and lets them
co-decide in small matters, Zuiderzeeland choose to not do too much for support because of the pilot
character of the project. Only a handful of local stakeholders in the direct environment have been
involved late in the process. Because of this, the results of the external support of both cases are
expected to differ from each other.

4.2.1 External support on the Knardijk
Over the communication with local stakeholders close to the Knardijk De Neve says the following:
‘There has been contact with the information center of the nature area close by to see if we could
place an information sign for not only the solar panels but also with information about the nature
area.’ (H. de Neve, personal communication, 11 December 2019). He adds that there will be more
communication to the bigger public when the pilot is implemented. Before that point the
information will not be public.
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One of the pilot locations is the Knardijk in Zeewolde. When visiting the location three interviews
with local stakeholders were conducted, the names these stakeholders will remain anonymous. The
results of the interviews will be presented and analysed below, according to the order in which is
concept of support was operationalized earlier in the theoretical framework section. Before
analysing the results a general opinion from the external (local) stakeholders towards sustainable
energy and the project Solar on Dikes will be given. The following paragraph discusses their
contentment with the received information and if this has been enough involvement. Lastly, both
internal and external support will be placed on the Superladder introduced in the theoretical
framework.
All respondents are in favor of sustainable energy and also think solar panels is a good way to
generate sustainable energy. In their opinion towards the projects the respondents are divided. They
are all not in favor of the placement of solar panels on dikes and are neutral about the Knardijk
getting a function for the implementation of solar panels. One respondent says that he/she is happy
that the pilot is not permanent. All respondents think solar panels will have a negative impact on the
recreation on the dike. One stakeholder is curious how the direct environment is going to respond
and has some questions about vermin nestling under the panels. He/she argues that dikes should be
used for solar panels in a later stage, the roofs should be filled first. Another respondents agrees with
this. He/ she is okay with the small scaled temporary pilot but believes dikes should not be used for
something like this. He/she would rather see something that can add to the ecological value and
landscape of the dike and keep the focus on the water safety. He/she argues for solar panels on roofs
rather than dikes as well. The third respondent would have rather seen the panels on a different
dike. There are, according to him/ her, more suitable dikes in the surroundings.
All respondents say to have been informed sufficiently. When asking the respondents if they think
their opinion will be taken into account, only one answers affirmative. The other respondents believe
this is not going to happen, partly because they are not the right persons for this. One of the
respondents would have liked to be more closely involved. When asking if more local stakeholders
should have been involved they don’t know what to answer. This because they don’t know what
stakeholders are already involved. One respondent thinks that it is fine like this, because it is a small
scaled pilot after all. All three respondents have been involved in the initiation phase, and one
respondents expects to be involved in the implantation phase as well, since he as the owner of the
dike might have to maintain the grass around the dike. However, he doesn’t know how this will be
going yet. Only one respondent would be interested in investing in the panels and sharing in the
generated energy.
Not all respondents think they received enough information and wonder if their feedback and
questions are taken into account. One respondent says that the communication was good like this,
but another thinks his/her questions will not be taken into account. The third respondent says the
first time he/she heard about the plans for his dike it was via an article in the newspaper. There was
little communication in the beginning, he/she explains, but after he/she got in touch to get to know
more about the plans the communication has improved. The respondents believe the pilot itself
won’t lead to protest because it is quite small and with temporary character. However, some think
that if this would have been a permanent bigger implementation there would have been protest.
Moreover, they have many questions about the project, like how the vermin is going to be handled,
how the panels are going to look (if they reflect too much one respondent argues he/she will have to
wear sunglasses at home), another respondent sees a problem in generating waste on the long term.
Wendt explains that they inform stakeholders by telling them about the project, but that he is not
sure if the project has been promoted more than that. There has not been much information shared
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yet, this will happen when the pilot is implemented. According to Wendt, an inhabitants evening is
not necessary, the project is too small. Maybe there will be protest, maybe not. Finding that out is
part of the purpose of the pilot as well(T. Wendt, personal communication, 20 December 2019).
However, he does see some changes in the way that the owners of the dikes are looking at the
project since he first told them. He explains that the owners of the dikes are inclined to say ‘no’ to
projects that might risk the water safety. However, he can see a change in their opinions when they
are becoming more open to the project and accepting of the plans.
When showing the respondents the different artist impressions of the color and composition of the
solar panels, responses are not too positive, most respond with an ‘if I have to choose’ and go for the
most neutral option, which they think is the dark green option. They all don’t like the idea of an
historic print. Nobody will see that because they look from above, they think. The respondents like
the idea of an information sign next to the panels. One of them explains that did worked out really
well for a part of wind turbines in Emmeloord. Another one agrees with this by saying it is nice to
explain to people what the pilot is and what future projects could follow.

4.2.2 Placing support on the Superladder for the Knardijk
Overall, the results have been slightly positive. This, as explained by the respondents, is due to the
temporary character of the pilot. It is important to keep this in mind when looking at the results on
the ladder. It is likely that when it would’ve been a permanent implementation the respondents
would’ve been less positive in their answers. When it comes participation the local stakeholders have
been involved and they had the opportunity to give their feedback. However, one of the respondents
got the feeling that his/her feedback was not taken into account. Moreover, the respondents were
informed quite late in the process. This created the feeling that the important decisions were already
made and that their input was not taken into account. The communication was sufficient, but
minimal. The local stakeholders have been informed about the plans together with the opportunity
to ask questions, but not with the opportunity to change those plans. One of the respondents even
had to read in the newspaper that there were plans for his dike. Even though after that incident the
communication improved, it was given quite late in the process.
The external support on the Superladder has been assessed to the orange category. There was
minimal communication with the external (local) stakeholders, the governments, in this case the
Waterboard, decided the agenda for decision making themselves, however they saw a selective
number of stakeholders as a conversation partner with the development of policies and stakeholders
were given the opportunity to ask questions. The amount of stakeholders involved is minimal.

Figure 10: The Knardijk on the Superladder of Support (source: own source)

51

Solar on Dikes
Hieke Zoon, s4461819
Radboud University Nijmegen & Arcadis Nederland

4.2.3 Support on the Spuikom
The other pilot location is the Spuikom in Ritthem. To gain support and get the needed permits for
the choice of the Spuikom some local stakeholders have already been involved in the process. In this
section their involved will be analysed. The data used for this analysis is gained by interviews and an
observation of the location. After discussing the results, the results will be placed on the Superladder
of support.
The respondents were altogether positive towards sustainable energy and agreed that solar panels
are a good way to generate this energy. However, on the question if they liked the general idea of
implementing solar panels on dikes gave mixed responses. Two out of the three respondents gave 2
of out 10 points, with 10 being the highest and most positive option. The reason for this for one of
the respondents dikes being the last place to put solar panels, let us first fill the roofs and fields
before we start thinking about dikes. The other one not liking this specific part of the dike. It would
fit better on a dike with already a motorway on it. The last respondent rated this question a 7 and
was positive about the idea of the multifunctional use of the dike. Nevertheless, towards the pilot
they were all more positive. A 5 being the lowest graded response. What they do worry about is that
the implementation of solar panels will look unattractive and will ‘scare’ people away. However, one
respondent mentioned that innovative projects deserve a reaction and should be seen. The overall
opinion of the respondents is positive towards the temporary pilot.
The respondents say that they have been sufficient informed about the project. They all received
information in the begin stages of the process and got the opportunity to give their opinion. Half the
respondents think their opinion is heard, but not used. One of the respondents argues that the
participation trajectory was very well done, there was a listening ear and room for own feedback.
Another respondent says to have send suggestions for input but didn’t receive any comments back,
so he/she has send the feedback again. The last respondent feels like it is not necessary for their
opinion to be implemented, their role mostly to give advice. What happens with the advice is up to
the Waterboard. He/she gives the example of an own design for the solar panels they made, it was
taking into consideration but eventually another design was picked. They liked to be involved in the
design but were slightly disappointed that the higher authorities choose another. He/she emphasizes
that this doesn’t influence their opinion of the project, because they didn’t count on participation to
begin with. The fact that they could send in their own design was really nice. However, two
respondents note that they would have liked to be more involved during the implementation of the
project as well. One of them argues that more parties could have been involved. Another respondent
says that when there are more plans for projects like this he/she will want to be involved more
closely.
The respondents feel like their opinion has been heard enough for this pilot. One adds that it has
gone according to the procedures. Another says that they have been informed and not involved, but
that this was sufficient. The possibility to invest in solar panels is interesting to all respondents and
half of them says that they would want to invest in energy generated by the solar panels would that
be an option. The respondents who don’t want to invest themselves have own solar panels on their
roof, which makes it unnecessary.
These has been little purposeful communication to the bigger public. However, it has appeared in the
media with a short article. One journalist had picked it up during a public meeting and decided to
write an article about it. This article included a short summary of the plans and why this location was
chosen. The article got a few reactions, one of them saying that solar panels will ruin the landscape
together with windturbines (PZC, 2019). Swarts reacts: ‘our purpose is to focus on getting the full
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story out and not to be surprised by stories that you need to correct, after the article we got more
focused on the communication.’ (E. Swart, personal communication, 12 December 2019). This focus
has paid off, because all respondents say to have been informed sufficiently. They have received the
information on time. However, one of the respondents argues that there was only one time he/she
got information and that he/she would have liked to receive more. Another respondent adds that
normally they discuss a project like this in the Village Assembly and everyone will get the opportunity
to ask questions.
On the question if they think this project will get a response protest they respond differently. One
respondent is skeptical together with his/her colleagues and believes this pilot will not know much
protest but if it would be a permanent implementation there would definitely be people against it.
Another respondent adds that the implementation of the temporary pilot will know little protest, but
a larger scale implementation could cause more protest. He/she is very critical about a larger scale
implementation and makes the comparison with the idea of a giant bathtub. The ‘bathtub’ effect
would be created by having large, reflecting panels on the sides of the dikes surrounding you.
All respondents are in favor of placing an information sign to explain the project. A respondent even
calls this essential; one can’t do without informing the passengers. Another respondent says it would
be nice to have an information sign, but the placement of the sign should be strategic, the place of
the implementation of the panels is quite hidden and you do want people to read such a sign.
Corresponding to the opinions of the respondents of the Knardijk, all respondents prefer a
camouflage print on the solar panels that blends in with the landscape and doesn’t affect the nature
surrounding it.

4.2.4 Placing support on the superladder for the Spuikom
In this section the earlier analysed results will be placed on the superladder of support. Given the fact
that only a handful of stakeholders outside of the consortium have been included in the process, the
amount of participation is minimal. The stakeholders that have been included have been informed
and have had the opportunity to share their thoughts about the project. Their opinion has been
taking into account, but that input was not binding. The communication from the Waterboard to the
local stakeholders has been received well. They felt listened to and free to ask the questions they
had. One of the respondents said it was a one-time mail with information and would have like to
receive more. However, an information evening was planned for the people living in Ritthem and the
surroundings, so the intention to inform everyone as good as possible was present.
The level of support corresponds with the Yellow category of the Superladder of Support. Yellow is
explained as a low amount of external support, however the opinion of external stakeholders is
taking into account when making certain decisions. The Waterboard made the first step by making
the agenda but stakeholders are given the opportunity to advise and formulate solutions. The
Waterboard binds itself to the results but is allowed to deviate from it when making the final
decisions.
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Figure 11: The Knardijk on the Superladder of Support (source: own source)

4.2.5 Comparing the Knardijk and the Spuikom
It is clear that there a still a gap between the highest level of the ladder of support and the current
status of external support for both the Knardijk and the Spuikom. When looking back on the different
theories of support in the Theoretic Framework it appears that it is an instrumental strategy for
gaining support. Support, or lack of protest, is needed for this project and its possible continuation if
the pilot is successful. There has been little participation opportunities for local stakeholders, apart
from the design input of the village council. However, different local stakeholders have been
consulted before the start of the pilot. Important to note is that this consultation came at a rather
late stage in the project.
Both the respondents of the Knardijk as the respondents of the Spuikom are in favor of sustainable
energy and also think solar panels are a good way to generate sustainable energy. However, their
opinions towards the projects the respondents are divided. Some of them think solar panels should
be first placed on roofs before even considering the placement on dikes and most of them are happy
it is ‘just’ a temporary pilot implementation. If it would have been a temporary implementation, they
indicate they would not be content with it. First of all, because they would’ve liked to be involved,
and secondly, because they don’t like the concept of solar panels being placed on dikes on the long
term.
All respondents say to have been informed sufficiently, according to the procedures. When asking
the respondents if they think their opinion will be taken into account the responds differs per
location. For the implementation on the Spuikom half the respondents think their opinion will be
taken into account. For the implementation on the Knardijk only one respondent thinks his/her
opinion will be taking into account. Next to that, all the respondents are content with the amount of
information they received. However, one respondent of the Knardijk thought he/she was informed
too late. Approximately a third of all the respondents would have liked to be more involved. They
didn’t think of it as a problem, since it concerns a temporary implementation. When it would have
been a permanent implementation the situation would have been different.
Most respondents were interested in the idea of investing in the panels to share in the generated
energy but wouldn’t do so themselves. This for a variety of reasons, the argument most mentioned
was that many already had their own solar panels. However, they would like the concept of investing
in the solar panels to be an option would be pilots be successful. Even if they would not use it
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themselves, they would prefer the direct environment benefiting from the solar panels instead of an
energy company, or other stakeholders, that they wouldn’t know. All respondents were positive
towards an information sign, this will contribute by telling people more about the project. On this
sign the fact that the generated energy goes to the direct environment can be mentioned as well.
Like De Neve, Swart and Wendt already said, there has been little action yet on informing the local
stakeholders and hardly any when it comes to informing the bigger public. Wendt argues it is not
necessary to inform the bigger public beforehand, the purpose of the pilot is to discover different
responses. Swart, however, is planning an inhabitants evening to give the opportunity to get all
information on the projects and ask questions (due to the Coronacrisis this has unfortunately been
cancelled). Like mentioned before, Waterboard Scheldestromen has involved the direct environment
by informing the village council. The council got the option to think about possible prints for the
panels as well, although eventually another print was chosen.
The respondents got the option to give their opinion of different prints selected by the consortium.
The prints vary from camouflage prints to more eye-catching patterns. These prints are presented in
the results section in the Appendix. When seeing the artist impression all respondents prefer the
most neutral ones; the green and the dark green patterns. The idea of the (historic) print on the
panel doesn’t get an exited response, the respondents believe the print will not be visible from the
dike and will look strange. Overall, the camouflage prints were the most popular by far. The
camouflage prints make the solar panels stand out the least and make them blend in the with nature
most. It is necessary to mention that the camouflage prints for half the stakeholders was chosen
because they had to, and this was the option that was, for them, the least bad.
The most apparent difference between the Knardijk and the Spuikom is the communication to local
stakeholders. If one looks at the participation one can see that both cases have started relatively late
with informing the local stakeholders, so in both cases there has been little participation. Moreover,
in both cases only a handful local stakeholders have been informed about the project. Where the
Knardijk was following a more ‘trial and error’ approach, implementing the solar panels and waiting
for a response from the bigger public, the Spuikom was planning to organize a inhabitants night with
the inhabitants of Ritthem, a small village close to the location of implementation. This difference
places the Spuikom higher on the Superladder of Support and will likely contribute to the amount of
external support of the implementation of solar panels.
However, both cases scored low levels of both participation and communication, but also
transparency. This might have little effect now because of the temporary character of the pilot, but
for future practices it is important to aim higher on the ladder. For example, by communicating
earlier and giving the local stakeholders the option to decide in details of the project.
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4.3 Concluding remarks
What is notable is that within the consortium itself there has hardly been attention for the
organization of external support. The internal support has been taken into account by having regular
meetings with all members and giving them many options to bring forward their opinion by
organizing brainstorm moments. As well as the internal support is thought out, so little is this the
case for external support. In the Theoretical Framework it was explained that a strong internal
support leads to a strong external support when all external actors are giving the opportunity to
participate in the process from an early stage on. This way having a good internal support
corresponds almost directly to a good external support. However, external stakeholders were
involved very late in the process and the internal support and external support were almost entirely
separated.
The relation between internal and external support for the project Solar on Dikes differs for both
cases. Even though the internal support is the same for both, the external support takes a different
form. This is mostly because of the lack of steps taken from within the consortium to plan for
external support. Because of this, it was not coordinated but left to the Waterboards to fill in and
assign relevance to it themselves. Zuiderzeeland put less relevance to external support compared to
Scheldestromen. This is visible in the results on the Superladder of Support. For the Spuikom some
stakeholders were informed from an early stage on. These stakeholders were the ones who has a
vote in the execution of the project and needed to give their permission. Even though these
stakeholders were informed about the project and not invited into the process, they still got the
opportunity to give their feedback. External stakeholders for the Knardijk were all informed after the
process had started for some time. They were given the opportunity to ask questions and give their
feedback late in the process. Most of them don’t believe their feedback is taken into consideration
since the plan already seemed complete.
One can argue, however, for the importance of internal support as a manner of achieving motivation
and consensus by internal stakeholders. The consortium Solar on Dikes is an excellent example of
strong internal support. This gives a good starting position for achieving external support, as
Waterboard Scheldestromen showed. However, what Scheldestromen did is just the tip of the
iceberg – with a few changes in the process concerning the communication to, and participation of
external stakeholders a much better external support could have been achieved. However, the
strategy of Zuiderzeeland shows us that a strong internal support doesn’t have to relate to strong
external support. There are still many actors that need to invest in achieving this. Strong internal
support, thus, doesn’t guarantee a strong external support. Therefore the relation between internal
and external support can be used if invested in, but it can also be ignored.
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5. Conclusion
In this thesis, the emphasis was on the internal and external support for the implementation of solar
panels on dikes for the two cases in Ritthem and Zeewolde. The hypothesis in this thesis argued that
the consortium Solar on Dikes has put effort in realising both internal and external support in order to
achieve a high level of support. The research goal was to gain insight in the factors influencing the
relation between internal and external support with innovative and possibly controversial spatial
projects. This is done to test the hypothesis arguing for an optimal amount of support when both
internal and external support are taken into account. This research goal led to the following main
question: To what extent results investing in both internal and external support to a high level of
support?
This research was conducted with the case study method where multiple methods of data collection
were used. These were interviews, observations and document research. The interviews were
conducted with members of the consortium Solar on Dikes, to depict the internal support for the
project. For the external support, several interviews were conducted on the location with local
stakeholders, together with observations. With using these methods, the main research question
could be sufficiently answered. The answers to the sub-questions have helped answering the main
question. In this thesis the sub-questions will be answered in order to answer the main question as
best as possible. The sub-questions were the following:
-

How can you organise internal and external support in the project development phase?
What does the organisation of internal and external support look like for the Knardijk and the
Spuikom?
To what extent has the consortium achieved maximization of both internal support in the
consortium itself and external support on the case locations?
If any differences have occurred between the cases, how can these be explained?
Based on the findings, what can we expect for the project execution?

How can you organise internal and external support in the project development phase?
When analysing the existing literature, it became apparent that the concept of support is often used
in combination with other concepts, or uses other concepts to make an argumentation for the state
of support. The division of internal and external support, which was leading in this research, was
argued for by Boedeltje and De Graaf (2004), Boedeltje (2009) and Hoppenbrouwers (2005), but
wasn’t argued for in other literature. In two articles, the concept of support was divided in two:
collaboration versus consultation and normative versus instrumental support. A normative or
collaborative approach refers to the, somewhat idealistic, involvement of (local) stakeholders. They
are involved from the very beginning with the conviction that local development should go with
(local) stakeholders involved in all stages. The consultative or instrumental approach has a more
practical view: (local) stakeholders are involved because that way there will be less resistance (the
opposite concept of support). Involving stakeholders is therefore a tactic, rather than a conviction.
The concepts closely relating to the concept of support were participation, communication and
transparency. These concepts are used to operationalise internal and external support. For external
support, collaboration instead of consultation is desirable. For internal support, the normative
perspective is preferred.
To stimulate the internal support, it is important to keep the stakeholders engaged and motivated. It
is also important to include external stakeholders in this successful internal process to gain their
support. To use the relation between internal and external support for your own benefit, you have to
involve external stakeholders in the process from the beginning. This way the strong internal support
will be shown to the external stakeholders and will influence them in a positive way as well. In order
to achieve this, the external stakeholders have to have the opportunity to give input in the project,
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and this input has to be taken into account. If external stakeholders can see their own input in the
final project design, they will identify more with the project (Boedeltje, 2009). For the consortium
Solar on Dikes, it is therefore important to invite external stakeholders to see and influence the
project in an early stage.

What does the organisation of internal and external support look like for the Knardijk and the
Spuikom?
The internal support in the consortium was high. The reason for this is that the process was very
open and transparent. All stakeholders got the opportunity to question made decisions and give
input. Next to that, the project itself was strongly believed in by the stakeholders. The only downside
on internal support, is the sometimes too informal character of the symposium. This made it difficult
to finalize decisions. Within the consortium itself, communication was sometimes minimal, which
made it harder for some stakeholders to stay motivated. What they would have liked is an update
every now and then, for example about the permits being given out. This was not communicated in
between the regular yearly meetings, which created the situation that the researcher of this research
knew more about the status of the projects than some members of the consortium, because she had
more contact with the members than the members amongst themselves. This created a situation
where information was unevenly distributed.
To gain external support as well, it is important to take support with you in the planning of the
project from the very start and look at the possibilities. For this you could use the Superladder to
decide how high up is possible without losing much time or money. With little changes in the
planning, it is surprising how one can go up one or two steps. The communication to external parties,
and thus achieving external support, is limited. The project is presented during the Day of the
Waterboards and has appeared on the website of the members of the consortium. Furthermore, a
leaflet has been spread amongst municipalities and Waterboards. The overall opinion here seemed
to be that it was just a pilot and that the technical challenges were more pressing than worries about
gaining support for this small scaled temporary implementation. The goal of the pilot, some argue, is
to see the response once the solar panels are implemented. This leaves the two Waterboards to
initiate their own strategy in achieving external support. Waterboard Scheldestromen is planning to
communicate to the local stakeholders carefully and is therefore investing time in a communication
plan to win the support of the direct environment. Waterboard Zuiderzeeland is planning to inform
some of the nearest inhabitants and to give them the opportunity to ask questions.

To what extent has the consortium achieved maximization of both internal support in the
consortium itself and external support on the case locations?
Internal support
Within the consortium, the internal support was high. Stakeholders had positioned themselves openminded towards the different possibilities. Members from various backgrounds showed a lot of
understanding of each other’s point of view and agreed on all collected data. They solved common
problems together, but worked on their tasks alone as well. However, because of the informal
character of the consortium, the made agreements were sometimes unclear. This can be tackled by
writing them down more formally and checking if everyone has understood the agreements. One of
the more important pitfalls within the consortium seems to be the pace in which the project is
moving. Initiated already a few years ago and with meetings a few times a year, the members of the
consortium are sometimes left wondering if progress is still made. Nevertheless, many stakeholders
indicated to have built new relationships within the consortium by working together with the other
stakeholders. Moreover, stakeholders have built new professional relationships and have learned a
lot from each other.
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One can see the importance of strong internal support. The responses on the indicators first-,
second- and third-order effects are positive, which leads to a strong positive presence of all three
effects. This points to a good consensus within the consortium, which in turn led to a better outcome
of the project. The downside of the informality of the consortium can lead to unclarity, because of
which sometimes the made agreements were unclear to some of the members. Furthermore, the
slow pace of the progress has for some stakeholders been a reason to lose motivation.
On the other pilot location, the Spuikom in Ritthem, there is more support for the implementation of
solar panels on dikes. Half of the respondents are positive towards this. The argument is the same as
for the respondents of the Knardijk; let us first look at filling the roofs before we look at other
locations. The other two respondents are positive towards a multifunctional use of the dike.
However, all respondents worry about what the composition of solar panels will look like. They think
it might scare people away. The respondents say to have been informed sufficiently and on time
about the project. Furthermore, there was room for feedback, that they felt was listened to. For
example, the possibility to think about the design for the solar panels. The respondents feel like their
opinion has been heard enough for this pilot. One adds that it has gone according to the procedures.
Another says that they have been informed and not involved, but that this was sufficient. The
possibility to invest in solar panels is interesting to all respondents and half of them says that they
would want to invest in energy generated by the solar panels, would that be an option. The
respondents who don’t want to invest in this, have their own solar panels on their roof, which makes
it unnecessary. There has been little communication to the bigger public, apart from an article in the
local news. It was not purposely send out, but based on a decision made in a public meeting.
However, this article gave reason to invest time in a communication plan.
External support
The Knardijk is located outside Zeewolde, therefore it has few inhabitants close by. However, there
are still some citizens living near the location and some agricultural companies are located nearby as
well. In their opinion towards the projects, these respondents are divided. They are negative towards
solar panels implemented on dikes, but because of the temporary character of the pilot, they are
accepting of the plans. They indicate that they are happy that it is only a pilot and believe the solar
panels are going to have a negative impact on recreation. Next to that, many refer to the empty roofs
in the environment, and ask why the dikes are used when the roofs are not yet full. All respondents
believe to be informed sufficiently, but don’t think their opinion will be taken into account. However,
one of the respondents points out communication came at a late stage. He read in the newspaper
that there were plans with the dike and would have liked to hear about the plans earlier.
If the project is going to cause change on the long term depends, according to different stakeholders.
Some are positive, but others are less certain about it. This shows that some stakeholders still have
some doubts about the project. However, they have their hopes up, because they believe in a plural
use of space. They don’t have an active goal here, but like to participate to experiment. In some
cases, stakeholders have become more open to the possibility of solar panels on dikes. Where they
might have been negative towards the project in the beginning, currently they are becoming more
open to the possibilities. To change the mindset of people in a way that it can create value for the
landscape, but also contribute to the safety of the dike. The change in the mindset is something that
more members mention. However, some members wonder if the changes are going fast enough.
Within the consortium, there is a shared belief that for this pilot there will hardly be any protest from
(local) stakeholders. However, they are aware of complications that could arise when it would have
been a permanent implementation. They think it is important to take the public opinion into account,
because if you don’t, there will always likely be resistance. Some members point here to the
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importance of having the media supporting the project. If the media would turn against solar panels
on dikes, they believe the public opinion will follow. However, if the media supports the project, the
public opinion will follow as well. Lastly, they point out that the public needs time to get used to new
things. Take for example transmission towers. These towers are very visible in the landscape but are
accepted by the public as part of the landscape.
It seems that the members of the consortium were right in assuming that little protest would be
caused by the pilot composition. When asking different local external stakeholders on both locations,
they agree on a positive attitude towards the pilot, because of its small and temporary character.
Many of them see the pilot as an interesting experiment and are curious for the results. However,
not all of them where excited about the general concept of placing solar panels on dikes. Many think
that the so called ‘energy ladder’ should be kept: solar on the roofs first before experimenting with
other locations. Next to that, many don’t like the look of solar panels on dikes. Some even call it
unnatural and repelling. Towards the different artist impressions most are neutral and pick as their
favourite the ones that best blend in with the landscape. Towards possible large-scale
implementations in the future, most of the local stakeholders hold a negative attitude.

If any differences have occurred between the cases, how can these be explained?
The most important difference between the pilot locations, is the amount and timing of the
communication. Even though both have started late, for the location of the Spuikom, a
communication plan has been made with a planning to inform local stakeholders and inhabitants by
means of an information evening. Also, few local stakeholders have been informed about the project
early on in the process. For the Knardijk, there has been no such plan and the information towards
the local stakeholders has been less and late in the process.
This explains the different scores in the Superladder of Support and also the slightly more positive
attitude towards the pilot of the Spuikom from local stakeholders in Zeeland. When it comes to
participation, it can be concluded that the participation for the Knardijk was hardly existing. Local
stakeholders were informed at a very late stage in the project and didn’t have the opportunity to give
input. This is different for the Spuikom, where there has been slightly more participation. Local
stakeholders were informed early in the process and got the option to send in feedback. Next to that,
the local village council even got to help with the design of the panels. However, in both cases there
is room for improvement.

Based on the findings, what can we expect for the project execution?
Based on the findings, I expect that when the project will be executed on both case locations, the
amount of support at the Spuikom will be larger than the amount of support for the Knardijk. The
Spuikom has used the relation between internal and external support a little bit, which has resulted
in the local stakeholders being happy with how they have been involved. Of course, as all of the local
stakeholders indicated (both on the Knardijk and Spuikom), the pilot character of the project makes
it easier to accept then when it would’ve been permanent installations.

To what extent results investing in both internal and external support to a high level of
support?
It can pay off to invest in both internal and external support. However, this is not necessarily the
case. External support only benefits from a strong internal support if the external stakeholders are
involved in the process from an early stage on. The external support is important for a successful
implementation of the project. If external support is absent, it can lead to protests against the
project. A positive relation between internal and external support seems present. However, this is
dependent on the organisation of support within the process of the project and is not guaranteed.
When it comes to gaining external support, many strategies can be used to gain more support as long
they involve external (local) stakeholders. Trying to achieve optimal external support with little
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internal support can be very difficult. The cases show that with good internal support, achieving
support by external (local) stakeholders is rewarding. The positive relation between internal and
external support is used to benefit the case of Scheldestromen, by involving external stakeholders
early in the process. This is less the case for Zuiderzeeland. What one can see is that with a good
internal support, the step to achieving external support becomes easier, like Waterboard
Scheldestromen proved. But, as Zuiderzeeland shows: this is not guaranteed.
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6. Discussion
In this research the concept of support has been discussed together with the question how internal
and external support relate to each other by looking at the two pilot locations for the consortium
Solar on Dikes. In this section there will be reflected on the research, what scientific and societal
recommendations follow for future practices, the limitations and the reflection on the process and
the outcome. In the case of the implementation of solar panels on dikes this thesis has given some
relevant insights in the process and recommendations for future practices that will contribute to
support within future consortia and by local stakeholders and inhabitants.

Contributions to the theory
This thesis contributes to the theory on support by distinguishing internal and external support. This
idea derives from the articles of Boedeltje (2009) and Boedeltje and De Graaf (2004), and was
elaborated by the researcher. Because of the meagre availability to support those articles on internal
and external support, the researcher looked at relating concepts to put body on the Theoretical
Framework. This was executed by adding consensus building to internal support and adding
communication and participation to external support. These combinations of concepts are as far as
the researcher knows unique and have helped to shed light on the usefulness of those combinations.
Moreover, this thesis confirms that there is a relation between internal and external support. The
relation is explained by using two cases: one successful case and one unsuccessful case. By analysing
the different strategies for gaining support of both cases this different was explained. The relation
between internal and external support is only positive if used in the beginning of the process. A
strong internal support does not benefit external support if external stakeholders are only involved
later in the process.
Lastly, this thesis offers a framework for analysing internal and external support. This framework is
called the Superladder of Support and is conduced by using all relevant insights on internal and
external support and the relating concepts. This framework can be used at any given stage in the
process to measure internal and external support. Firstly, In the beginning of the process to plan for
internal and external support. Here you can use it as a strategic framework and plan for the desired
level of internal and external support. Secondly, halfway the process to check on the progress of
internal and external support and if there is the need to change the strategy. Thirdly, at the end of
the process to evaluate the internal and external support of the process.

Limiting factors
A limiting factor in this research was that support was researched before the implementation of the
solar panels with only a small amount of (local) stakeholders. These stakeholders where informed
beforehand, thus already knew about the project before the interviews. This shows only a small part
of the picture of support amongst local stakeholders
Another limitation is the gap between theory and practice. Even though it seems manageable to gain
support on paper, in practice every situation is (of course) different and this can have consequences
for support and the best way to gain it as well. One can follow every step on paper to achieve the
highest level on the Superladder of Support, only to discover that there is still hardly any support for
his or her project. An example can be projects on a larger scale, like the implementation of solar
panels in Hoogeveen. Such a project will have a difficult time wanting to achieve support. Because of
its non-local character, the fast pace and the large scale of implementation local stakeholders and
inhabitants will always have a hard time adapting.
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Moreover, because this research concerns two pilot cases, it is difficult to generalise conclusions on
support because nearly all respondents indicated to be fine with a temporary implementation but to
have a problem with a permanent one. Next to that is was challenging for respondents to give clear
answers at times, because they had to answers questions about something that wasn’t there yet.
This was the case for both the respondents of the consortium as the respondent on the locations.
Furthermore, there were less stakeholders involved than was estimated beforehand, therefore there
are few best practices to share about how to optimise the support. However, this gave a lot of space
for improvements.

The structure and writing of this thesis
The structure of the research for this thesis was sufficient to answers the main- and sub-questions.
When operationalising the theories it was discovered that the operationalising of the concept of
governance gave too much variables and indicators to be combined with the concept of support. This
was discovered when conducting the first interviews: there appeared to be quite some overlap which
put the necessity of governance at question, and therefore the decision was made to go further
without the concept and it was left out. The concepts that remained formed a strong analytical
framework and where used as a guide in both the operationalisation and analysis chapter. The
concept of support related so well with the concepts of participation, communication and consensus
building that those became the leading in this thesis.
On the process of writing itself, it was not always easy. Sometimes it was difficult to see clearly
through the forest of concepts and theories. However, as time went on and the thesis progressed
chapter after chapter it became easier to see what concepts were really relevant for gaining support
and which concepts could be taken out. Putting everything together it is believed that the main
research question is answered more than sufficient, and the sub-questions all manage to give more
new and relevant information to analyse. The results are generalizable in certain contexts, like local
(sustainable) projects. However, like mentioned before, it would be wise to conduct a similar
research where the implementation of solar panels would have a permanent character. For the
consortium Solar on Dikes and Arcadis the results are relevant and the same goes for other consortia
looking for alternative placements of solar panels.

Recommendations
This thesis leads to a couple recommendations. These concern future research and future practices
for similar projects. These recommendations are to increase the communication to motivate both
internal and external stakeholders more and to make more formal agreements. The lack of updates
in between meetings caused the researcher to have more information than the members of the
consortium themselves. This could be solved by giving regular updates in the form of, for example, a
newsletter or a regular meeting.
For gaining the external support of the external local stakeholders the most important
recommendations are about the timing of the communication or involvement of stakeholders, this
was now quite late in the process. Where the Spuikom and the Knardijk are in the lower half of the
ladder now, if they would change the timing of communication to stakeholders to a point where
small changes still could be made with the feedback of the stakeholders. This way the external
stakeholders will identify more with the project once it is implemented.
It is important to not only communicate to local stakeholders but also to give them more possibilities
to give input. For example, by involving them in small decisions early on in the process. One tool for
this can the social media channels of the organisations. Here one can, for example, vote on their
favourite print on the solar panels. The use of social media to inform the public opinion and local
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stakeholders about plans could be taken into account for the last stages of the project. For example,
there could be an online vote as for what print on the solar panels would be the most popular. Or
maybe a stage earlier, people could send in designs that could be included in the decision making.
This would make the process more transparent as well, next to improving the communication and
participation.
To get the full picture of support on both locations it would be recommended for future research to
return to the locations after the solar panels have been implemented and interview more local
stakeholders. Furthermore, one could interview the respondents for this research again and find out
if their opinion about the project has been altered now the panels have been put in place. You could
even do this future research by taking the option of permanent implementation into account.
In this research the concept of support was divided in internal and external support, and
strengthened with the concepts of consensus building, participation and communication. A
combination that, as far as the researcher knows, is unique. The combination of these two concepts
to measure a fourth concept has shown to be successful, which is also shown by the development
and practical usage of the Superladder of Support. However, this combination and its success needs
to be confirmed in other cases for it to be proven a functioning framework and tool for analysing
support. These cases are recommended to differ from the current cases by being of larger scale or
permanent projects. The results for these cases can be used to further develop the Superladder of
Support.
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