Figure 1: de Meanderende Maas (Deltacommissaris, 2017)
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I.

Preface

In February I started with my bachelor thesis. I got a bit anxious when I saw a few theses
from previous years. Never had I done such a comprehensive investigation. At that
moment, I had already considered that the writing of this bachelor thesis, would become
one of my biggest challenges of my three-year bachelor program. The writing of this thesis
was a heavy objective and I developed a lot of skills on how to work independently.
During my investigation, I travelled to several cities to conduct interviews. In these cities, I
met multiple people who are involved with the project in different ways. These city trips
resulted in many new experiences and knowledge on different kind of perspectives. For
this reason, I would like to thank Hans van Engen, Tim Smit, Frank Geenen, Lianne
Schröder and Kay Verhulst. These people were not only able to provide clear and
comprehensive answers to my asked questions, but also provided me with new
documents and even recommended other parties which could be useful for my
investigation. The help of these people made my thesis what it is now, and thanks to them
it was possible to write a conclusion
Of course, I would be a lost cause when I would not have had the guidance and support of
my supervisor. For this reason, I want to thank Emma Avoyan especially. Emma Avoyan
was the best supervisor I could have wished for since she not only was able to answer all
my questions, but also provided me with feedback, literature and tips for my thesis. With
all this help, Emma Avoyan made a major contribution to my project.

1

II.

Summary

The water level in the Netherlands is raising due to climate developments. The increasing
water level asks for a fitting way of water management that prevents the problems it could
cause. For this reason, the Hoogwaterbeschermingsprogramma (HWBP) started several
projects in the Netherlands to prevent the consequences of the increasing water level.
One of the biggest projects is the project called ‘de meanderende Maas’. This project is
implemented in the area between the two villages Ravenstein and Lith. The project is not
only aiming to implement the safety standards, but also aims to develop the area and
expand the river area. This aim could offer a lot of new options for the project area.
Since there are no hard decisions made yet about developments in the area, there are still
many possibilities for implementations in the project area. For this reason, the project
decided to approach all of the stakeholders of the project to try to be as integral as
possible. Since it is the first time a flood risk management management project takes
place in such an integral way, an integrator is added to the project team. It is his task to
create a combination in which different interests of stakeholders are realized as well as
possible.
However, realizing an integral project faces a few problems. A major part of the citizens of
the Netherlands is not aware of the flood risks and is hard to convince that flood risk
implementations have to be realized. For this reason, the focus on the implementation of
the flood safety standards during an integral project could be hard to achieve.
Also, the citizens of the Netherlands are not used to the responsibilities that come
together with an integral approach of a project. An integral approach includes shared
responsibilities of the involved parties. Because of that, it is not always clear who is
responsible for what.
It is clear that since the integral approach is a new method used for flood risk
management projects, a lot of problems occur for the fact that the society is not used to
this method. It is a challenge for the project to solve these problems and to make the
integral approach function in the right way. The integrator can contribute to solve these
challenges. However, it is not clear yet to what extent this actor can make a difference.
The aim of this thesis is to investigate in the extent to which this integrator can succeed
with the handling of the challenges that come together with the newly introduced integral
approach to flood risk management projects. It is the first time an integrator is added to a
project in the Netherlands so it is relevant for future projects to know whether this
integrator succeeds to gain integrality.
To investigate the extent to which an integrator contributes to a better connection between
the interests of different parties involved in the implementation of the new flood safety
standards I used the theory of collaborative governance. This theory provides a clear view
about the elements needed to study a collaborative governance regime or arrangement.
The collaborative governance framework that I have applied in this study, is too extensive
for a bachelor thesis. For this reason I decided to focus on the principled engagement part
of the framework which explains how stakeholders are, or should be, engaged in the
decision-making process. The concept of principled engagement includes the following
four elements: discovery, definition, deliberation and determinations. Whenever the
project functions according the guidelines of these elements, the project engages the
stakeholders in a collaborative way which is promising for the extent to which the project
is functioning in an integral way.
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The next step after deciding a theory for this thesis was to collect data to help me further
with this investigation.
To collect the data, I firstly analyzed the stakeholders to find out how different parties were
involved in the project and which actors would be interesting to conduct interviews with.
There are 5 actors who are interviewed:
 Hans van Engen, the integrator of the project
 Tim Smit, the environmental manager of the project
 Frank Geenen, the policy advisor of the municipality of Oss
 Lianne Schröder, a member of the organization Natuurmonumenten
 Kay Verhulst, an inhabitant of the area and ex-master student who wrote his
master thesis about the project.
The interviews were conducted with questions based on the four elements of principled
engagement and the interviews provided a clear view of the extent to which these four
elements are considered during the project process.
I did not only obtain data from the interviews. I also analyzed the documents on the
website about information meetings in which stakeholders got informed about the project
and the workshop documents which contained reports of the workshops in which
stakeholders participated towards the creation of a result.
After analyzing the data, I was able to form conclusions. The main outcomes of these
conclusions are that the project team is functioning in a very integral way. The
stakeholders get engaged with the use of multiple possibilities for them to express and
discuss their interests. The workshops are a successful mechanism to reach the integral
aim of the project team.
The project team aims to be as integral as possible. However, the project team does not
make decisions to use the integral outcome of their handlings for the result of the project.
The directors of the project are the ones responsible for the final decisions. These
decisions are not made yet, but I can conclude a few things based on my analyses. It is
not the case that only the support of the stakeholders gets considered for the result of the
project. There are many other factors which are important like finances and power.
The integrator fulfills his tasks successfully. The project team is functioning as integral as
possible. However, it is not only the integrator who is responsible for this integral
functioning. Other actors, like the environmental manager, are also providing a large
contribution to engage the relevant stakeholders in the implementation of the project.
The outcome of the project is not there yet, but based on the created preferred
alternatives the result will not be as integral as the project team aims for. This is because
of the fact that the support of the actors is not the only decisive factor. There are many
more decisive factors for the result of the project.
However, the project of ‘de meanderende Maas’ is the first project with the use of such a
comprehensive integral method. It is seen as a model for future projects to make use of
an integral mentality. For a starting project, ‘de meanderende Maas’ is functioning really
well. Future projects can learn a lot from ‘de meanderende Maas’. If the comprehensive
integral method is able to develop in the right way, future projects could become more and
more integral.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Background
The temperatures are increasing due to the climate change (Walther et al., 2002). These
higher temperatures lead to a sea level rise, more rainfall, and more inconsequent flows in
the rivers. These circumstances bring a lot of danger to the Netherlands. Since the
Netherlands is a country below sea level, it needs to protect itself against the water (Roth
& Warner, 2007). To prevent the country from flooding, the Netherlands have built 3200
km of dikes along the coastal area, and 14000 km of inland dikes (Ritzema & Van LoonSteensma, 2018). However, the climate change makes the sea level rise a continuous
problem, and for this reason, the dikes will not be able to protect the country forever.
There is still a lot of management needed to protect the low-lying country from the
increasing amount of water.
Due to the increasing climate change, economic developments and research and
innovation, the Dutch government has adopted new flood safety standards, and launched
the Flood Protection Program (HWBP). With these standards, HWBP wants to defend the
Netherlands against the expected impacts of the climate change. It is expected that the
climate change will lead to a rise of the sea level, increasing drought periods and more
intense rainfall periods. To prepare for these changes, different regions in the Netherlands
will need to reinforce or reconstruct their dikes, dunes and dams, but also provide more
space to the rivers. The safety standards are based on the risks of individuals to die as a
result of flooding. The chances for individuals to die as a result of flooding should be less
than 1 in 100.000 years. The safety of the people living in the dangerous areas is the main
priority. Other priorities on which the new safety standards are based are the prevention of
social disruption caused by flooding and the protection of the vital and vulnerable
infrastructure (Ritzema & Van Loon-Steensma, 2018). Based on these three pillars, the
safety standards were determined and became statutory in 2017 (Jorissen, Kraaij, &
Tromp, 2016). HWBP requires more than just the realization of the new safety standards.
According to the goals of the HWBP, the new flood safety standards should be realized in
an effective and efficient way with environmental improvements. Also, it is very important
that the involved authorities cooperate in a representative way. A representative way of
management is important since it involves the interests of those who are really concerned
by these projects. Representative management is important since it results in a solution
based on the interests of the actors who are concerned with the projects and with that, the
actors that are able to influence the steering groups of the HWBP projects will become the
same actors who are facing the consequences of this policy with this kind of management
(Warner, Lulofs, & Bressers, 2010). Also, the involvement of more actors may lead to
integration of flood defense measures with other public interests. When the variety of
involved actors is bigger, the amount of different public interests may be bigger. More
public interests can be integrated into the projects and the flood defense can be combined
with solutions of other public problems. In this way, integral flood defense management
can also provide an improvement of ecology, nature and spatial quality, and an
increasement of possibilities for economic development and housing (OECD, 2014).
The regional water authorities are the responsible parties to achieve the new flood safety
standards. Together with Rijkswaterstaat, the regional water authorities prepare a yearly
program to reconstruct the region in a flood-resistant area (Jorissen et al., 2016).
To accomplish these new safety standards, regions must come up with suitable flood
management plans. This cooperation between Rijkswaterstaat and the regional authorities
is useful for both parties. Regional authorities have a lot of regional knowledge that is
necessary for the implementation of the safety standards in the relevant area and
Rijkswaterstaat has more experience on the management field (Jorissen et al., 2016).
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There are three steps within the regional programs for the implementation of the new flood
safety standards. The first step is the exploration step in which the preferred alternative is
chosen. Several alternatives are considered in this step and the outcome is the most
suitable alternative. This is the phase when different sectoral interests are being
discussed for possible integral solutions. The second step is called the planning step. This
step contains the further investigation of the chosen alternative. At last, the alternative will
be realized during the construction step (Jorissen et al., 2016).

1.2 Problem description
Integral management is an important requirement of the HWBP projects, but there are
some problems with this way of management.
At first there is the problem of path dependency. Path dependency means that the
mentality of actors is based on their experiences in the past. With this, path dependency
provides problems for the integral management of projects. Since there has not been any
major flood dangers in the Netherlands since 1953, citizens tend to expect that they are
safe and with that, the flood risk awareness of these citizens is dramatically low (OECD,
2014). This low awareness of the flood risks makes it complicated to realize an integral
management with an involvement of the values of citizens. Citizens have high
expectations of protection in the current state and with that, citizens are difficult to be
convinced of the necessity of risk reduction (van Buuren, Ellen, & Warner, 2016).
There is also another form of path dependency which causes problems with the
achievement of integral management. In this form, actors are not used to the new, integral
way of management. Integral management means that functions and authority get
transferred constantly (Mitrany, 1975) and with that, boundaries between actors and
topics disappear. This comes together with a more effective way of management since a
widening of knowledge occurs with this management variant. The disappearance of these
boundaries is important for the structure in our world since they make sure that there are
distinctions between systems that the people agree on. These distinctions provide a
sense of identity and security. With complex systems within integral management
projects, the boundaries disappear and with that, the sense of insecurity increases. With
the disappearance of boundaries, it will be less clear what tasks belong to what groups
and individuals. This will make the system a lot more complicated (Warner et al., 2010).
Another problem occurs with the fact that the institutional regime is based on the
principles of flood protection. This kind of regime results in the idea that the government is
completely responsible for the organization of flood protection measures. By introducing
an integral way of management for flood protection projects, the focus changes to
integrality, which results in distribution of responsibilities. These raising number of
responsibilities have an inhibiting effect on the development of integral management
methods since it is not clear who is responsible, when and for what (Gersonius, van
Buuren, Zethof, & Kelder, 2016).
The third problem that arises by implementing integral methods is described with the
concepts of institutional void and institutional fragmentation. In the case of institutional
void, necessary rules for an integral way of management are not available yet and have to
be developed. Institutional fragmentation means that there are existing rules for integral
policy methods, but these rules are not matching with each other. This makes it difficult to
apply integral strategies. Both of these concepts make it challenging to realize integral
management (Gersonius et al., 2016).
Another occurring problem is the problem of the specific tailor-made responses. Integral
flood risk strategies are created in a tailor-made way. Every situation faces other options
7

which results in unique combinations of measures regarding protection, preparedness and
prevention. It is a challenge to transform the current institutional regime into a regime with
institutional flexibility which is needed to enable these tailor-made responses (Gersonius
et al., 2016).
There are several alternatives possible to implement the new flood safety standards. Most
of these alternatives are variations of river widening and dike raising. Most of the
programs are aiming towards the alternative of dike raising. This is because of the path
dependency in the Netherlands. This path dependency explains that the policy in the
Netherlands has some trouble adjusting to a new, resilient way of water management.
This trouble is based on the fact that the policy got used to a certain ‘path’ (dike raising in
this case), and it will cost too much for the policy to change this path (van Buuren et al.,
2016).
As a reaction to the problems that occur with integral management, integrators (or
boundary spanners) can get involved with the water management. The task of this
integrator is to understand the values, concerns and interests of the stakeholders of the
flood management project. The goal of the assigned integrator is to achieve a result which
reflects the interests of the concerned parties as much as possible (Degeling, 1995).
However, to what extent the introduction of this new role deals with the above mentioned
challenges of integrated flood risk management, is not yet clear.

1.3 Research objective and research questions
The main objective of this thesis is to investigate the role of the integrator in the context of
one of HWBP projects called ‘meanderende Maas’ in terms of his contribution in
connecting different stakeholders and integrating different interests. More specifically, I
aim to study the extent to which the integrator influences the project’s decision-making
process. With this study, it might be possible to provide recommendations for future
projects and implementations of the new safety standards. It is important to know if it
would be efficient for projects in the future to make use of an integrator.
The role of the integrator is important at this moment since the project is currently in its
exploration phase. The exploration phase contains the decision-making about the choice
of the alternative and because of that, the considering of the interests of the stakeholders
is important during this phase.
To investigate the role of the integrator, the following research question is created:


To what extent does the integrator contribute to a better connection between the
interests of different parties involved in the implementation of the new safety
standards in the Netherlands?

To answer this question, the following sub questions are created:




How do projects with an integrator represent the interests of the stakeholders?
To what extent does an integrator contribute to the dynamic of principled
engagement?
Are there other factors apart from the integrator that result in a representative
management of the project?
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1.4 Case selection
The strategy used for the research included in this thesis is the strategy of a case study. A
case study is a research about one case. This thesis focuses on one of the HWBP
projects as a case. This HWBP project is called ‘De meanderende Maas’ and takes place
between Ravenstein and Lith. To include the interests of the different parties, the project
management implements a stakeholder analysis and drafts a participation- and
communication plan in the exploration phase. This analysis and plan are needed for a
well-organized collaboration between the different interested parties. To increase the
quality of the collaboration between the interested parties, the project ‘de meanderende
Maas’ makes use of an integrator. This integrator is someone who focuses on the
interests of the stakeholders and tries to create spatial solutions based on the pursuit of
the desires of these stakeholders (Projectteam Verkenning Ravenstein-Lith, 2017).
Hence, the criteria of choosing this case is the fact that the project ‘de meanderende
Maas’ is the only HWBP project having an integrator (the focus of this thesis) as a project
staff.
The project is being now in its initial phase: the exploration phase. The exploration phase
of the project contains the decision-making about the alternative to reach the new safety
standards. During this phase, it is important that the interests of every stakeholder are
considered in the right way. This is important since there are a lot of stakeholders that
experience the consequences of the project implementation. The parties leading the
exploration phase of the project are the water authority Aa en Maas, together with the
province Noord-Brabant, the municipality of Oss and the government. Other involved
parties are the ‘natural monuments’, the municipality of Wijchen, the municipality West
Maas en Waal, water authority Rivierenland and the province Gelderland (MIRT, 2019).

1.5 Relevance
1.5.1 Societal relevance
The societal relevance of this thesis is based on two societal developments. The first
societal development is the development of the so-called information society. The
information society is a view on the current society in which citizens get provided with
plenty of information due to technological developments. With the developments on the
field of computer communication and internet, current societies are able to receive
information better than ever before (Wilson, 2014)
The second development is the shift from younger to older societies. By demographic
developments like declining births, stabilization in population size and aging populations
across the world, the amount of older people increases (Harper, 2014).
These two developments combined result in an increasing assertiveness in the current
society. The increasing amount of access to information results in more options for people
to create an opinion about this information. More created opinions result in more
expressions of these opinions.
The aging development also results in increasing assertive citizens. A shift from a young
to an old society is in line with more retired citizens. Retired citizens have a lot of time to
express their interests.
Since the expressed views on implementations in the society are increasing, it is hardly
impossible not to include them in the decision-making process of implementation projects.
The investigated project of this thesis is the first one to assign an integrator to the project
to add the concerns of the interested citizens to the project.
Since the assertiveness of citizens is of great importance, it is useful to examine whether
the addition of an integrator to this project adds a valuable contribution and with that,
decisions could be made whether the use of an integrator is a recommendation for future
projects or not.
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1.5.2 Practical relevance
The new Dutch environmental law means that projects must consider the whole of
interested parties to the decision-making process. For this reason, the project ‘de
meanderende Maas’ is the first project which makes use of an integrator. Since this
project is currently the first one of its kind, there is a lack of written literature about this
subject. Since the projects in the Netherlands aim to be more and more integral, it is
useful for future projects to get in touch with previous experiences of methods of integral
management. These future projects could use this thesis as one of the only documents
from which they can get provided with earlier experiences of integral management
methods.

1.5.3 Scientific relevance
As for the scientific relevance, this thesis is mainly relevant for future investigations based
on the framework of collaborative governance. This thesis is scientific relevant for the fact
that it explores the role of an integrator within the framework of collaborative governance.
Future researchers could make use of this thesis for the fact that it provides a
comprehensive explanation about the value of an integrator within a collaborative
governance regime. Investigations about future projects could use the findings of this
thesis to understand the impact an integrator could have during these projects. Since
there are not many documents of integrators added to flood risk management projects,
this thesis could provide much value for future researches about such projects.
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1.7 Methodology
1.7.1 Research design
For the elaboration of this research, I will make use of qualitative research methods. The
qualitative research strategy used in this thesis is the strategy of a case study. Schramm
explained that a case study tries to illuminate a decision or a set of decisions (Schramm,
1971). According to Yin, the use of a case study as a research strategy provides an
advantage when a ‘how’ or ‘why’ question is being asked about a contemporary set of
events, over which the investigator has little or no control (Yin, 2003). Creswell describes
a case study as ‘an issue explored through one or more cases within a bounded system’
(Creswell, 2013). With the use of a case study as a methodology, an investigator explores
one or more cases over time through detailed, in-depth data collection. It is important that
several methods of data collection are used.
Following the definition of Schramm (1971), the case studied within this thesis is the case
of the project ‘de meanderende Maas’, in which the decision is made to assign an
integrator. This decision is illuminated within this research by answering the question
about the extent to what the integrator contributes to a better connection between the
interests of different stakeholders and the decisions made to implement the new safety
standards in the Netherlands.
The thesis also follows Yin’s (2003) guidelines about the advantage of a case study with
certain researches. First, the thesis is about the implementation of the new safety
standards in the Netherlands, which takes place at this actual moment, and for this
reason, is a ‘contemporary set of events’. While answering the main and sub research
questions of this thesis, it will be made clear how the integrator acts, and in the end, it will
be clear why the integrator is added to the management team in the first place. As the
investigator, I will not be able to control the events happening during the process of the
implementation of the new safety standards, but I will be able to describe acts of the
management to succeed. Since these questions need to be answered, a case study as a
research strategy is a suitable way to investigate this subject.
At last, this thesis is also in line with Creswell’s (2013) description of a case study. The socalled ‘bounded system’ is in this case the management process of the project ‘de
meanderende Maas’ in which the decisions about the implementation of the new flood
safety standards are made. The whole of the management team as well as the other
relevant stakeholders involved in the outcomes of the decisions, form a comprehensive
bounded system that can be investigated. With the use of different research methods
such as interviews and observations, the chosen case will be investigated in an in-depth
way.
Choosing one case has the advantage that it will be possible to conduct an in-depth
analysis of the chosen case. The selection of several cases instead of one makes it
possible to generalize the cases (Creswell, 2013). Yin (2003) pointed out that a single
case study is fitting when the researcher investigates one single person or group. When
the researcher is focusing on one specific group or person, a single case study is the best
option.

1.7.2 Research material
To collect the data, interviews have been used as well as documents and literature. With
the project of ‘de meanderende Maas’, several participants (list in appendix) have been
interviewed to get to know their perspectives about the integrator. The purpose of these
interviews was to better understand their perception about the integrator, his role and the
impact on the decision-making process.
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To analyze the interviews, the first step was to transcribe the interviews. After this was
finished, the transcriptions have been coded with the use of Atlas.ti and with the results of
these codes, interview reports are written. These interview reports made it possible to
reveal the extent to which the elements of principled engagement are included in the
project, and with that, it was possible to conclude the extent to which the integration of the
project is successful.
The document analysis consists of the documents of the project itself. The website of the
project contains many documents about the way in which stakeholders can join the
project. The document analysis provides a clear view about the extent to which the
stakeholders can collaborate within the project.

1.7.3 Stakeholder analysis
To elaborate the analysis of this thesis, a few different methods have been used. It started
with a stakeholder analysis which describes the different relevant actors involved within
the project and explains why these actors are chosen as relevant actors for this thesis.
After the stakeholder analysis, relevant parties were investigated by interviews and
observations. With the data collected by these methods, it became possible to conclude
about the impact of the integrator within the project and to answer the main research
question of this thesis.
To get a correct picture about the impact of the integrator in the project of the
‘meanderende Maas’, it is not only essential to approach the right actors for interviews,
but also to analyze these actors. It is only possible to get a comprehensive picture about
the influence of the integrator when the view of enough relevant stakeholders is clear. To
get a clear overview of the relevant actors, a stakeholder analysis is used.
A stakeholder analysis can be defined as an approach for gaining an understanding of a
system, and assessing the impact of changes to that system, by means of identifying the
key actors or stakeholders in the system and assessing their respective interests in that
system (Grimble & Wellard, 1997). In this definition, interests are defined as the level of
utility or welfare perceived by stakeholders and change to be measured by any gain or
loss in this utility.
Within a stakeholder analysis, it is possible to divide the stakeholders in those who affect
a decision or action, and those affected by this decision or action. The ones that are
affecting a decision or action, are active stakeholders and the ones that are affected by
the decision or action, are the passive stakeholders (Grimble & Wellard, 1997).
Another division can be made between primary and secondary stakeholders. Primary
stakeholders are those affected, either positively or negatively. Secondary stakeholders
are the intermediaries in the aid delivery process (ODA, 1995).
According to the Overseas Development Administration (ODA, 1995), stakeholder
analysis is useful for several reasons. First, a stakeholder analysis can draw out the
interests of stakeholders in relation to the problems which the project is seeking to
address or the purpose of the project. Secondly, a stakeholder analysis can identify
conflicts of interests between stakeholders, which will influence the assessment of a
project’s riskiness before funds are committed. The third reason why a stakeholder
analysis is useful, is that a stakeholder analysis can help to identify relations between
stakeholders which can be built upon, and may enable ‘coalitions’ of project sponsorship,
ownership and cooperation. At last, a stakeholder analysis is useful since it can help to
assess the appropriate type of participation by different stakeholders, at successive
stages of the project cycle.
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Since the project ‘de meanderende Maas’ is a project that takes place in a large area, a
lot of different stakeholders are involved within the project. For this reason, it is essential
to conduct a comprehensive stakeholder analysis.
The stakeholder analysis started with the creation of a so-called stakeholder table. This
table contains all the relevant parties and their interests. The second step is to assess the
importance of each stakeholder by their power and influence on the project. At last, it is
important to identify the risks and assumptions which can affect the project design and
success (ODA, 1995).
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2. Theoretical framework and concepts
2.1 The concepts of collaboration and collaborative governance
For the involvement of different stakeholders, it is essential that the stakeholders interact
with each other in a right way. For this reason, the concept of collaboration is important in
projects like these. The concept of collaboration is one of the key concepts of this thesis
and for this reason it is essential to understand the definitions of collaboration and the
problems that occur with the existence of this concept.
Collaboration is everywhere. Collaboration exists between organizations, people, and
even between animals. The concept of collaboration is a complicated topic and it a lot of
projects and organizations encounter problems with the concept of collaboration.
Collaboration exists when two or more individual actors are involved in a joint venture.
This cooperation is a cooperation in which the participants willingly participate in planning
and decision-making (Henneman, Lee, & Cohen, 1995). With collaboration, it is also
important that individuals view themselves as members of a team and contribute to a
common product or goal. The participants offer their expertise, share in the responsibility
for outcomes, and are acknowledged by other members of the group for their contribution
to the process (Mailick & Jordon, 1977).
Another important definition of collaboration is the definition of Barbara Gray (1989). Gray
explains collaboration as ‘a process through which parties who see different aspects of a
problem can constructively explore their differences and search for solutions that go
beyond their own limited vision of what is possible.’ A second definition of Gray is the
following: ‘collaboration is a process of joint decision-making among key stakeholders of a
problem domain about the future of that domain’ (Gray, 1989).
Since collaboration goes hand in hand with a situation in which more people are involved,
there are a lot of different opinions and perspectives that occur. New ideas with
collaboration mean that there are give-and-take debates in which most (of not all) of the
collaborating parties will not be able to realize everything they want. These situations can
create tension and stress and many people may feel as if there are ‘too many cooks in the
kitchen’. This tension must be managed by the creation of an environment supportive
enough that people are willing to share their genius, but confrontational enough to
improve ideas and spark new thinking (Hill, Brandeau, Truelove, & Lineback, 2014).
There are few reasons why collaboration between parties is necessary to achieve certain
purposes. First, collaboration makes it possible for parties to gain more knowledge and
skills by sharing these with each other. Parties are not able to solve wicked problems on
their own since they lack the knowledge, resources and political power to solve certain
issues (Sharma & Kearins, 2011). Another reason is that the implementation of changes
will be more effectively since a broader amount of goals will be achieved with the use of
collaboration (Sharma & Kearins, 2011). The third reason why collaboration is necessary
is that relationships between stakeholders will be improved with the use of collaboration
(Sharma & Kearins, 2011).
Chris Huxham (2003) explains collaboration with the use of five different themes. These
themes combined create a deep theoretical conceptualization of the nature of
collaborative working (Huxham, 2003).
The first theme is called ‘common aims’. Aims can be distinguished between goals of the
collaboration, goals of each individual organization and individual goals of participants.
Because of these varied types of goals, it can be very difficult to satisfy the common
14

wisdom. This means that it is not always possible to fully agree on the aims of different
parties. An appointed integrator could be useful for the defining of a common purpose in
which most of the interested parties are getting satisfied.
The second theme in the concept of collaboration is ‘power’. Huxham (2003) explains that
collaboration contains a so-called ‘power infrastructure’ in which several points of power
exist. These points of power are people who have more power than others. This power of
people is based on their involvement in the project. People who are involved in the project
are more powerful than people who are not, but parties who decide which people to
involve to the project are even more powerful than other participants. An integrator could
be impactful by paying extra attention to the participants that are less involved than others
and adding their interests to decision-making processes if possible.
The third theme explained by Huxham (2003) is the theme of ‘trust’. In the starting phase
of collaboration, there is a lot of suspicion between involved parties. After successful
outcomes of collaboration, trust is gained between the stakeholders involved in the
decision-making. This process is a self-reinforcing process. In a virtuous loop can be
shown that successful outcomes gain reinforcing trusting attitudes which results in more
ambitious collaboration. The new kind of collaboration goes hand in hand with more trust.
As you can see, trust is an important concept within the process of collaboration. For this
thesis, the integrator could add some trust by integrating the preferences of as many
stakeholders as possible to the outcome of projects. A successful integrator succeeds in
implementing the interests of as many stakeholders as possible. This results in a
successful outcome of projects for many stakeholders and with that, trust can be gained.
The fourth theme is the theme called ‘membership structures’. This theme explains that
the membership structures in a decision-making process are complex. Many parties do
not know which other parties are involved within the process. These complex structures
make it difficult to gain trust and work in a collaborative way. Because of this, the trust
building loop is very fragile, and it is important to nurture the members within their
structures (Huxham, 2003). An integrator can improve these membership structures by
providing possibilities for the different parties to get to know each other. With the
organization of meetings, an integrator improves the membership structures and makes it
easier to gain trust between different stakeholders.
The last discussed theme is ‘leadership’. Leadership is also a complex theme. Leadership
means that there is someone who is not a member of the collaboration who makes
decisions about the process. In a lot of collaborations, members of the collaboration are
the ones responsible for the final decisions. This often results in decisions more beneficial
for the certain members than for others. It also happens a lot that the outcomes of the
decisions are not intended by the decision-making members of the collaboration. It is
important that there is an outside leader who nurtures the members to lead collaborations
towards the desired outcome (Huxham, 2003). Most of the time, collaboration is managed
by either an outside leader, or an internal appointed project manager of project integrator.

2.2 The integrative framework for collaborative governance
For this study, I apply the integrative framework for collaborative governance (Emerson,
Nabatchi, & Balogh, 2012). The selection of this framework is based on two reasons. First
of all, the framework is a relatively modern framework that could be used in contemporary
cases. The second reason for the use of this framework is that it is a comprehensive
framework of multiple elements that are contained by the concept of collaborative
governance. With the use of multiple frameworks obtained from earlier studies, the
integrative framework for collaborative governance includes a large amount of relevant
elements.
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The concept of collaboration is elaborated in the previous chapter. The concept of
governance can be considered as a dimension of jointly determined norms and rules
designed to regulate individual and group behavior (Ostrom, 1990). Another definition of
governance is the definition of Bingham and O’Leary (2008). These authors define
governance as the ‘steering of the process that influence decisions and actions within the
private, public and civic sectors’ (Bingham & O’Leary, 2008).
The definition of governance together with the definition of collaboration results in
collaborative governance.
Collaborative governance can be defined as a governing arrangement where one or more
public agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a collective decision-making
process that is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that aims to make or
implement public policy or manage public programs or assets (Ansell & Gash, 2008).
Collaborative governance is used to achieve something which cannot be attained by any
of the organizations acting alone (Huxham, 2003).
To reach a collaborative governance, there are six criteria stressed:







The forum is initiated by public agencies or institutions
Participants in the forum include non-state actors
Participants engage directly in decision-making and are not merely ‘consulted’ by
public agencies
The forum is formally organized and meets collectively
The forum aims to make decisions by consensus (even if consensus is not
achieved in practice)
The focus of collaboration is on public policy or public management

When the governance meets these criteria, it is possible to appoint this government as
collaborative governance.
According to the integrative framework for collaborative governance, the collaboration
starts with drivers. Drivers are the conditions of the system context that are handled with
the collaborative way of governance. After the acknowledgement of these drivers, it is
possible to realize collaborative actions with the existence of three dynamics: principled
engagement, shared motivation and capacity for joint action. When all these dynamics are
existing, collaborative actions can take place. These actions lead to an adaptation of the
system context (Emerson et al., 2012). In this study, I focused on principled engagement
component of collaborative dynamics. The component and consequent variables are
described below .

2.2.1 Principled Engagement
The principled engagement component of the collaborative governance regime is the
most relevant component to use for this investigation. This thesis is about the first phase
of a flood risk management project and importance of an integrator during this phase. The
concept of principled engagement is the concept that targets the first phase of
collaboration the most. The concept of principled engagement deconstructs the first phase
of collaboration by engaging the interested parties with the use of discovering their
interests, defining a common purpose, deliberating and making determinations. The
component of principled engagement is used by investigating the usefulness of the
integrator during the first phase of collaboration in which the engagement takes place.
Principled engagement means that the relevant actors get engaged to join the
management of the project. This dynamic is important to realize joint action since people
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with different content, relational and identity goals work across their boundaries to solve
problems, resolve conflicts or create value (Cahn, 1994).
It is important to find the right people for the government. The inclusion and the diversity
of the relevant stakeholders is important for the fact that they will provide more
perspectives to the case. With a high amount of perspectives, a broader view will occur
and with this, it will be more clear which actors meet their benefits and losses as a result
of certain actions. Participants can represent themselves, but can also represent parties
like businesses, communities, an NGO etc. (Emerson et al., 2012).
There are four concepts which must be repeated to make principled engagement occur.
These concepts are ‘discovery, definition, deliberation and determinations’. By the
iteration of these concepts, the collaborating partners are able to develop a shared sense
of purpose and a shared theory of action for achieving that purpose (Emerson et al.,
2012).
What is meant with discovery is the revealing of the interests, concerns and values of the
stakeholders. When these are discovered, the definition of these revealed subjects takes
place. During the definition process, the goal is to find the common purpose and
objectives and create shared meanings with the use of this.
When the common interests are clear, the phase of deliberation can take place.
Deliberation is important in the process of engagement. Within this step, parties can
express their visions about the case. It is important that participants listen to the
perspectives of others and that there is aimed towards a common solution. To create a
well-organized deliberation, it is essential that the relevant stakeholders are confident
enough to try to realize their demands into the project. With issues like planning for the
future, stakeholders are generally less confident to produce their recommendations
(Roberts, 2004).
The last phase of the principled engagement are the determinations. This phase contains
the procedural decisions and the substantive determinations. The determinations show
the end products of the collaboration (Emerson et al., 2012).
After the repeat of interactions that occur during these phases, stakeholders gain senses
of trust, mutual understanding, internal legitimacy and shared commitment which makes
them able to achieve a shared motivation. With this shared motivation, it is easier to
sustain principled engagement and vice versa. Shared motivation and principled
engagement are attached to each other in a virtuous cycle (Emerson et al., 2012).

2.3 Integration
Every project is a system that consists of many interrelated and interconnected parts or
elements which must function together as a whole. A project system is not able to function
without the connectedness of the different elements of the project. Project integration is
needed to achieve a connected functioning between these elements within a project.
Project integration can be defined as a process of ensuring that all elements of the project
fit together as an integrated whole which functions according to plan (Stuckenbruck,
1988).
Another definition that is central within the concept of integration is the definition of
Lawrence and Lorsch (1986). These two authors described integration as ‘the quality of
the state of collaboration that exists among departments that are required to achieve unity
of effort by the demands of the environment.’ With this definition, unity of effort is the
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result of shared common objectives of different parties. Different actors need to integrate
to achieve shared common objectives (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1986).
The same authors also define integration as ‘the process of achieving unity of effort
among the various subsystems in the accomplishment of the organization’s task’
(Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). This definition is like the previous definition of these authors,
but by the using of different words, it will make it possible to get a more comprehensive
view of the concept. Within this definition, the concept of task can be defined as ‘a
complete input-transformation-output cycle involving at least the design, production and
distribution of some goods or services.’ The definition of integration also assumes that an
organization is an active system which tends to reach out and order its otherwise overly
complex surroundings to cope with them effectively. By these definitions, it is made clear
that a system needs to reach out for its surroundings to function in a useful way.
O’Toole (1997) explains that integration between structures in forms of interorganizational networks are likely to increase. Based on a few reasons, O’Toole describes
the importance of these integrative structures. First, policies are dealing with ambitious or
complex issues that need to be taken care of in an integrative way. Many problems do not
have suitable solutions, and this must change. With the use of integrative structures this
may happen. The second reason why integrative structures are important is that direct
governmental intervention encourages network-based solutions. Collaborative structures
can achieve results in problem areas which is not possible when the government is too
much involved with the creating of solutions for the problems. O’Toole concludes that nongovernmental actors become more necessary with the increasing of the complexity in the
contemporary world (O’Toole Jr, 1997).

2.4 Integrator
To integrate the stakeholders within the process of principled engagement, an integrator is
appointed for the project of ‘de meanderende Maas’. The integrator makes the negotiation
successful by understanding the values of other actors and define it in a way that the
values and interests of the actors can achieve influence. This way of networking knows
personal and professional relationships. This can have a positive outcome in the ways of
gaining trust and sharing values, but it can also lead to ruined personal relationships on
the other hand (Williams & Paul, 2002).
Another point stressed by the authors is that integrators need to break with their own
culture to understand and respect the perspectives and values of others. This breaking
with their culture makes it possible to gain trust from the actors which is one of the most
important factors to influence the course of interorganizational relations (Williams & Paul,
2002).
The importance of trust can be seen in the fact that trust keeps actors together in a
network and makes collaboration between different parties possible. To achieve and
reinforce trust, expectations need to be reached. When expectations are reached multiple
times in the history, trust will be achieved (Vangen & Huxham, 1998).
To involve different parties in the project, integrators can create a new kind of structure in
which actors can get to understand the integral way of management. The task of the
integrator is to exchange information with the organizational environment to engage with
the issues where actors find themselves between the inside and the outside of the
management (Warner et al., 2010). As a boundary spanner, the integrator decreases the
complexity within the management system by creating a new kind of structure.
However, the integrator faces a hard challenge with the creation of new boundaries. Some
actors involved in the projects, are not willing to involve other actors. The involvement of
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other actors brings more unpredictability in the projects and therefore, the projects will be
more unstable. For this reasons, a lot of actors do not agree on the involvement of new
actors during the decision-making (Warner et al., 2010).
With these findings, it is possible to conclude that the task of an integrator is complicated.
The integrator needs to find a balance between being too adaptive, or not being adaptive
enough. With the right balance, the project will be more representative and with this, the
values of the interested actors will be pursued.
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2.5 Conceptual framework
The following conceptual framework is based on the hypothesis that an integrator will
have an impact on the connection of the values of different actors. With the use of
principled engagement, an integrator will be able to connect the values of different actors
and this may occur in a representative form of management. This hypothesis assumes
that the integrator will provide a well-functioning form of integral management.

This conceptual framework is a construct I have created based on an existing theory to
study the role of the integrator. As a solution for the rising water level in the Netherlands,
HWBP created several projects to implement the new safety standards. The project ‘de
meanderende Maas’ is the project that is central within this thesis. This project is the only
project which added an integrator. This integrator is appointed to the project to increase
the extent of integration within the process of the project. With the integrator, the project
should function in a more integrative way. To achieve integration, it is important that the
decision-making processes are functioning in a collaborative way. According to the
integrative framework of collaborative governance used for this study, it is essential make
use several concepts to reach an integrative collaborative governance. The concept that
is central within this study is the concept of principled engagement. To achieve a situation
which fit the criteria of this concept, the project should accomplish the guidelines of the
four elements that principled engagement consists of. These elements are ‘discovery’,
‘definition’, ‘determinations’, and ‘deliberation’. When these four elements are used within
the process in a right way, the project reaches the demands of principled engagement and
with that, will be more likely to achieve integration.
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3. Analysis
3.1 Stakeholder analysis
To make sure that the investigation in the project of ‘de meanderende Maas’ occurred in a
correct way, it was essential to select stakeholders to conduct interviews with to obtain
useful information about the project. Therefore, this chapter starts with a sub chapter in
which the relevant parties are chosen to investigate in. The second part of this chapter
contains brief descriptions of the actors interviewed that represent the relevant parties
mentioned in the first part of this chapter.

3.1.1 Selection of relevant parties
During the implementation of the project ‘de meanderende Maas’ it is important to involve
all relevant actors and sectors. Currently, the project involves in decision-making process
the following parties (Projectteam Verkenning Ravenstein-Lith, 2017):









Administrative/political parties;
Partners of the adaptive implementation strategy of the Maas;
Social parties about:
o Leisure economy;
o Landscape and culture;
o Nature;
Inhabitants, businesses, village councils, interest groups and organisations;
Landowners and land users;
Media;
Network operators.

These parties are the parties relevant for
this research. However, not all the
stakeholders face the consequences of
project implementations in the same way.
This is because some parties are making
more use of the project area than others.
For this reason, not every party is as
relevant as others. This inequality makes
it possible to divide the parties into
primary and secondary stakeholders.
The primary and secondary stakeholders
are shown in figure 2. The inner circle
includes the primary stakeholders and the
outer circle shows the secondary
stakeholders. The selection of the primary
and secondary stakeholders is based on
Figure 2: Stakeholder analysis
the importance of the integrator for those
actors. Administrative or political parties
and partners of the adaptive implementation strategy of the Maas are the stakeholders
who are dealing with the question whether the safety standards will be implemented in the
project, the stakeholders shown in the inner circle are the stakeholders who might not get
listened to during the decision-making of the project and the integrator. The stakeholders
who are in danger to not get their voice heard are the most relevant stakeholders for this
thesis and for this reason, these stakeholders are in the inner circle of figure 1. The
integrator is in the inner circle since he is the key actor of this thesis. The integrator is the
one who is supposed to involve all other parties shown in figure 2.
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For this thesis, it is important to create a clear view about different stakeholders and their
vision about the project. To see whether the decisions made by the project are formed by
considering the preferences of all the different kind of stakeholders, a few actors are
chosen to interview and/or observe. The chosen actors are determined by their different
interests. For this reason, I have chosen stakeholders in the areas of the management of
the project itself, stakeholders who are responsible to satisfy the inhabitants of the area,
stakeholders that are concerned with environmental issues within the area, and
stakeholders who are living in the certain area. The following stakeholder table will provide
a clear overview of the stakeholders chosen as relevant parties to interview for this thesis.
Stakeholders
Integrator

Environmental
manager

Natuurmonumenten

Interests
Creating solutions by
including the interests of as
many different parties as
possible. By analyzing the
overlaps of visions from
different stakeholders, the
integrator aims to succeed
comprehensive solutions
(Projectteam Verkenning
Ravenstein-Lith, 2017).
Involving all the parties
relevant to the project to the
decision-making process of
the project (Rijkswaterstaat,
n.d.).
Adding more natural
expressions to the flood
plains of the area (Verwoerd,
2017).

Municipalities

Representing the values and
the interests of their
inhabitants.

Inhabitants

Influencing the outcome of
the project by showing their
interests.

Active/passive
Active, the integrator has an active role in
the project since he is one of the
managing members of the project.

Active, just like the integrator is the
environmental manager responsible for
the outcome of the project and is one of
the active stakeholders to shape the
outcome of the project.
Passive, Natuurmonumenten has some
ideas about the padding of the area.
However, Natuurmonumenten is not able
to make direct decisions and is for this
reason a passive stakeholder.
Passive, just like Rijkswaterstaat and
Natuurmonumenten, municipalities that
are situated in or close to the area of the
project do not have direct access to the
decision-making part of the project. Since
the municipalities experience the
consequences, they can let their interests
get heard by the active stakeholders of
the project and for this reason,
municipalities are passive stakeholders.
Passive, inhabitants can express their
interests and demands to the managers
of the project, but since inhabitants do not
have a direct possibility to shape the
outcome of the project, they are passive
stakeholders.

3.1.2 Participants interviews
Before reading the next chapter, it is important to get informed about the stakeholders
interviewed for this thesis. To understand the views of the interviewees, it is useful to get
some background information about their tasks, values and interests. Therefore, this sub
chapter contains brief reports of the positions of the interviewed stakeholders.
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Hans van Engen, integrator
The first interview was with the integrator of the project, Hans van Engen. Van Engen is
assigned by the province as an integrator for the project ‘de meanderende Maas’. It is his
job to form the project based on the interests of the involved parties. Other than being the
integrator of the project, van Engen is also working for the province of Noord-Brabant as a
landscape architect. Since van Engen is also working for the province, he is in possession
of a lot of connections and for this reason, he is appropriate to be the integrator of this
project. Van Engen is a member of the project team of the ‘meanderende Maas’ that is
following the IPM management.
Frank Geenen, management advisor of the municipality of Oss
Frank Geenen is as the management advisor representing the municipality of Oss, their
role in the project and the interests of this municipality. The municipality of Oss is
representing the interests of their inhabitants during the project. The municipality has a lot
of responsibilities within the project area and provides a financial contribution to increase
their input to the project. Since the municipality of Oss is one of the clients of the process,
their interests are part of the initial ideas for the project. The main task of the municipality
is to make sure that their inhabitants get heard and that the project takes their interests
into account. To collect the interests of inhabitants of the area, the municipality of Oss is
functioning as a point of contact. According to Geenen, it is important that the inhabitants
get heard. Whenever something happens in the area, the municipality of Oss receives a
lot of input from their inhabitants, it is the responsibility for the municipality to keep their
inhabitants satisfied.
The municipality shares the total of comments by their inhabitants with the project team.
The municipality of Oss has a lot of knowledge about the project. Since the municipality of
Oss is the municipality in which the project is situated, they have a lot of information about
the past, present and possible future developments in the area. From this perspective, it is
easy for the municipality to understand the reactions of the inhabitants because of certain
developments in the area.
Tim Smit, environmental manager
Tim Smit is the environmental manager (omgevingsmanager) of the project team. Since it
is his task to approach the relevant parties and to discuss relevant information with them,
Tim Smit is an important actor by realizing integration in the project. The job of the
environmental manager only exists for a relatively short time. This is because of the new
way of project management. In the past, the manager of the project was responsible for
the complete process of the project. However, this is not possible anymore. Smit made
clear that the people nowadays are more empowered. The reasons for this are that
people have more access to information and that there are more old, retired people who
have plenty of time to comment on current developments. For this reason, IPMmanagement was introduced. This management contains different actors which are
responsible for different elements of the process. As the environmental manager, Smit
considers it important that the project team acts like a guest in the area. Since they are
the guests, the project team has to offer well-organized communication options with the
owners of the area. Tim Smit is assigned to make sure this communication happens in a
smooth way. By arranging private and public meetings, Smit offers options for
stakeholders to get involved in the project. At these meetings, people get informed about
what the most important elements of the project are, how decisions are made and what
developments are going to happen in the area.
Kay Verhulst, inhabitant and investigator
Kay Verhulst is a just-finished master student at the university of Wageningen. Verhulst is
currently working with HWBP projects situated in Limburg. Not only is Kay Verhulst an
inhabitant of the area, he also wrote his master thesis about the integrality of the project.
Kay is a relevant stakeholder for this thesis since he is living in the area, but also since he
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obtained a lot of information on the field of the extent to which the project is functioning in
an integral way during his investigation.
As an inhabitant of the area, Kay Verhulst is not really touched by the project. First, since
he is living in the side of Gelderland in which not many implementations take place, and
second since he is not living close enough to the dike to face the consequences of the
project outcome. For this reason, Verhulst has a neutral opinion about the project.
However, as an inhabitant, Verhulst is still joining the workshops of the project. In these
workshops, Verhulst expresses his interests and tries to realize an outcome that is more
in line with his ideal result of the project.
The interests of Verhulst has are mostly that the water safety gets realized. Since this is
one of the main goals of the project, this is easy to realize. The reason for the importance
of water safety for Verhulst is that his family got evacuated in the past for upcoming water
reasons. Verhulst does not want to experience an evacuation like this again and for this
reason, he and his family are really concerned with the water safety in the area.
Since Verhulst is a student of one of the biggest agricultural universities in the world, he is
also interested in the outcome for the farmers in the area. According to Verhulst, it is
important to keep involving the farmers living in the area, instead of removing them from
the area.
Since Verhulst investigated in the frames the stakeholders of the project, he has a clear
view what the different interests are of the interested parties. As an answer to the question
whether the project team was also aware of these interests, Verhulst pointed out that
stakeholders have four different options in which they can express their interests. The only
stakeholders that are not heard by the project team, are stakeholders who chose to stay
quiet.
The tools used to gain information about the interests of the stakeholders are dike tables,
floodplain tables and private talks. Verhulst explained that dike tables and floodplain
tables are meant for people living on the dike and in the floodplains, with these meetings,
the project team listens to the concerns of the inhabitants of these areas. Private talks are
only meant for people who are really touched by the developments of the project. The
project team discusses the outcome of the project with them and listens to their concerns
during these meetings. Stakeholders also got the option to join the workshop to express
their interests in a more complex way.
Lianne Schröder, Natuurmonumenten
The last conducted interview was with Lianne Schröder, Schröder is one of the members
of the organization ‘Natuurmonumenten’ and has a lot of contact with the project team. As
an agent of the organization, Schröder also joins the workshops. Natuurmonumenten is
an organization with the goal to add natural elements to the area. The organization is
functioning in the area of the Maas since 1986 and aims to create an ecological head
structure. Since Natuurmonumenten started to become active around the river, they
gained a lot of land in the area. Natuurmonumenten is also the owner of the land in the
project area. Since the organization is the landowner, they have more influence on the
outcome of the project.
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3.2 Research results
This chapter contains the results of the data collection. The collection of the data is done
with the use of interviews and document analyzes. The results of the data collection are
analyzed with the elements of the conceptual framework used for this thesis. This chapter
excludes the analyzation of the concept of integration. This is because integration is a
result of the presence of the elements of principled engagement. The extent to which
these elements are present in the project management determines the extent to which
integration is reached. Therefore, the concept of integration will be analyzed in the
conclusion part of this thesis, with the use of the findings of the elements of principled
engagement described in this chapter.

3.2.1 Integrator
The integrator of the project is Hans van Engen. This integrator got assigned to the project
for the reason that he could be of value for the integration of the project. However, van
Engen was not sure about the word ‘integrator’ used for his role. He thought of himself
more as the ‘landscape architect’ with a design approach. Since the project is not only a
strengthening of the dikes, but also a river widening project and a development of the
area, a lot of elements have to be taken into account with the decision-making process of
the project. Another important point is that several parties are offering a financial
contribution. Contributions from the HWBP, MIRT and provinces are used for the project
so it is essential that the main issues of these parties will be involved in the project.
The interview with van Engen himself provided a lot of information about the role of an
integrator (interview 1). As an integrator, van Engen approaches the involved parties
within the project to receive information about their interests and combines this
information with his initial knowledge. Since van Engen is in possession of a wide social
network, he is able to obtain a lot of information about the interests of the stakeholders.
The social network of van Engen is also used to find new interested parties to approach.
After receiving the concerns of the stakeholders, van Engen connects the dots between
the different issues to improve the project. The selection of the interests that will be taken
into account to the decision-making phase of the project is done with the use of a funnel
process. The role of van Engen in this funnel process is to include as many interests of
stakeholders as possible. Looking for as many possible combinations of interests as
possible, the outcome of the project will satisfy a wide amount of stakeholders. With this
funnel process, it is essential to exclude the interests that are already looked after in the
right way. Some interests are already looked after in the project while others are not. It is
the integrators task to handle the interests that are not looked after enough yet.
As the integrator, van Engen uses some methods to satisfy as many stakeholders as
possible. The interview with him made clear that it is important to implement small
changes in the area that provide new experiences for the inhabitants rather than
implementing big changes that do not change these experiences. The example provided
during interview 1 explained that it could be successful to add a small ferry on the river.
This ferry could be relatively cheap and at the same time, it provides a lot of new
experiences for the inhabitants of the area. Van Engen explained that it would be much
more successful to do this instead of raising the dikes when it comes to the experience
component. Of course the dikes still need to be raised to implement the flood safety
standards. However, an integrator is able to satisfy more stakeholders with the addition of
small changes in the project area like this ferry.
Another important method for the project is the implementation of small changes in the
early stages of the project. During the early stages, small additions to the project (like the
ferry) are relatively cheap since the money needed for the rest of the project is a large
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amount. It is the integrators task to make sure that small changes that matter for the
experiences of the stakeholders do not get postponed to a later stadium of the project.
Van Engen joins the workshops and the information meetings of the project. However, the
documents of these two kind of meetings are not mentioning him specifically. This makes
it hard to conclude what his tasks are during these meetings.
Other interviews made clear that most of the other relevant parties are not aware of the
fact that van Engen is the integrator of the project. Frank Geenen (interview 3) and Lianne
Schröder (interview 5) know who van Engen is, however, they do not know that it is his
task to make the project more integral. Kay Verhulst (interview 4) did not even know who
van Engen was. However, he explained that even though he is not aware of the existence
of an integrator added to the project, he is satisfied about the extent to which the project is
aiming to be integral. Not only Verhulst is satisfied about the functioning of the project,
also Schröder explained that this project is clearly more integral than normal flood risk
management projects. As an example, Schröder used the issue of the trees on the dike.
Schröder explained that a normal project with just an engineer team would remove the
trees from the dike, whereas with this project, the project team listens to the concerns of
the inhabitants and leaves the trees on the dike. Schröder pointed out that it is a rarely
seen approach.

3.2.2 Discovery
To discover the interests of the stakeholders, the project uses many different methods. It
starts with providing possibilities for stakeholders to interact with the project team. During
meetings to which all stakeholders are invited to get informed about the projects, the
stakeholders also get introduced to the possibilities there are for them to join the decisionmaking part of the project. This information is provided for all the people living in the
project area during dike- and floodplain tables. These kind of meetings include
opportunities for stakeholders to approach the project team to discuss their interests.
For stakeholders that are not allowed to join the dike- and floodplain tables, information
meetings are organized. With these information meetings, members of the project group
provide information to the stakeholders by the hand of the four following questions: ‘why
does this project exist?’, ‘what are we going to do?’, ‘how are we going to do this?’ and
‘how are you able to join?’ These meetings are more about providing information rather
than to collect relevant information which is the essence of the element of discovery.
However, information meetings are essential to collect information indirectly. By explaining
the goals and the priorities, showing the project area and revealing the methods to realize
the goals, relevant parties get the information that they need to consider the
consequences for them as a result of the developments during the project. With a clear
view of the consequences for them, stakeholders can create an opinion and a vision about
the project results which they can share with the project team.
Not only are there meetings in which stakeholders can get informed, the project team also
provides newsletters on its website that are free for everyone to read. The website also
provides options to ask questions by email to the project team.
According to the interviews and document analyses, the way stakeholders get
approached is going well. Multiple interviewees described that the only stakeholders that
do not get involved with the project, are stakeholders that are consciously choosing not to
join the process.
It became clear during the interviews and document analyses that stakeholders are
getting invited to join the process as much as possible. The project team is interested in
the concerns of the stakeholders of the project and especially during workshops, the
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stakeholders get plenty of opportunities to get their voice heard. Multiple interviewees also
explained that it is next to impossible to be unaware of the concerns of stakeholders. The
modern society is heavily based on sharing information with everyone, and provides
options for everyone to get heard.
The role of the integrator during the discovery of the interests is finding the relevant
parties to approach. However, the interview with the integrator made clear that he is not
the only one responsible for approaching new parties to discover their interests, this way
of discovery is the responsibility of the whole project team (interview 1). To find the
stakeholders, the project team makes use of its initial knowledge and discovers new
groups that relate to each other. This makes it possible to involve a comprehensive
amount of parties to the project.
The interests of the stakeholders can be discovered by the project team, but also the
municipality of Oss is an important factor to discover these. The municipality of Oss has
the task to reflect the ideas of its inhabitants during the decision-making process. The
second interview made clear that the inhabitants of the area are not only able to approach
the project team to reveal their interests, but also have the possibility to express them to
the municipality of Oss. After receiving these interests, the municipality of Oss discusses
these interests mostly during private meetings with the project team.
The parties that are the most concerned with the developments of the project get invited
to private talks with the project team to discuss their interests. These parties are people
that are living in the area who will be experiencing the consequences of the project to a
high extent. During the third interview, Tim Smit pointed out that the method used to
approach stakeholders is based on something called a ‘participation ladder’. This
participation ladder shows the extent to which people are able to participate in the project.
The selection of the method used to reveal the interests of stakeholders is based on the
extent to which they are concerned by the consequences of the project. For instance,
someone living in the area will be invited to a private meeting sooner than someone who
does not live in the area but is just interested in the developments of the project (interview
3).
Another method used to get a view of the concerns of the stakeholders of the area is the
so-called spatial quality frame. This spatial quality frame discovers the interests of the
inhabitants of the area. This frame contains eight or nine principles that are important with
the decision-making of the project. An example for such a principle is the principle of
vision. The frame concluded that it is important for inhabitants to have a view on the
village called Batenburg. The frame states that it is essential to keep this view and with
that, the project team is not allowed to implement changes that impede this view.
Other than the previously mentioned methods used to gain information about the
concerns of the stakeholders, there are also workshops. These workshops are probably
the most comprehensive ways for stakeholders to express their interests. During these
workshops, a representative group of people comes together multiple times to discuss
about the outcome of the project, and include their interests. With the use of discussions,
the project team is able to discover a lot of interests representative for the whole of
interested parties. The workshops are representative when it comes to the interests of the
people. However, the personal characteristics are not a clear representation of the
interested parties. Especially the age of the participants is not representative. Since they
have more free time, mostly retired actors are joining these workshops. According to
Lianne Schröder, the amount of entrepreneurs during these meetings is large. The result
of this is that the workshops are tending to focus more on recreative possibilities for the
area (interview 5). During the workshops, all the discussed subjects are written down in
workshop documents to take into account for future developments of the project.
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It turned out that the amount of options for stakeholders to get heard results in a repetition
of some interests. Multiple different stakeholders stressed the same issues to the project
team and this made it possible for the project team to conclude which interests were main
issues that should be taken into account to the project.
In the end, there are a lot of options for stakeholders to get there voice heard. With the
use of information meetings, dike- and floodplain tables and newsletters, people get
informed about the project and how they can join the decision-making part of the project.
There are many options for stakeholders to express their interests. Stakeholders are
selected for these options based on the participation ladder which explains that people
that are experiencing the consequences of the project more heavily, will be invited to more
personal and comprehensive meetings than the people that will face less consequences.
The workshops are the most important meetings to reveal interests. These workshop
obtain a quite representative group of stakeholders that get many opportunities to express
their concerns. During these workshops, the concerns get written down in workshop
documents for future use.

3.2.3 Definition
The data collection with the use of interviews and document analyses created the
conclusion that the creation of a common purpose which most stakeholders are feeling
satisfied with, is done with the use of one main method. This method is the earlier
described funnel process. The funnel process method means that the outcomes of the
discovery phase get filtered out or combined with each other to achieve an outcome that
is in line with the interests of as many stakeholders as possible. As is mentioned earlier,
the integrator has an important role to integrate as many interests to the project as
possible. The challenge with the creation of shared meaning is to find a way to satisfy
most parties as much as possible while implementing the flood safety standards at the
same time.
The integrator is the main character on the field of creating a shared purpose. It is his job
to connect the dots between several stakeholders and contribute to a more integrative
outcome of the project in the end. The integrator is doing everything he can to define a
common purpose which includes most interests of the stakeholders. Since the borders of
the ecological structure in the Netherlands are recently adjusted, the project area is now
also a part of this structure. This has as a consequence that the project area is a more
important area for the ecological structure and with that, more money is contributed by the
province to provide more possibilities for the project. The addition of the project area to
the ecological structure is a way to transform the project area into a shared purpose in
which the ecological structure can also find profit.
Lianne Schröder (interview 5) explained that the project team has a few principles that has
to be in the common purpose. These principles are gained with the use of a spatial quality
frame in which the project team investigated the most important issues for the inhabitants
of the area. Examples of these issues are the line of trees on the dike that characterize
the landscape, and the view of a village from the other side of the river. These principles
are included in the common purpose for sure.
For inhabitants of the area, memory and experience are important factors. Van Engen
clarified that inhabitants do not find benefits of changes in the area if the experience of the
area is still the same. The provided example by van Engen was the example of a bridge.
Inhabitants do not see benefits of a dike enforcing project since it is hard to acknowledge
the higher surface of a dike. Inhabitants do not get satisfied with the increased level of the
dike but do acknowledge the disadvantages of the implementation. This results in a lot of
complaints by inhabitants. To prevent these complaints, it is smart to build a small bridge.
This does not cost a lot of money, but it adds some value to the experiences of inhabitants
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in the area. Building a bridge provides value for the inhabitants which, in the end, results
in shared meaning by different stakeholders.
Another way to create shared meaning, the project management creates so-called
‘snelkookpansessies’. These are sessions in which inhabitants get invited to clarify their
interests and, in the end, the different interests get analyzed by the project management
to define a common purpose.
The goal of this definition phase is to not only find a common purpose based on the
interests of most stakeholders, but also to combine interests of stakeholders with varied
perspectives to one common purpose. To achieve this, it is essential to show the
stakeholders the advantages of implementations before these changes are made. Using
this method makes it easier to convince stakeholders that the project outcomes could also
be beneficial for them. The approach that is used to achieve the integration of these
interests is the mutual gains approach. This approach is described by Tim Smit (interview
3) as an increasing of the cake, instead of a dividing of its pieces. The use of this
approach is made possible since the goals of the project are clear, but it is not decided yet
in what way these goals will be reached. There is a lot of flexibility in the process of the
project which provides options to make use of the mutual gains approach and since the
project is a comprehensive one, it faces a lot of ideas that could be realized. With the use
of communication with the stakeholders during the early stages, the interests and
purposes of these stakeholders become clear which provides options for the project team
to take these interests into account.
The most important way to define a common purpose with the use of communication is by
organizing meetings in which different stakeholders are able to discuss their purposes
with each other. With the use of these discussion meetings, stakeholders can be able to
change each other’s perspectives which results in a shared purpose in the end.
However, the goal of this communication is not to find the individual concerns of the
relevant actors in the area. Implementing the individual interests of people is not realized
in this stage of the project yet. At this moment, only the main concerns of the overall of
stakeholders gets considered by creating a common purpose. The individual interests will
be listened to in later stages of the project in which detailed decisions are made.
The creation of a common purpose provides more support for implementations of the
project. This is not only of importance for the project team, but also for the municipality of
Oss. The municipality has to do with the reactions of the inhabitants for a long period after
the end of the project. For this reason, it is important that the concerns of the inhabitants
are considered as much as possible.
During the interview with Frank Geenen (interview 2), it became clear that not only the
interests of the stakeholders are determining the common purpose. Reachability is an
important concept for the filtering process of the interests. Reachability means that it is not
only important to take the interests of the stakeholders into account during the funnel
process, but that it is also important to take the feasibility and affordability into
consideration. Even though it is important to aim for an outcome that implements the
interests of the stakeholders as much as possible, it is not always possible to achieve this.
For this reason, reachability has to be taken into account during the funnel process.
The way in which a common purpose got created the most was during the workshops.
The workshop sessions provided a lot of options for stakeholders to discuss their
preferences, purposes and interests with each other. The documents made clear that the
workshops sessions are the meetings which contribute to a common purpose the most.
During the workshops sessions, stakeholders their values, interests and concerns with
each other and with the project team. These discussions transform the individual interests
of the stakeholders to shared interests. With the newly created common purpose, options
get demarcated and with these new demarcations, participants get new opportunities to
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express their opinions and find new purposes within these demarcations. Workshops offer
a massive contribution to the definition element of principled engagement.
Not only do the workshop sessions offer many opportunities for stakeholders to discuss
their interests, the workshop sessions also provide other methods to achieve a common
purpose. Another important method to achieve a common purpose is the creation of
alternatives. During the early stages of the workshop sessions, the project team offered
six alternatives to the workshop participants. The job of the participants was to vote for the
alternative that was in line with their interests the most. While doing this, the project team
obtained a clear image of the purposes that got shared with the participants the most.
Not only were the participants asked to vote for their preferred alternative, the participants
were also able to adjust the alternatives to create an alternative that was even more
realizing their demands. The results of these workshops provided a clear view of the main
purposes of the whole of participants of the workshops.

3.2.4 Deliberation
The concept of deliberation is about the way stakeholders are able to reveal their
interests. This sub chapter describes the whole of opportunities for stakeholders to get
involved in the decision making part of the project.
It turned out during the data collection that there are many different ways deliberation
takes place. The first phase of the project contained information meetings, dike tables and
flood plain tables. These kind of meetings were mostly meant to inform the relevant actors
of the area about the project plans in the area, but they also provided several options for
the stakeholders to discuss their interests not only with each other, but also with the
project team. These meetings also provided information about the way in which
stakeholders could get involved. The interviews conducted for this research made clear
that the stakeholders that the stakeholders get approached in many different ways to join
the decision making process. This amount of provided information makes it so that the
only stakeholders that do not get heard by the project team, are the ones who consciously
choose not to.
During information meetings, the project team answers the question ‘how are you able to
join?’. With the answering of this question, the management team makes clear what the
options for the stakeholders are to join the decision-making process and to express their
interests and demands relevant to the project. During the information meetings, the
project management team makes clear that stakeholders can join the process by the
following options:
 Talks with other stakeholders and the project management team in the end of the
information meeting;
 Meetings with the members of the project management team, individually or with
the use of village councils;
 Submitting ideas for the project on the project’s website;
 Advising the project management by joining the advising so-called
‘klankbordgroep’;
 Joining workshops in which stakeholders come together to discuss the several
interests.
To make sure all inhabitants of the area get informed, dike tables are arranged. These
dike tables were attended by 50% of the inhabitants of the area. During these dike tables,
the project team started to show the two preferred alternatives to the people and
explained what the consequences were for these people after the realization of each
alternative. In the next phase of the dike tables, the inhabitants explained their priorities so
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the project team could take these into account. All the information received at the dike
tables is documented and now used for the further elaboration of the alternatives.
After providing information during information meetings, dike tables and flood plain tables,
The most relevant stakeholders get invited to join the decision-making process of the
project. The extent to which these stakeholders get invited is based on the impact of the
project implementations for them. It became clear that the stakeholders who will face the
consequences of the implementations the most are invited to private talks with the project
team to discuss about a way in which they can make the project implementations
beneficial for both sides. Tim Smit (interview 3) explained that it is important to gain trust
by the relevant parties. So-called kitchen-table discussions are used to inform and discuss
the outcomes of the project with the several relevant parties.
Tim Smit also explained that all parties are able to join the deliberation phase of the
project, but the extent to which they could join the process is based on the participation
ladder. This means that the more relevant the parties are, the more opportunities they get
to join the process.
The deliberation takes place in different levels. There are many private meetings between
the project team and the municipality of Oss. During these talks, both parties get updated
about the newly gained information. The outcome of these talks are clearer views about
the interests of the municipality and its inhabitants. During the interview with Frank
Geenen (interview 2), it became clear that the communication between the municipality
and the project team functions well and that there are no issues that are not getting
discussed with each other.
The interview with Tim Smit (interview 3) provided a lot of information about the
deliberation part of the project. Tim Smit is as the environmental manager responsible for
the approaching of the relevant actors and because of this, he has an important role in the
deliberation process. It became clear that a clear communication with all parties is the key
in succeeding in a well-functioning deliberation process. When it is clear for people what is
happening, people are more willing to join the process and to accept the changes that will
be implemented in the area. For this reason, there are many organized meetings with the
directors of the project, the municipality of Oss, relevant stakeholders and parties that
offer a financial contribution.
The mostly discussed deliberation method used in the project are the workshop sessions.
These workshops are meetings in which a group of relevant parties is invited to discuss
the options for the area. The interviews made clear that the atmosphere during these
workshops is really good and that all parties are enthusiastic about the way the workshops
function.
For these workshops, it is important that the invited people are a representation of the
stakeholders of the area. For this reason, the stakeholders should be selected in the right
way. The interviews made clear that there are several different views about the way
stakeholders got selected. It turned out that there was no filtering process that took place.
All stakeholders got invited to the workshops and the goal was to collect around 40 or 50
stakeholders for these workshops. Tim Smit (interview 3) explained that around 40 or 50
people were interested in joining these workshops and since they were already a good
representation of the relevant actors of the area, no filtering process was needed. Other
interviewees also explained that the participants of the workshops were a good
representation of the project area. However, the personal attributes of the participants
were not such a good representation. The age of most participants is above 40. There is a
lack of young people during the meetings, this is because they do not have enough time
to join the workshop meetings while retired people have plenty of time for these activities.
During the interview with Lianne Schröder (interview 5), it became clear that there are too
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many entrepreneurs present at the workshop meetings, which results in a strong focus on
possibilities for recreation. However, based on other criteria, the participants of the
workshop are a good reflection of the stakeholders of the project. There are people from
both sides of the river and from different organizations.
It is important that the members of the workshops have the right attitude towards the
project. It is unavoidable to expect people to not add their own view to their expressions,
but they should at least see that there are also other options.
The workshops are the meetings in which stakeholders can influence the outcome of the
project the most. With the use of discussions with other participants, adding, removing
and transforming the outcome of alternatives on a map and pitching ideas that occurred
out of previous discussions, there are a lot of opportunities for the members of the
workshops to express their concerns about the project. The methods used by participants
to show what their interests are, are easy to understand. Everybody knows how a map
works and with the use of drawings, people can reveal their concerns in a clear way. For
the deliberation part of the theory, workshops function in a fitting way.
The workshops also always include two members of the supervising ‘klankbordgroep’.
These members observe the workshops and criticize the functioning of them. According to
Smit, the klankbordgroep is also positive about the functioning of the workshops.
Like said in the definition chapter, the workshops focus on the creation of an alternative.
This happens by providing six different alternatives to the participants which they can
adjust during the following workshops to create a final preferred alternative. Every
workshop contains a reflection on the previous workshop, information about the actual
workshop and the performance of it. The end of the workshop always has an end result of
different options which reflect the interests of all the participants. The document analysis
made clear that all the outcomes got documented for future use.
It all seems to work really well. However, there are some doubts about the workshops
coming from the participants. Once in a few weeks, the project team provides the
participants with an evaluation survey which they can fill in to express their opinion about
the workshops. Most of the elements of the workshops are experienced in a positive way
by the participants, but there is one issue which is the fact that the participants are not
sure what is going to happen with the outcome of the workshops. They worked hard
together to find a possible alternative and they would like to know whether the directors of
the project are taking this alternative into account. As a reaction, the project team explains
the participants the situation clearly, which is that they are proposing the outcomes of the
workshops to the directors of the project and let them consider the reachability of the
alternative. According to Smit (interview 3), a clear overview of the situation is the most
that the project team can offer to the members of the workshops.
The interview with Kay Verhulst (interview 4) also made clear that the extent to which
people can show their preferred options is limited. Verhulst pointed out that people had to
pick from six alternative options which one they preferred. However, according to
Verhulst, this is not the right way to provide people with options to show their interests. By
making them choose between six options, there is no room for them to combine
alternatives with others by adding elements of other alternatives to their chosen one.
Because of this, the alternative chosen in the end had just a small chance to be the ideal
alternative for the stakeholders.
The workshops are expressions of deliberation for the stakeholders. However, there are
also forms of deliberation that just contain the parties that offer a financial contribution to
the project. These meetings are called ‘meanderende Maas moments’. These workshops
are meetings in which nine different parties are providing information about the current
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situation to the directors of the project. These moments are not only moments for the
parties to provide information, they also discuss elements of the project and gain
information. The parties present at the meanderende Maas moments are for this reason
more powerful than others. Schröder (interview 5) pointed out that paying parties have a
lot of options to affect the outcome of the project with these meetings. Since some of
these parties are not only joining the workshops, but also the meanderende Maas
moments, they have more knowledge than the other participants of the workshops.

3.2.5 Determinations
The final discussed element of principled engagement is the concept of determinations.
This concept contains the decisions at the end of the project. Since the project is currently
in its exploration phase, there are no hard decisions being made yet. However, based on
interests of the stakeholders, seven alternatives are created by the directors of the project.
Two of these alternatives are chosen as promising alternatives. These alternatives are
named ‘X’ and ‘Z’. The next objective is to create a preferred alternative out of these two
alternatives. One of the alternatives aims for rough nature and the other one has a more
cultural aim. The result will be a mix between the two alternatives with a maximal effort to
reduce the water level. The aim of the final alternative is again to get a situation which
takes most of the stakeholder interests into account.
To achieve as many satisfied stakeholders as possible, it is the integrators task to make
decisions in the early stages. As is said before, the early stages contain better
circumstances to implement small changes since the costs are relatively cheap during this
phase. This is a way to keep more stakeholders satisfied.
Tim Smit (interview 3) explained that the project makes use of co-creation. This means
that the project team and the stakeholders create an alternative, but that the stakeholders
cannot make hard decisions about the final outcome of the project. These decisions will
be taken two years from now. In the upcoming period until the decisions are made, there
will be a lot of communication with the stakeholders individually in which the decisions in
the end could be adjusted. Stakeholders get a lot of opportunities to offer variations on the
alternative, which will be considered and might change the result of the project.
The way determinations are made about the interests of the stakeholders is determined
by the extent to which these interests are reachable. Whenever the interests are not in
line with the goals of the project, it is not possible to implement these interests. According
to Tim Smit (interview 3), communication is the most important factor during the decisionmaking phase. Whenever it is not possible to succeed in realizing the interests of the
stakeholders, it is important to communicate with these stakeholders to make them
understand why the outcome of the project is not in line with their values. For the
stakeholders that are facing negative consequences of the project outcome, it is the task
of the project team to compensate these losses in a financial way.
However, it became clear that money is still a really important actor for the final
determinations of the project. There are no decisions made yet, but it is shown that the
developments of the preferred alternatives are highly based on money. Reachability is an
important factor of the decisions that will be made in the next phase of the project.
Suggestions for outcomes of the project are based on the affordability and technical
feasibility of the implementations. Parties like Natuurmonumenten offer a financial
contribution to make sure their interests are considered in a comprehensive way with the
creation of the result. The municipality of Oss is also contributing money, but Geenen
(interview 2) explained that the municipality needs to offer more money in the future to
realize the interests of their inhabitants.
There are some doubts about the functioning of the integrality of the project. The
interviews with Frank Geenen (interview 2) and Kay Verhulst (interview 4) made clear that
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even though the project team aims to be as integral as possible, it is not realized that
much yet. Financial factors are too determining for the project outcome. The interviews
made clear that the interests of some parties have more influence on the outcome of the
project than others. Factors that create this influence are money, knowledge or support. It
became clear that the two chosen preferred alternatives created during the workshop
sessions were based on these factors rather than the interests of the participants of the
workshops. Parties like Natuurmonumenten have more power than other parties which
results in a lot of added natural aspects in the preferred alternatives. Since these
decisions are not final yet, it is still possible to add other aspects to the final outcome.
However, since these aspects are not included in the preferred alternatives, these aspects
will not get priority. This shows that the collaboration with the stakeholders is not as
impactful as the project team wants it to be. The created alternatives during the
workshops are not a good reflection of the discussed subjects during these workshops
and with that, the workshops do not have as much influence as expected by its members.
The interview with Lianne Schröder (interview 5) confirmed the importance of other factors
other than the interests of the stakeholders. According to Schröder, the decisions of the
project are based on several elements. These elements are research, policy, financing,
time, environment and support. The last two elements are the elements that include
stakeholders to the project the most. For the environment, the project team uses the
spatial quality frame. The principles of this frame are considered in the decisions made for
the project. The support element of the decisions is gained by the workshops. The
workshops result in a clear view of what the participants of the workshop have in mind.
However, according to Schröder, it is not always realistic to implement the outcome of
these workshops, since the financial element is another strong factor.
Schröder explained that some parties will be unhappy about the result of the project. She
used the example of a farmer. There is one farmer in the area who has a lot of land. He
wants to keep his land there instead of getting it transformed to a natural area. By being
persistent, the farmer will probably keep his land when the project outcome gets
implemented but will have to move to another place in the future anyway. The concern of
the farmer gets considered temporarily. Schröder pointed out that a lot of options for
stakeholders are not realistic, since there are goals set and there is a limited amount of
money.
Decisions that do not take place in this phase yet, are written in the area vision of 2050.
This area vision is a vision which includes the elements that are not included in the project
yet but will be implemented later. The reason why the elements are not included yet are
mainly due to financial issues.
Just like other parties, Schröder has some comments on the way the process of the
project functions. However, other than other parties, Schröder is not complaining about
the determinations of the project. The problem for her is that the project team tries to be
integral, even though they are not able to achieve this. Schröder explained that the
options for several stakeholders were limited since some decisions were already made in
the beginning of the project as project goals. However, the stakeholders during the
workshops still got the idea that there were options for them. A strong example is the
example of the farmers. According to Schröder, it was already decided as a project
purpose that the land in the area would be used for nature in the end. However, other
stakeholders still got made believe that there were options for farmers to keep their land in
the area. According to Schröder, the project team should not have given the ideas to the
stakeholders that these options exist.
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4. Conclusion
This conclusion starts by answering the sub questions and after that, the outcome of
these answers provide an answer to the main question of this research: ‘to what extent
does the integrator contribute to a better connection between the interests of different
parties involved in the implementation of the new safety standards in the Netherlands?’
The first sub question of this thesis is as follows: ‘to what extent does an integrator
contribute to the dynamic of principled engagement?’ This question can be answered by
looking at the four elements of this dynamic, namely the following: discovery, definition,
deliberation and definition.
Like all the other elements, the meaning of discovery is explained multiple times during
this thesis. The element of discovery includes the way how the interests, concerns and
values of stakeholders are revealed.
Before stakeholders can reveal their interests, it is essential that they receive all the
relevant information of the project developments to create their own concerns. To provide
this, the project team organized multiple options for parties concerned with the project
developments to receive information. With the use of dike tables, flood plain tables,
information meetings, a clear website and private conversations, the project team was
able to ensure that all actors that could be touched by the developments of the project got
informed.
After receiving the relevant information about the project, stakeholders had multiple
possibilities in the same kind of meetings to express their interests, concerns and values.
The previously mentioned meetings were not only used to provide information, but they
also contained room for stakeholders to express their interests towards the project team.
Another way for stakeholders to express their interests are the workshop sessions. These
sessions are a bit more complex than the other meetings for the fact that these are
organized multiple times with the same, representative group. All the stakeholders that
were interested in these sessions had the possibility to join them. The workshop sessions
also provide many opportunities for stakeholders to reveal their interests during
discussions.
The area is situated in the municipality of Oss. When people have concerns about the
project, not only are they able to contact the project team about their concerns, but the
municipality of Oss is also a contact point. Since the municipality and the project team
frequently arrange meetings to discuss project developments, the municipality of Oss can
ensure its inhabitants that their concerns get delivered to the project team in the end.
During my analysis, multiple actors explained that the only stakeholders that do not get
heard, are the ones that consciously choose to remain quiet.
The discovery of the interests, values and concerns of the relevant parties was the task of
the whole project team. All members of this team used their knowledge to get in touch
with new stakeholders and with the use of connections between different stakeholders,
the project team was able to discover new interests. The integrator had an important role
during this process for the fact that he already had a lot of initial knowledge of relevant
parties, but other actors like the environmental manager were more important for the
engagement of stakeholders to discover their interests.
The next element is the element of definition in which a common purpose has to be
created. The integrator of the project has an important role with the implementation of this
element. It is his task to connect the dots between the interests of different parties and
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with that, create purposes that are beneficial for multiple stakeholders with different
interests. During the analysis part of this thesis, it became clear that a funnel process is
used to create a common purpose. The discovery part of the project resulted in a clear
overview of the interests, concerns and values of the stakeholders concerned by the
project outcome. During the definition project, the funnel process took place in which
elements were filtered out of the project to define a realistic alternative. It was the task of
the integrator to create the most comprehensive alternative possible by just filtering out
the elements impossible to combine with the main goals of the project.
A big part of the definition of the common purpose happened during the workshop
sessions. These sessions provided an overview of elements which could be included in
the outcome of the project and during the sessions, participants were served with multiple
methods to discuss these elements. The outcome of the sessions provided an overall
view of the interests of the stakeholders and with that, a common purpose could be
created.
Not only did the creation of a common purpose take place during workshop sessions,
other meetings also provided possibilities to define this purpose. An example that is
frequently used during the interviews, is the example of the characteristic line of trees on
the dike. During all kinds of meetings, it became clear that the stakeholders are valuing
these trees a lot. The created common purpose on this field is for that reason that the
trees must remain on the dike. The common purpose like this is created with an eye on
the integrality of the project and that the management is not only based on the
implementation of the flood safety systems.
The role of the integrator with the definition of a common purpose is important. The
integrator has the task to find a way to include as many interests as possible in the project
and with that, more and more stakeholders want the project to be successful. With the
funnel process, the integrator filters out options which cannot get included in the project,
but aims to add as many interests into the project. With that, the integrator is a valuable
actor with the realization of a common purpose.
As third, the element of deliberation is analyzed. Deliberation is about the expressing of
visions about a case of the project by discussing this case. The goal of these discussions
is to find a common solution for the case.
The elements of principled engagement are strongly linked with each other. Therefore,
this part of the analysis also contained a lot of information about the meetings. The
workshops are the most impactful moments for stakeholders to influence the outcome of
the project. During these workshops, a representative group of stakeholders of the area is
selected to get involved in the creation of the result. During these workshops, participants
get provided with a lot of information and get asked to discuss about these provided
subjects. The project team is very attentive of the outcome of the workshop discussions
and writes everything down for the further phase of the project. Since the group involved
by these workshops reflects the whole of people concerned by the project, the outcome of
workshop discussions should provide a clear overview of the preferred situation according
the stakeholders.
Participants are very satisfied about the way the workshops take place. After many
workshops, the participants experience a trusted bonding with each other and feel
confident during the meetings. Multiple actors explained that the atmosphere is good
during the workshops and that the participants are open to each other.
The workshops are the most important meetings, but the other meetings are also
providing options for stakeholders to discuss. During all the other meetings, there is room
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for discussion. These meetings often include discussions about the developments in the
area, the consequences for the stakeholders of the area and possible solutions for these
consequences.
In the end, there is a lot of possibilities for stakeholders to discuss about the outcome of
the project. During these meetings, stakeholders feel comfortable enough to express their
concerns, discuss them with others, and create solutions to these problems in the end.
The integrator of the project is present at the workshop meetings, but he is not
responsible for the organization of it. The organization of the meetings is done by the
workshop leaders and supervised by the ‘klankbordgroep’. The integrator is only present
during the workshop sessions to obtain information about the interests of the other
workshop participants.
The last element is the element of the determinations. This element purely includes the
decisions made as a result of collaboration. In case of this project, definitive decisions are
not made yet since the project is not situated in that phase yet. However, there are some
overall decisions made about elements that are included and excluded in the preferred
alternatives of the project.
The analyses of the project data provided a clear view about the way in which
stakeholders were considered in the decision-making phase of the project. However, this
element does not focus on the way in which these interested parties were considered, but
on the extent to which the outcome of this inclusion of the stakeholders is seen in the
decisions made by the project.
During my analyses, it became clear that the workshops are the most impactful way for
stakeholders to shape the final result of the project. During these workshops, participants
can discuss with each other and find a way to implement as many elements as possible.
The developments of the workshops resulted in two final alternatives, the alternatives X
and Z. However, these alternatives exclude some elements discussed during the
workshop meetings and with that, are not a good reflection of the outcomes of the
workshops. Elements like sustainable energy elements and implementations on the
northern side of the river area are not or barely added to these final alternatives. A lot of
questions occurred after the revealing of these alternatives. Participants of the workshops
were wondering how their input was handled by the project team.
To prevent negative feedback on the developments of the project, the project team aims
to be as clear as possible on the field of communication. They show the stakeholders
every step that is taken and the way in which these steps are considered.
Overall, the project succeeds in the discovery of the interests, the defining of a common
purpose and the deliberation aspect and with that, the project achieves to integrate the
stakeholders to the process. However, the role of the integrator is not of big importance.
The whole project team is responsible for the realization of the elements of principled
engagement. It became clear that the discovery of the interests is done by the whole
project team, and that the environmental manager is one of the most important actors
during this stage. The element of definition is the element in which the integrator is of
importance. By connecting the dots between the interests of different stakeholders and by
finding the best outcomes with the use of a funnel process, the integrator is valuable for
the creation of a common purpose. For the deliberation element, the integrator is not more
than a member of the workshops organized by the workshop leader. At last, the final
determinations are made by the directors of the project. The task of the project team is to
provide suggestions for the outcome of the project but again, this is the task of the whole
project team and the contribution of the integrator himself is just a small part of it.
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This brings us to the next sub question of this thesis: ‘Are there factors that impede a
representative outcome of the project?’
During the analysis part of this thesis, it became clear that it the project is not as integral
as it could be. There are some factors that impede the extent to which the result of the
project reflects the interests of the stakeholders of the area. It turned out that the
decisions about the preferred alternative of the project are aiming towards a natural
outcome, with a lack of attention to agricultural and sustainable elements and that the
number of implementations on the northern side of the river is scarce. Since the
workshops contain a representative group of stakeholders of the area, there are also
inhabitants of the northern side of the river and farmers present at the meetings. For this
reason, the outcome of the two alternatives X and Z is not a representative result of the
workshop sessions and with that, it is not a representative result of the interests of the
stakeholders.
The factors that are creating the result of the project are not only the support of the
stakeholders, but also power, research, policy, financing and time. This results in an
outcome of the project which is not purely based on the preferences of the stakeholders,
but also on other factors.
The last sub question was as follows: ‘Are there other factors apart from the integrator that
result in a representative management of the project?’
It became clear that not only the integrator, but the complete project team is responsible
for the integral outcome of the project. The integrator is added to provide it with a more
integral view and to take as many interests into account as possible. The most important
role of the integrator is to find the main interests of the stakeholders and to add them to
the process of the project. However, he is not the only one collecting interests of
stakeholders. The environmental manager of the project team is responsible for the
contact with the interested parties. He arranges private and public meetings for
stakeholders to inform them and get informed by their interests and he also selected
participants for the workshop sessions. For this reason, he is also an important actor
offering a contribution to the extent to which the project is functioning in an integral way.
The workshops are also important for the creation of an integral result. During these
workshops, the participants discuss with each other how they can implement as many
priorities as possible to the project. With that, the workshop sessions are also contributing
to the integral goal of the project.
In the end, the integrator is not the only one who contributes for a more integral outcome
of the project but there are more parties aiming to reach this goal.
With answers to these sub questions, I am now able to answer my main question: ‘To
what extent does the integrator contribute to a better connection between the interests of
different parties involved in the implementation of the new safety standards in the
Netherlands?’
It is possible to conclude that the project team in which the integrator is added aims to be
as integral as possible. The stakeholders are provided with a lot of opportunities to
express their interests, discuss for outcomes and create preferred alternatives. The
communication between the stakeholders and the project team is very clear, and the
project team listens to the comments of the stakeholders attentively.

38

However, since other factors like power, budget, policy, and research affect the outcome
of the project, it is impossible to be as integral as aimed for. The project functions in an
integral way, but the results of the projects will be too much influenced by other factors
which will provide a lack of representative results in the end.
As for the integrator, the integrator is successful during this project. The project is integral
in the extent to which this is possible. By considering interests of stakeholders, the project
is more than just an implementation of the flood safety systems, and with that, the most
integral of the HWBP projects of the moment. However, the integrator is not the only one
responsible for this, the environmental manager and the workshop sessions also offer a
large contribution to the extent to which the project is integral.

39

5. Reflection and recommendations
This chapter contains a reflection on this thesis and recommendations for future
investigations. Looking back on the chosen theories, methodology and the way the
analysis happened, it is possible to find out which parts of this investigation occurred in a
successful or unsuccessful way, and what could be advised for future investigations.

5.1 Reflection
In this reflection, I will look back on each part of this thesis and discuss the positive and
negative experiences of these parts.

5.1.1 Case selection
First, I would like to make clear that I am glad that I chose this case for my research. It is
the first project with the use of an integrator so for this reason, the project was perfect to
use for a case study.
However, it might have been a better idea to use multiple cases in the end. Since this
thesis focused on the role of the integrator, it might have been a better idea to compare
the case with a project without an integrator. With a comparative case study instead of a
single case study, a clearer view could about the importance of an integrator could have
been provided.

5.1.2 Methodology
The methods used for this thesis were suitable. Firstly, the stakeholder analysis provided
a clear view about the most relevant stakeholders for this thesis. With the use of this
stakeholder analysis, it was easy to approach the right stakeholders and to arrange
meetings with them. With the use of Atlas.ti, it was possible to analyse the interviews in a
relatively objective way which made it possible for me to write clear interview reports.
Other than these two analyzation parts, also a document analysis was used. This
document analysis was useful for the project since the project contains many documents
on its web page.
On the other hand, there were some struggles during the analysis part. At first sight, I was
preferring observations above document analysis. However, there were some
circumstances which made it impossible for me to join the workshops in which I would
have liked to observe the activities. Fortunately, the workshops got documented and
published on the web page of the project which made it possible for me to still analyse the
workshop sessions.

5.1.3 Theoretical framework
On the theoretical part, the used theories were in line with the research goal of this thesis.
The collaborative governance theory provided a lot of information about the elements
needed to create a collaborative regime. Since the theory of collaborative governance is
too extensive, I chose to focus on the part of principled engagement, which is one of the
dynamics needed to achieve collaboration. Principled engagement was a good
component to use for a thesis like this since it was understandable and applicable to the
project. However, with the use of only this part of the framework of collaborative
governance, it is still not possible to conclude about the extent to which collaboration is
reached. Collaboration is namely not only determined by principled engagement, but also
by other dynamics which are not elaborated in this thesis. This makes it possible to create
conclusions about the principled engagement part, but it is still not possible to create hard
conclusions about the extent to which collaboration is achieved.

5.1.4 Analysis
In the end, the analysis part of the thesis was a success. The interviews have been
conducted smoothly, the documents were helpful for reaching the project aim and the
40

chosen stakeholders to interview were the right ones for this research. Of course, also this
part of the thesis contained some barriers.
Some stakeholders chosen to interview were hard to reach. Many people were busy, and
it was hard to arrange meetings with them. For this reason, I was not able to conduct
interviews with all the parties that I wanted to investigate in. Luckily, some interviews
provided me with information about other relevant parties to interview which in the end,
still gave me the opportunity to interview enough relevant stakeholders.
During the analysis of my interviews, it became clear to me that I received a lot of the
same kind of information from different actors. This resulted in a repeat of the same
results written in my interview reports.

5.2 Recommendations
Based on the previous reflection chapter, I created some recommendations for future
investigations of the same subject.
First, I would recommend investigating this project with the use of a multiple case
research. This might take some more time, but it makes it easier to conclude about the
importance of an integrator added to a project since with a multiple case study, you are
able to compare the project with another project that does not make use of an integrator.
Secondly, it might be a good idea to make use of observations when it is possible. Since
the project was not in its earliest stage anymore when I started investigating it, I was not
able to join the workshops sessions which provided a lot of useful information for my
research. Future investigations could strengthen themselves as soon as the investigator
joins the project in its early stages and with that, makes it possible to use observations as
analyses for the research.
As third, the theoretical part could be improved for future researches. This thesis only
contained the principled engagement dynamic of the theory of collaborative governance.
This made it not possible to create firm conclusions about the collaboration as a result of
the added integrator. I would recommend future investigations to include all the dynamics
of the collaborative governance theory to be able to create strong conclusions.
For the conducting of interviews, I would recommend starting early with the contacting of
relevant parties. Since they are frequently busy, it might take some time till they reply to
your email. My advice is to contact actors to interview in early stages and to approach
more stakeholders than necessary, in case it is impossible to arrange an interview with
the preferred actors.
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6. Appendixes
6.1 Interview guides
Interview guide - Hans van Engen
Principiële betrokkenheid van de stakeholders.
‘Discovery (identification and analysis of relevant information)’


Is u duidelijk wat de interesses, zorgen en waarden van de verschillende
partijen zijn?
 Wat staat centraal in de visies van de participanten?
 Zijn er partijen waarvan de interesses, zorgen en waarden niet
duidelijk zijn?
 Hoe komt het dat sommige visies u niet duidelijk zijn?
 Op welke manier maakt u het mogelijk voor actoren om hun visies
duidelijk te maken?
 Voelen actoren zich comfortabel bij het uiten van hun interesses,
zorgen en waarden?

‘Definition (effort to build shared meaning around issues relevant to the collaborative
governance regime)’


Wat is het probleem dat centraal staat onder de partijen?
 Zijn er partijen die dit probleem niet ondervinden?
 Op welke manier (op welke vlakken) zou dit probleem verbeterd
kunnen worden?
 In hoeverre zijn partijen het eens met deze definitie van het
probleem?

‘Deliberation (use of candid and reason discussion to address issues)’


Op welke manier kunnen actoren hun mening uiten over de ontwikkelingen
van het project?
 Wat zijn de opties voor de actoren?
 In hoeverre maken actoren gebruik van deze opties?
 Zijn er punten die actoren verzwijgen tijdens de ontmoetingen?
 Krijgen alle actoren dezelfde opties om hun meningen te uiten?
 Hoe gaat u om met gevallen waarbij verschillende actoren het niet
met elkaar eens zijn?
 In hoeverre worden perspectieven van verschillende actoren
aangepast na discussies?

‘Determinations (decisions reached by the collaborative governance regime)’


In hoeverre bent u tevreden over de gemaakte beslissing?
 Heeft u al beslissingen gemaakt op basis van de uitkomsten van het
integratieproces?
 In hoeverre zijn de actoren het eens met deze beslissingen?
 Wat zijn deze beslissingen?
 Zijn er actoren die niet instemmen met de gemaakte beslissingen?
 Op welke manier gaat u deze beslissingen uitvoeren?
 In hoeverre hebben actoren zicht op de uitvoering van de
beslissingen?
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Interview guide - Frank Geenen
Principiële betrokkenheid van de stakeholders.
‘Discovery (identification and analysis of relevant information)’




Heeft u duidelijke prioriteiten voor het project?
Hoe zijn deze belangen gevormd?
Welke belangen staan centraal voor de gemeente Oss tijdens dit project?

‘Definition (effort to build shared meaning around issues relevant to the collaborative
governance regime)’





Zijn er partijen die (gedeeltelijk) dezelfde belangen hebben als de belangen
die u vertegenwoordigt?
Heeft u uw belangen al aangepast om bij een andere partij aan te kunnen
sluiten? Zo niet, bent u daartoe bereid?
Wat zijn de belangen die u met meerdere partijen deelt?
Met welke partijen deelt u dezelfde mening over agendapunten van het
project?

‘Deliberation (use of candid and reason discussion to address issues)’






Op welke manier kunt u uw belangen uiten naar de uitvoerders van het
project?
Bent u tevreden met de manier waarop u uw belangen kunt uiten?
Voelt u zich comfortabel wanneer u de mogelijkheid krijgt om uw belangen te
uiten?
Heeft u ideeën voor manieren die beter zijn voor het uiten van belangen van
verschillende partijen?
Op welke manier kunnen partijen die u vertegenwoordigt hun belangen naar
voren brengen?

‘Determinations (decisions reached by the collaborative governance regime)’







Zijn er al besluiten gevormd over het project?
Is de besluitvorming een afspiegeling van onder andere uw belangen?
Bent u tevreden over de besluiten die zijn gevormd over het project?
Hoe zou u het liever zien?
Hoe komt het dat de besluitvorming niet overeenkomt met uw belangen?
Hoe zou dit kunnen worden verbeterd?
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Interview guide - Tim Smit
Wat is uw taak precies?
Hoe benadert u stakeholders?
Principiële betrokkenheid van de stakeholders.
‘Discovery (identification and analysis of relevant information)’





Op welke manier selecteert u relevante stakeholders?
Hoe bent u erachter gekomen wat de belangen van de verschillende
stakeholders zijn?
Hoe heeft u deze belangen in behandeling genomen?
Heeft u een allesomvattend beeld van de belangen?
 Zijn er nog belangen die mogelijk achterwege worden gehouden?

‘Definition (effort to build shared meaning around issues relevant to the collaborative
governance regime)’





Wat is uw volgende stap na het verzamelen van relevante informatie?
Hoe gaat u om met de grote hoeveelheid van verschillende belangen?
In welke mate lukt het u om de belangen te combineren tot een
gemeenschappelijk doel?
Zijn er bepaalde belangen die u gemakkelijker uit het gemeenschappelijke
einddoel haalt dan andere belangen?
 Op welke manier selecteert u belangen die de combinatie vormen van
het gemeenschappelijke einddoel?

‘Deliberation (use of candid and reason discussion to address issues)’







Op welke manier maakt u het voor de belanghebbenden mogelijk om hun
interesses en belangen te uiten?
Is er ruimte voor discussie mogelijk voor belanghebbenden?
Is het mogelijk belanghebbenden te overtuigen van andere standpunten?
Is er een beperking op de mate waarin belanghebbenden toegang krijgen tot
relevante informatie over het project?
 Zijn er sommige belanghebbenden die meer mogelijkheden hebben
om inspraak uit te oefenen dan andere?
 Wat is de oorzaak van dit verschil?
Op welke manier worden overlegmomenten georganiseerd?

‘Determinations (decisions reached by the collaborative governance regime)’




Zijn er al beslissingen gelanceerd als gevolg van de samenwerking?
Geven deze beslissingen een duidelijke weerspiegeling aan van de
samenwerkende partijen betrokken bij het project?
Zijn mogelijkheden voor belanghebbenden om zich uit te spreken over het
project oorzaken/aanleidingen voor veranderingen in de besluitvorming van
het project?
 Hoe komt het dat dit wel/niet zo is?
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Interview guide - Kay Verhulst
Op welke manier bent u betrokken bij het project?
Waar woont u?
Wat zijn de bevindingen van uw onderzoek?
Principiële betrokkenheid van de stakeholders.
‘Discovery (identification and analysis of relevant information)’





Wat zijn uw belangen?
Op welke manier uit u deze belangen?
Wat zijn de mogelijkheden voor u om belangen te uiten?
Is het uiten van belangen voor alle belanghebbenden op dezelfde manier
mogelijk?

‘Definition (effort to build shared meaning around issues relevant to the collaborative
governance regime)’





Zijn er partijen waarmee u dezelfde interesses heeft?
Zijn uw interesses in de loop van de tijd veranderd?
 Zo ja, hoe komt dit?
Heeft u uw interesses aangepast om zo meer draagvlak voor het onderwerp
te verkrijgen?
Is het gemakkelijk om een gemeenschappelijk doel te creëren?
 Wordt u hierbij geholpen door het projectteam?

‘Deliberation (use of candid and reason discussion to address issues)’






Heeft u mogelijkheden om projectonderwerpen te bespreken met andere
relevante partijen?
 Wat zijn deze mogelijkheden?
Op welke manier bespreekt u onderwerpen?
Bent u tevreden over deze manier van discussiëren?
Zijn er nog elementen van de discussiebijeenkomsten die verbeterd zouden
kunnen worden?

‘Determinations (decisions reached by the collaborative governance regime)’





Wat zijn de besluiten die tot nu toe zijn genomen?
Wat vindt u van deze genomen besluiten?
Op welke manier zijn deze besluiten gevormd?
Zijn de genomen besluiten een weerspiegeling van de belangen van de
belanghebbenden?
 Waar komt dit wel/niet door?
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Interview guide - Lianne Schröder
Wat is uw taak tijdens dit project?
Principiële betrokkenheid van de stakeholders.
‘Discovery (identification and analysis of relevant information)’





Wat zijn uw belangen?
Op welke manier uit u deze belangen?
Wat zijn de mogelijkheden voor u om belangen te uiten?
Is het uiten van belangen voor alle belanghebbenden op dezelfde manier
mogelijk?

‘Definition (effort to build shared meaning around issues relevant to the collaborative
governance regime)’





Zijn er partijen waarmee u dezelfde interesses heeft?
Zijn uw interesses in de loop van de tijd veranderd?
 Zo ja, hoe komt dit?
Heeft u uw interesses aangepast om zo meer draagvlak voor het onderwerp
te verkrijgen?
Is het gemakkelijk om een gemeenschappelijk doel te creëren?
 Wordt u hierbij geholpen door het projectteam?

‘Deliberation (use of candid and reason discussion to address issues)’






Heeft u mogelijkheden om projectonderwerpen te bespreken met andere
relevante partijen?
 Wat zijn deze mogelijkheden?
Op welke manier bespreekt u onderwerpen?
Bent u tevreden over deze manier van discussiëren?
Zijn er nog elementen van de discussiebijeenkomsten die verbeterd zouden
kunnen worden?

‘Determinations (decisions reached by the collaborative governance regime)’





Wat zijn de besluiten die tot nu toe zijn genomen?
Wat vindt u van deze genomen besluiten?
Op welke manier zijn deze besluiten gevormd?
Zijn de genomen besluiten een weerspiegeling van de belangen van de
belanghebbenden?
 Waar komt dit wel/niet door?
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6.2 Code books
Codes Hans van Engen
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Codes Frank Geenen
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Codes Tim Smit
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Codes Kay Verhulst
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Codes Lianne Schröder
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