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Summary

In 2017, the new water safety norms were changed. Therefore, the water safety mawegaledto
be rewritten and are now based on flood risk. In practtbés resulted in anew goal of the Dutch
Flood Protection Program (DFP®hich compisesstrengtheningdikesat a rate of50 km per year,
with a maximum financial investment of 360 milliearos annually(Jorisseret al.,2016) Consistent
with this, public participationin decisiormakinghasbecomemore relevant and essentidHence the
3 2 @S Ny phgsigain@éventionsin the living environmentmayrequire legitimizationAsthese
dikereinforcement projects affect the publapaceit is reasonabléo at leastconsultandinform
public participantf their possible consequences

Althoughmuch iswritten within the academic literatur@bout thereasondor involvingpublic
participants it remains uncleahow to measurethe effectiveness of their involvemerih decision
making.Therefore, this researcimvestigatedwhich characteristicof public participationnfluenced
the preferred alternativeduring the dikereinforcement projectsThisresearchanswershe following
main research question:

AWhich characteristics of public participationpactthe preferred alternative iDFRP collaborative
projects€

The first step of this research wasconduct diterature study Thisaimedto developa method of
measuringwhich characteristics of public participatiompactedthe preferred alternative. This
resultedin combiring Emersoret alQ @012) andNewiget alQ @018) theoriesto create a
conceptual modelThe conceptual model comprises four clustensd each of thenmas itsunique
variables, representing the characteristics of public participation: (1) representation of, Wias
and concernsincluding the variable&iscoverg and copening Up DMP to (environmental)
concerns; (2) incorporation of knowledgéncluding the variableday & local Knowledgeand
ocknowledge; (3) deliberationincluding the variable&communication and bargaining¢deliberative
process; dedinitioné and ccommitment; and (4) internal legitimagyncluding the variables
onegotiation, mutual gains and conflict resolution for acceptagaderocedural fairness,ctrusté and
omutual understanding.Consequently, theseariables are predicting the dependent variable
(preferred alternative).

Based on thisa quantitative analysisasconducted.Thiswasperformed usngan existing survey
SPSS datasebmprisingmultiple DFPRollaborative projectsHence, the conceptual modelas
included andestedwithin the SPSS program usimgiltiple regression analysis, in which the
variables were linked to the surveyiestions from the datasdb processConsequentlytwo results
were relevant Thesaelated © whether publicparticipantsmutually respectedach otherduring
the decisiommaking procesandwhetherappointed internal expertsubstantiallyimpactedthe
preferred alternative After determiningthat appointed internal experts have an influence, the
research furtheinvestigatedhow this might be expressed. Thigasexplored byperforming acase
study. Beforethe case studyacase studyelectionwas conductedThiswas achievedby testing
multiple DFPRrojectsin four different rounds Thesdncluded (1) selectingDFPRorojects from the
SPSS datasd®) selectingDFPRroject based on the two survey questiqii8) the diversity of public
participants based on their institutionbbckgroundsind (4)their willingness to be interviewed
(practical issue)Consequentlythe IJsseldijk Zwoll®Istdike reinforcement projectvas selected aa
case study.

In the IJsseldijk ZwoHl@Istdike reinforcement projectase studythe conceptual model was used
again to identify how appointed internal exgeinfluencedthe characteristics of public participation.



Consequentlymost of the variables (characteristics) were indicated throagointedinternal
experts also called environmental managely,sharing their views and ideagth the public
participantsand vice versauring walkin meetings Clusterl). These internal experts organized
masterclasses abouwtater safetyandenvironmental assessmentn(e.r), impartedlocal knowledge
from additionalinvolved public participantQlusterll) and mobilizedand enabledpublic participants
with divergentbackgroundsn different roles such aglijkdenkers property ownersandthe
environmentalplatform (represenativesof different interest organizatiorjsinto structured and
deliberative meeting¢Clusterlll). Finally the environmental managers maxertinfluence by
gainingthe public participant®  (tNalzghiielievingtheir concerns about whawould eventually
happento their private property or otheraluable environmental featuredoseto or on the dike
body (nature, cultural heritageand recreation Quster 1V)

In line withthis, fourother additions arealsoconditionalandmay determine whether the
characteristts of public participation have a positive or negative impact on the preferred alternative,
such aghe level of expertise o public participantbeing amemberof an interest organizatioand
personal attachmenofthe LJdzo £ A O  LJpropkrty @4#dedice/oil dth@r nature and cultural
heritage values) to the dik&xpertized public participantanbetter follow the decisiormaking
process allowing them to be more committed during the meetings and peethie waterboard as
more predictable Consequatly, thisleadsto more mutual understanding and respect byultiple
parties(e.g. public participants, specialists and government representBeihg part of an interest
organization i@ way to gather and represent viewisleas,and concerns of public participarasd
coordinak and process the information available to the pulffrom the decisioamaking processds
an official representative body. Furthermore, the more personal attachs@ng, private property
or residencelrelocated closer to the dikbody, the less room for certainty can be assured with
public participants, leadintp a less predictablprocess and decread mutual understanding and
trust. Factors influencing this might be thecertaintiesat the earlyproject stage also called the
exploration phasgand the5 Ct sc@p& and budget, which aims to finthalance in the most
effective and less expensioption for the dike reinforcement.

Finally the case studfindings except for the variableécommunicdion and bargaining(Quster 1)
YR WQLINEZ OS GuizdkliVh) areF dorfobalat®divétitiirésults from the quantitative
analysisas environmental managers (appointed internal experts) from the waterboard play a key
rolein influencingthe chaacteristics of public participation impacting the preferred alternative
was possible to answer the main research queshgrapplying the conceptual model to both the
case study and multi regression analyBigsally, recommendations for practice afs@given to
conduct more interviews with othékindsof participants, such as Dijkdenkensdboard membes,
andsuccessfumeetings with property owners of the dike reinforcement project 1Jsseldijk Zwolle
Olst.Moreover,recommendatiois for further reseach are given to further exploréne management
of expectatimsand the influence of interest organizations in these DFPP collaborative projects.
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1. Introduction

1.1Background

The foundation of the Dutch flood protection standards was laid by Van Dantzig and Kriens. Their
work contributed to the report of the first Delta Committee (123®60). This Delta Committee was
installed by the Minister of Public Works and Water Managenadter the disastrous flood of 1953

in the southwestern part of the Netherlands 836 casualties andneconomic loss of

approximately 10%f the GDP Jorisseret al.,2016)

Based on theafety standards, large flood protection projects wemnductedduring the decades
after the 1953flood. In 1996, the Flood Protection Act marked a conclugidhis period. The
technical safety standards became statutcapd all flood protection structures werequiredto be
tested against these standards evdine (later siX) years(Jorisseret al.,2016)

The first assessment was a test rouhdwever the second assessment yielded a significant
reconstructionprogramof 370km (roughly 10% of the total). Most of these reconstruction projects
were caused by ineasedhydraulicloads and new insighiato technical criteriaThe evaluation of
this programand earlier reconstruction projects showed that considerable improvements in
effectiveness and efficiency were necessary. A taste led by TenHeuvelhof recommendethat

the authorities change the financiatrangementdor reconstruction projects to share responsibility
for the programto improveproject preparation (including an exploration phas#)also
recommended that theegional water athoritiesinvest in technical and project management skills
(Jorisseret al.,2016).The regionalater authoritiesacceptedtheir responsibilityand a Government
Agreement on Water was reach@u2011 For flood protection, the regional water authorities
committed themselves to eéinancing (50%) the reconstruction works angprovingeffectiveness
and efficiency. With this agreement, the regional water authorities and the Minidtiyfrastructure
and Environmentaid the foundation for a joinprogram the Dutch Flood ProtectioRrogram
(DFPR)or in Dutch the dHoogwaterbeschermingsprogrami@WBHP. The goal of th®FPRvasto
improve flood protection structures thatid not meet the required safgt standards. The initial scope
of the DFPRvas748km, determined by thethird safety assessmeirftompleted in 20142013
Jorisseret al.,2016)

In September 2008, the Delta Programme was aneednThe Netherlandseededto prepare for

the consequences of the rising sea level, land subsidence and rising temperatures. The Delta
Programmewasdesigned to prevent disasters and provide sufficient freshwater supplies, now and in
the future. Howeverthis not onlyconcernghe future. Flood protections currently alsansufficient

in some other areas. The governmentanductingseveralprojects to remedy this. These projects

are included in the annual Delta Programme. The yearly financial volume of the Delta Programme is
1,100million euros This budget covers only the costs for operation, maintenance and reconstruction
in (primary) flmd protection, national water management and fresh water sugpdyisseret al.,

2016)
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In September 2014, the Dutch Delta Commissioner advised the governmdetiaeon the
following five aspects of the Delta Programme:

- Flood risk management
- Freshwater

- Spatial adaptation

- The IJsselake region

- The RhineMeuse delta

The Delta decision on flood risk managemesatsfocused on the new flood protection standards.
These newtandards wereestablishedusing a ristbased approach. The first step in deriving the new
standardswasintroducinga basic safety level Gf0*° per year for the acceptable probability of a
fatality due to flooding. This is the salled local individual risk. The second steasto determine
whether a higher level of protectiocouldapplyto areaswhereflooding could lead to large groups

of casualties or significant economic losses. A higher protection leweldalso apply if vital

functions such as a nuclear power plamigre present. The flood protection standardsere derived
using the cosbenefit analysis and recently developed insights iflood risk assessment. Especially
the spatial variationen flooding patternsdepending on the location of breaches in the flood
protection structuressignificantly influencedhe risks. The analysessultedin economicallyefficient
flood protectionstandards for different parts of the Netherlands that significadiffered from the
present standards. Especially in the river atba new standards are stricter than the present
standardsThese resulted ia program improving safety against floodjtigked to asocietally
acceptable risk levgRijksvaterstaat,n.d.-a). Thus the optimization may also lead to different
standards for flood protection structures surrounding the same dike ring area (if the consequences of
floodingdiffer). The concept of muHayered protection has been applied in deriving the safety
standard:

- Layer 1:Measures to prevent flooding (dikes, dams and duassvell agreatingadditional
spacefor the rivers)

- Layer 2Gounteracting the consequences of flooding through spatial planning

- Layer 3:Gounteracting the consequences of floodthgough emergency management

Layer 3 has beeconsideredusing an evacuation raieélepending on the type of flooding and dike

ring area. Level Basbeenincludedby anticipating the spatial planning situatioins2050. The final

result is the flood protetion standards expressed as the acceptable yearly probability of flooding due
to a failed flood protection section. Thiémensionsof these uniform sections range fromdD4 km.

These new standardsere establishedn a law starting from January 2017, and are to be met in
2050(Rijksvaterstaat,n.d-a). The new safety standards range from 1/300 per yed/1®,000per

year. The interval between safety assessments has been increasediftmi2 years. Following the
Delta decision, the focus of theslla Programmas shiftingtoward delivering the policy decisions in
practice by adapting water management strategies ardcutingreconstruction projectgJorisseret
al.,2016)

The reconstruction projectisicludecoastal and beach nourishment to preserve the required width
and height of the dunes, creatiragiditional spacdor the rivers toaccommodate increasetiver
dischargesndreinforcingthe primary flood protection structures. Rijkswaterstaat and the raglo
water authorities are responsible for delivering the new safety standfocissingon measures in
Layer 1.Additionally to measurelayer 1 Rijkswaterstaat and the regional water authorities
cooperate with other authorities (province, municipalitiés)increase performance iayers2 and

3. Howeverno binding agreementsxistbetween them(Jorisseret al.,2016)
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The initial scope of thBFPRs 748 km, determined by the third safety assessment (completed in
2011¢2013) However, the new and generally stricter safety standamigstalsobe considered It is
expected that the scope will expand to roughlp00km of dikes anédpproximately500 sluices and
pumping stationsgdemalen) to reach these new standardRijkswaterstaat, n.da). This massive
scope is organized using risk assessmatwarious levelsAt the national levelthe necessary
projects are ranked based on the actual flamgirisk (probabilitynultiplied bythe expected
damages) and fitted within the budget constraints. Additiogadlsof the DFPRare to improve
performance in project management, enhance the qualiftynore integral solutions anithcrease
cooperation betwee all authorities involve@Jorisseret al.,2016)

In 2014, the DFPP initiated a preliminary design guide for therdikéorcement projects. Aftefour
years the DFPP produceits fourth programfor 201%2022.1n addition torealizng flood protection
projects the DFPP aims to achieveetfollowing comprehensive goals:

- Increa® the production rate (effectiveness) of flood protection projects
- Improwe the efficiency of flood management by reducing the costskrar
- Enhane the societal value of flood protection projects

- Improwve cooperation between the authorities involved

- Assue the quality and control of botlthe programand projects

From2014;202Q the budgetwasshared with the earlier reinforcememrograminitiated bythe
second safety assessment. Fitting the scope within the budggtireda prioritization method. Thus,

it was decided that all proposed reinforcement projects would be ranked on the actual risk due to
flooding (probabilityx consequences). However, due to the digital nature of the assessment
procedure estimatingthe probability of flooding required an additional stefheprogramprocess is
relatively straightforward: fitting the projects within the budget constraints. Thigailnplanning and
estimation of costs per projeetre based on experience and simplified models. In 2013, the first
programwas prepared for 20122019 with over 40 projects (withnainlyexploration phases) and a
total financial volume of 300 millioeuros(Jorisseret al.,2016)

Reinforcement projects masignificantlyimpact the environment (nature, urban and societal).
Minimizing the environmental impact of reinforcement projectinsufficient The successful
program Room for the Rivewas aimed at both flood protection artle enhan@d spatial quality of
the flood plains.However spatial quality is not a formal goal of tBé-PPflood protectionsolutions
can be designetb maximizesocietal valugand nnovations are not limited to technical innovations.
TheDFPRalso stimulates innovatioria contracting, stakeholder participation and decisioraking
(Jorisseret al.,2016)

Elaborating on thigncreasing stakeholdgrarticipation épecifically public participantg decisions
may also be an essential condition for maximizing socigtiales The literaturesuggestdhat it

might be useful to gain more insight into the relevance of this phenomefang (2015) argukthat
more publt participation carbe considered a potent mears achieving key democratic values, such
as legitimacy, justice and effectiveness in governaNtm@eover, Smith(1973)arguedthat local
individualsandcommunities are more intertwined with their environmenthichchanges over time.
Thus, allowinghem to participate could deliver greater immediacy and accuracy of information.

Another reason thislevelopmentmightbe relevant isdue tothe forthcomingEnvironmental Act
(Omgevingswetwhich is expected to be initiated by June 20Z8is law wilfequirethe local
authoritiesto involvepublic participantsarlierin the decisioamaking processf DFPRrojects.This
further emphasize$ocal authoritiescreatingexplicit documentsegardingwho participates the
decisionmakingprocessesndthe results of these projectéliervoetet al, 2019).
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Onestudyilluminatingthis development is five-yearinvestigationof the AllRiskProgram(from

2017 until the end of 2021) initiated alomgth the DFPPIn this programthe following question is

asked ocHow can we support the reinforcement of floo@fensesat an increased pace and
decreased cost whilezcy 8 A RSNAY 3 GKS AYLI SYSy(l i?dTRe/ Qa 3I23SNY I
LINE 3 NgbaVit@investigateyith the reinforcement of the flood defense, the benefits for the

landscape and ecology along with adequate legal, institutiandlsocietal contestfor the
implementation(All-Risk 2020)

In one of theseprojects, the focuss on understanding the challeeg and benefits of crossector
collaboration.Thisemphasizesnvestigatinghow and to what extent these collaborations lead to
integrative, innovative and legitimate solutions in the scope of flood safety, nature, recreation,
spatial quality and sustaibdity. These projects magompriseintensive collaborationkastingthree

to four yearsbetweenthe actors. It is argued that the chosen collaborative approach is likely to make
adifference. However, it is stated that in both the Netherlands and abroad, the causal relationship
betweenhow collaborationoccursand the quality of the final decision preferred alternative

remainsin question(Avoyan 2021)

This research builds dhe Al-RskProgram governance components to further explore the role of
public participation in the context of dike reinforcement projects.
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1.2ProblemSatement

Measuring the effectiveness of public participatiordecisioamakingappears too blurred and wide
in (scientific) scopen Q C I A N K $0) stafed-thiatdhé bededita of public participation are often
assumed, and the underlying fahale for greater public participation is sometimes poorly
articulated, making it even more difficult to determine how to pursue it effectively.

Anotherstudy by Fliervoegt al.(2019),Een dijkwaterschap of omgevingspartnerplores which

criteria may influence selecting suitable forms of public participation in decmking. Therefore,

an inquiry was conducted to gain insight into the experience of Rivierenland Water Board members
and public participants involveid the DFPRrojects. This resulted in-depth interviews with eight
environmentalmanagers and five board members of Rivierenland. Additionally, 34 interviews with
public participants involved in the thrd@FRP projects and surveys of 88 participants from alire
platform were collected. Consequently, an assessment framework was created based on the
experiences of all the intervieweéBliervoetet al.,2019).

However the methodto measure the involvement of public participants during the decisi@king
process remains ambiguouklthough the Fliervoet assessment framework was built after the
research, it did not create a theoretical lens in advance. The researchers may have intended to focus
on exploring this phenomenon rather than determining how to effieslly pursue public

participation. An example of this limitation was highlightedBayton (2009) He argud that based

on a systematic review of studies of community engagement in-besad initiatives, most studies
reported evidence of negative impaats that it was difficult to determine what the objectives of the
interventions were, let alone their impact. Moreover, he highligghthat limited attention is given to

the potential interaction between different forms and degrees of public participatiompiiblic
decisionmaking(Burton, 2009)

Furthermore, researchers and other experts have different definitions and methoidsliag
including public participation in decisianaking. Consequently, this results in mixed findj@gs
definitions vary in phblic involvement or engagement. With regard to methodolagynay be
perceived ag survey or organizd conferences for these public participar{@owe& Frewer 2005).

1.3ResearciAim

Theprimaryresearch aim is tanderstand the challenges amnefitsof includingpublic
participationduringdecisiormaking processe€onsequentlyrecommendatios shall be givato
improve the inclusiorand efficiencyof public participation in th@FPP collaborative projects

14



1.4ResearclQuestion(s)

The folowingare themain research questioand subquestions
Main ResearctQuestion:

Which characteristics of public participationpactthe preferred alternative iDFPRollaborative
projects

SubQuestionl:

According tahe literature, how can the impact of public participation be measured in deeision
making?

SubQuestion2:

Based on the literature, michfactors might be indicated for public participamspactingthe
preferred alternativeén DFPP collaborative proje®ts

ub-Question3:

How do these factors influence public participampactingthe preferred alternative in the 1Jsseldijk
ZwolleOlstDFPP collaborativaroject?

15



1.5Xientific andSocietalRelevance

It is expected that, around 2050, motiean two-thirds of the Dutch populatiomwill livein the delta
areas(C4ities,2022. Thus the desireto maintain and strengthen the dikesll increaseover time.
This can be explaindady the continuouslyincreasing sea level, which is expected to bgaround
0.80m by the end of this century (Kraaijvang2®15).Moreover, more people living within the delta
areaswill requirelargercities with more exposure to vulnerabilitiesch adJS 2 L) SQa f A @Sazx
infrastructure and provisions at rigkaufmann& Wiering,2017). Elaborating on this, in 2017, the
water safety normdor flood defenseswere revised and are noalsobased (besides flood risk) on
group risk, economic valyand vital infrastructureTherefore a needs apparent for theexpatise

of other partiesspecializingn these fields to discuss this mattérhus the (delta) cities might be
prepared for mitigation and adaptatiomgainstfuture flood events fronthe seg as well ashreats
inducedby rivers andextreme) rainfall (Hegger et al., 2016).

Simultaneouslyacross western societigthe popularity of publiparticipationhas also increased
duringthis era According tdurton (2009) among parliamentary democracies and other
representative systems of government, a widespread bebégtsthat in addition tothe occasional
opportunity to vote for national, regionaand local governments, citizens should be allowed and
encouraged tgarticipate more directly in decisioradfectingthem. It is argued that deliberative
democracies promise citizens opportunities to exertsgr voices and more responsive, citizen
centered government by embeddirigovernance systems and institutions vigreater levels of
transparency, accountability and legitima@didenton et al., 2005p 5). Thus keydemocratic values
such as legitimacy, justice, and effectiveness in governaracebe achievedrhisalready takes many
shapes such ago-production with other agencies and citizens through partnerships and community
involvement(Fung2015).

Inthe scientific literature, theconceptof increasinghe involvement opublic participants in
decisionmakingis becomingnore popular, especiallyn environmentalfields. According to Newigt

al. (2018), scholars and public administrators drereasinglyengaging in participatory modes of
governancdo improvethe environmental outcomes of public decisiomaking. Thisnight be
considereddue topragmnatic reasonssuch asntegrating local knowledge, including the perspectives
from variousactors and promotingacceptance and implementation of decisiqidewiget al, 2018).

1.6Structure of theResearch

This researcheginswith an introductionto the topic andfocuseson the emerging problem
(research gap) by formulating theainresearch questiomand subquestionsin Chapter 1
SubsequentlyChapter 2 highlightthe relevant and existing literature related toighresearchand
constructs theinformationrequiredfor the conceptual model

Next, Chapter 3 discussébe appliedmethods data collectionand analysis for this research
(Chapter3). Subsequentlythe statisticalresultsare presentedn Chapter 4 Theresearchthen
progresseso acase study to further elaborate on the statistical resit€hapter SFinally Chapter
6 provideghe conclusios and recommendations
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2. LiteratureStudy

Thischapterexploreswhich characteristics of public participation mighipactdecisiormaking,
specificallyregardingthe preferred alternative during th®FRP collaborative projectsAdditionally,
the method of measuring the characteristics of public participatsadentified.

Two theories are selected for this research. The first theory of Emersah(2012) suggests
examining their theoretical framework further by specifying it for a certain situaimhindicating
which relationships and components matter, deperglion the context of a project. Another theory
of Newiget al.(2018) argues for testing the framework in sectors beyond the environmental field.
Thesetwo theories may beonsistentwith the research goahs they both suggégurther

explortion and adapt#éion to other research areadn the followingsections both the theories of
Emersoret al.(2012) and Newiget al.(2018) arefurther described.

2.1Thelntegrative Framework for Collaborative Governance

Emersoret al. (2012) proposeal a framewok created from various frameworles a theoreticalens

to analyzecollaborative crossector conditiongluring decisiormaking. This theory might be useful
to use since this research is relatedRb.D research in crossector collaborationspecifically for

dike reinforcement projectsdll-risk project$. Moreover, Emersoret alQ @012) theory served as a
fundamental theoryin exploringthe crosscollaboration settings betweethe government, market
and civil society partieis this Ph.Dresearch Elaborating on this, this research emphasizes further
explomtion ofthe specificeffects of civil society parties (public participants) on the preferred
alternativeas an extension of thBh.D research Therefore, it might be logical to use Emersn
al.Q @012) theory to complementthis.

This framework, théntegrativeframewaork forcollaborativegovernance hasmultiple layers. The

first layer is the systeronontext, whichfunctions as the host of political, legal, socioeconorara)
environmental influences thaffectand can be affected by theollaborativegovernanceregime
(CGR)Thisentails the resource edlitionsthat requireimproving, increasingr limiting their policy
and legal framework, including administrative, regulatanyjudicial; prior failure to address the
issue through conventional channels and authorities; political dynamics and powgons| within
communities and amongr across levels of governmennd socioeconomic and cultural health and
diversity(Emersoret al.,2012).

Drivers

Based orthis system context, the drivers emerge dmelpinitiate and set the direction for a CGR.
Thesedrivers are leadership, consequential incentives, interdependgsuug uncertainty(Emerson
et al, 2012).

The driver leadershipuggestthe presence of an identified leader wisaninitiate and help secur

resources and support for a CAReyshould possess a commitment to collaborative problem

solving, a willingness to advance a particular solution, and impartaitgerning.J- NIi A OA LI y i & Q
preference§Emersoret al, 2012).

Another driver is consequential incentives amthtesto either internal or external drivers for
collaborative actions. Such incentives are consequehtahusehe presenting issues are salient to
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participants, the pressure for solutionshigih, and the absence of attention to the incentives may
have negative impact&mersoret al.,2012).

The thirdimportant driver is interdependence, meaning that individuals and organizatansot
accomplish somethingndependently Thefinal driver is uncertaintyand compriseschallengedor
managingchallengingsocietal problemgEmersoret al., 2012).

Collaborativdbynamics

The CGRs further provided withcollaborative dynamics and actions, whiolhm the quality and
extent to which a CGR is created and effective. The collaborative dynamalwsilt on three smaller
collaborativedynamicsprincipled engagemenshared motivationand capacityfor joint action
(Emersoret al.,2012).

PrincipleEngagenent

Principleengagemenbccurs over timelt may influence different stakeholders at different points
andoccurin faceto-face or virtual formats, crossrganizational networks, or private and public
meetings, among other settings. Through principled@&yement, people with differing content,
relational, and identity goals work across their respective institutional, sectoral, or jurisdictional
boundaries to solve problems, resolve conflicts, or create v&daerelementsare central to this
dynamic:

1. Discoveryrelatesto the revelationof individual and shared interests, concerns, and values
as well as the identification and analysis of relevant and significant information and its
implications(Emersoret al.,2012).

2. Definition features the continuous effort to builsharedmeaning by articulating common
purpose and objectiveEmersoret al.,2012).

3. Determination includes procedural decisions (setting agendas, assigning a work group) and
substantive determinations (reachingragments on action items or final recommendations
Emersoret al.,2012).

4. Deliberationisbroadly celebrated as a hallmark and essential ingredient of successful
engagement. The quality of deliberation, especially when participants have differing interests
and perspectives, depends on the skillful advocacy of individual and represented interests
and the effectiveness of conflict resolution strategies and intervent{&nsersoret al.,

2012).

SharedMViotivation

Emersoret al.(2012)defined shared motivation as a seléinforcing cycle&eomprisingfour elements:
trust, mutualunderstanding, internal legitimacy, and commitment. Shared motivation highlights the
interpersonal and relational elements of the collaborative dynamics and is sometafezsed to as
social capital. The four elemendse further described:

1. Trustoccursover time as parties work togethdbecome acquainted witkach other, and
prove to each other that they are reasonable, predictable, and depend&bfersoret al.,
2012).

2. After gaining trustmutual understandingmay emerge. Trust enables people to see and
appreciate differences in others. It enables people to reveal themselves to others and hence
be seen and appreciated by them. Mutual understanding specifiediyesto the ability to
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dzy RSNE G| Yy R | Yy PosithisantiGedastsegen WherNaeOmight not agreeith
them (Emersoret al.,2012).

3. Legitimacyis defined as the confirmation that participants in a collective endeavor are
trustworthy and credible, with compatible and interdependenterests legitimizingand
motivatingongoing collaboratiofEmersoret al.,2012).

4. CGommitment enables participantto cross the organizational, sectoral, and jurisdictional
boundaries that previously separated them and commit to a shared (E&atrersoret al.,
2012).

Capacity for Joint Action

Collaboration aim$o generate desired outcomes together that could not lme@mplished

separately. Emersoet al.(2012) illustrated the collaborative dynamiacapacityfor joint action,asca
collection of crosgunctional elements that come together to create the potential for taking effective
I O U mrd geivaias the link between strategy and performaidp. 14). Four different elements

are included in this dynamic

1. Procedural and institutional engagemergncanpasseshe range of process protocols and
organizational structures necessary to manage repeated interactions overSipaeifically
larger, more complex, and lodiyed collaborative networks require more explicit structures
and protocols for the admistration and management of work. These procedural and
institutional arrangements must be defined at both timéra-organizationali.e., how a single
group or organization will govern) and interganizational (i. how groups of organizations
will goven managenent together) levels Theprotocol governingcollaborative endeavors
may be informatnorms ofNB O A LIbkEn@é fardat rules ohetwork interactions
(Emersoret al.,2012,p.15).

2. Leadershipcan be an external driver, an essentia@redient of collaborative governance
itself, and a significant outgrowth of collaboration. Moreover, collaborative governance
demands and cultivates multiple opportunities and roles for leadership. Certain leadership
roles are essentigEmersoret al.,2012).

3. Knowledgefuels collaborative governanc®nce guardeahisis shared with other
participants The ability to transmit higlquality knowledge effectively within and across
organizations is the essence@fO 2 y R dz® highPexfdrmahce organizans and
networks. Knowledge is also the central element in adaptive resource management models,
where conditions of scientific or resource uncertaiteggd parties to cooperate in
management experiments to test and build better and more enduring managemen
(Emersoret al.,2012).

4. Resourcescan be considered a benefit of collaboration due to its potential for sharing and
leveraging scarce resourcémersoret al.,2012).

These dynamicwork interactivelyanditerativelyto create collaborative action. Everally, the
collaborative actions lead to the outcome within the CGR or the system cofersequentlythey
impact andadaptthe system context opotentiallyadaptthe CGR itselEmersoret al.,2012).
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CollaborativeActions

Collaborative actions may be conductgichultaneoushby all partners or their agents, by individual
partnersconductingtasks agreed through the CGER by external entities responding to
recommendations or directions from the CGR. Researchers supgeseveral factors affect the
likelihood that collaborative action will be taken or implemented, including many elements
integratedwith collaborative dynamics, such as leadership, diverse representation, and power
(Emersoret al.,2012).

Impacts

Emersoret al. (2012) focused the definition of impact oréresults on thegrounc€ (p.18).Impacts

result from action spurred by collaborative dynamics. Impacts are intentional changes of state within
the system contextThey are alterations in a prexisting or projected condition deemed undesirable

or in need of change. Impacts cheexpresgdin terms of physical, environmental, social,

economig and politicalinfluences(Emersoret al.,2012).

Adaptation

Collaborative governance is frequently advocaties toits potential to transform a complex

situation or issueOneof the dmost importart consequences may be to change the direction of a
complex, uncertain, evolving situation, and to help move a community toward higher levels of social
and environmental importanc Q6 9 YSNE 2 Y S Bmelsérabal. (2012) prepdddit thgird) d
framework the potential for adaptation in the CGR itself. This may occur indirdadytochanges in

the system context or directly in response to the perceived effectiveness of actions and impacts
(Emersoret al.,2012).

System Context

Collaborative Governance Regime

Collaboration Dynamics

Figure9: The Integrative Framework for Collaborative Governance
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2.2A Framework of Causklechanisms

UsingEmersoret alQ @012) theory, this research may have identified certain characteristics of
public participation. Nonethelesspmeelementsmight still be absentconcerningneasuimgthe
effectiveness of these characteristics. Therefore, the following theory ofigNstval. (2018) might be
useful.

Newiget al. (2018) presentd a causal framework built on theonceptthat decisioamaking

processes (DMPs) can participatoryand collalorative. Thus according to this framework,
decisionmakerscandecide to what extent DMPs are collaborative or participatory. This departs
from Emersoret al. 012), who perceivel collaboration and participation as necessary rather than a
choice. Their basic principle is that the causal framework provides reasoned assumptions on which
modes of governance are likely to be effect({idewiget al., 2018).

This causal framework possesdive clusters of core mechanisnrgludingthe relationship

between participation and environmental outcomé@hiscanexamine whether a certain relationship
will be strengthened or weakeng@lewiget al., 2018). The first three clusters focus on the
representing role of environmental concerns, participginvironmental knowledgeand dialogical
interaction during decisiomaking.The finaltwo clusters entail the role of acceptance, conflict
resolution and collaborative networks famplementingdedsions. A more detailed description of
the clustergsdiscussedater.

Cluster I: Opening Up Decisilaking to Environmental Outcomes

This clustecomprisegwo factors. The first ispening upandrepresentation of environmental
concerns Thisstates that opening upMPsto non-state actors allows previously excluded groups
(including environmental groups) to participate. This sameaseor decreasehe representation of
environmental concerns iBMPs Whetherthis resultsin an increase or dereasein this factor
depends on the degree of stakehold@svironmental concerns, willingness to participate,
stakeholder§capacity andthe openneswersusinclusivenessf the procesgNewiget al., 2018).

The second factor is thepresentation of @avironmental concernandenvironmental quality of
decisionsThissuggests that an increasing representation of environmental concemipsfosters
environmentaladvocacypositivelyimpactingthe environmental quality athe output. However
increasinghe representation of environmental concerits DMPsmayweakenthe position of
environmental groupslue to, for instance, more powerful actors. This conk&bativelyimpact the
environmental quality of the output. The form mhpactdepends o the process characteristics,
degree of trust among participantand participant§characteristic§Newiget al., 2018).

Cluster II: Incorporatioaf Environmentally Relevant Knowledge

In this clusterNewiget al.(2018) incorporated therelevance of layandlocal knowledgeHerg, lay
andlocal knowledge in decisiamaking includes involving actors directly withrrentenvironmental
issues irDMPs This mayncreaseenvironmentally relevant knowledge amadakeknowledge
relevantto implementation available tdMPs The degree of these factors dependstba
knowledge deficibf decisionmakers, knowledgeable stakeholdeand structured knowledge
integration(Newiget al., 2018).
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Another element in this factor is theducaion andempowerment of participants for more

meaningful participationThisstatesthat participation may improve participar@anderstanding of

the currentissue, increasing the likelihood of their providing constructive and environmentally
relevant output. Again thisdepends on conditions such as the degree of knowledge deficit, engaged
participants and understandabl@ndunbiased informatior{Newiget al., 2018).

The third factoris knowledgeand environmental outputswhich states that ahigher degree of
environmentallyrelevant knowledge made available BdVIPsleads to higher environmentalutput
standardgNewiget al., 2018).

Thefinal factor isknowledgeandimplementation Thisstatesthat environmentallyrelevantand
implementationrelevant knowledge included MMPsmakesimplementingdecisiormaking more
likely (Newiget al., 2018).

Cluster Ill: Groumteraction LearningandMutual Benefits

The third clusteexploresthe group interaction, learningand mutual baefits more deeply This
includesnegotiationand mutual gainof environmentallybeneficial outputswhere DMPswith
higherdegreesof communicatiorandbargainingare more likelyto identify mutual gainghanthose
with minimalor no communicatiorandbargainingNewiget al., 2018).

The @en dialogue, innovatiarandlearning forenvironmentallybeneficial outputscomponent
states that participation ilDMPsby open dialogués more likelyto leadto the development of
creativeandinnovative solutions to environmental problems thBxfvIPswithout open dialogue
(Newiget al., 2018).

Another component isleliberationandenvironmentally beneficial outputsvhichsuggestshat
deliberative participatory processetting is more likely torient LJ- NJi A Qigwsiowaii the
common good. Thereforehis ismore favorable in generating outpufsr the environment
comparedto a nondeliberative DMRNewiget al,, 2018).

Thefinal one isthat the moreveto playersareinvolved inDMPs the more likely the outpuwill have
lower environmental standards. This depends on fidaetor model of decisiormaking degrees of
conflicts and participantSwillingness and ability to cooperafdlewiget al., 2018).

Cluster IVAcceptanceandConflict Resolution for Implementation

One of thefinal clusters isacceptanceand conflict resolution for implementationThiscompriseshe
component accommodation of interesshichsuggests that a higher degree of participation leads to
the accommodation of more divergaterestsin the output, thusincreasingacceptance by
stakeholdergNewiget al., 2018).

Anothercomponentis procedural fairnessin whichDMPsperceived as fair and legitimate can be
accepted by participants, respective constituencasd other stakeholders. This depends on several
factors such asarly andmeaningful involvement for those directly participating, mediatiand
stakeholders otside the immediate processTheperception of fairness may rely on transparency,
the levels of trust othe stakeholders in the intentions dfe process organizatioandinstitutions,

and communication that permits participants to express thviwswithin the procesgNewiget al.,
2018).
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Then negotiation, mutual gains, and conflict resolution for acceptastagtes that mutual gainand
conflictresolution resulting from negotiation may increaddi I | S Ka&defra®dehfEhe output
(Newiget al., 2018).

An important component of this clusterigaking sleeping dogRaisinga i | | S Kadvaréh&shladt Q
issues and their involvement in decistoraking leads them to consider possible negative effects of
decisionsand thusincreasepposition to environmentally beneficial measur@ewiget al., 2018).

Thefinal component isacceptance for implementatioand compliance Thissays thatalthoughthe
participatoryprocess can lead to agreement goatsl objectives disagreement arising over
implementation carultimatelylead todelaysand staling. This might resultrom DMPsexcluding
important actors,such as politicians, bureaucraend private sector actorgherefore,
implementation may béinderedby thesegroups Furthermore there may bea considerable time
lag between decisioimaking and implementatiorandcircumstances may changethat the
initially envisagedmplementationbecomes infeasible or undeable (Newiget al., 2018).

Cluster V: Capacity Building for Implementatiod Compliance

Thefinal cluster is capacity building for implementatiand compliance. Thisomprisesnforming
policy addresseed he participation of policyaddressees in decisiamaking improves
implementation and complianc&inally networks of implementationindicatingparticipation
fostersthe formation or strengthening of networks among participaatsd leads to implementation
and compliancéNewiget al., 2018).
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2.3ConceptuaModel

After discussing the relevant literature, tlbtenceptual mode{CM)wascreated.This research
emphasizesvhich characteristics of public participation impact the preferred alternaiiveeveal
which collaborative conditions might be efficient in tb&PRollaborative projectsln analyzinghis,
Newiget alQ @018) schemewasprimarily usedto identify whether certainrelationshigs between
the characteristics gbublic participation andhe preferred alternativeoutcomewere noticeable.

TheNewiget al.(2018) framework of causal mechanisms&susedin the five different clustersand
their variableqindependent variablgsand the output dependent variablg ThisCMincludesonly
four clusters.The reasons for this consideratiane further explained in the sectioan the CM
operationalizationThis CMwvasfurther complementedwith some componentsifidependent
variables)¥rom the collaborative dynamiggprincipal engagemenshared motivationand capacity
for joint action EventuallyNewiget alQ @018) clusterswererenamed based on the variable$
Emersoret al.(2012) and Nwiget al.(2018).

Cluster I: Representatiaf Views Ideas andConcerns
This cluster is based on the variables framersoret alQ @012) édiscoverg and Newiget alQ a
(2018) copeningup DMPsto (environmenta) concerns

Cluster Ilincorporation of Knowledge
The second cluster is the incorporation of knowledge by participants and is formed by the variables
of Newiget alQ @018) day andlocal knowledgéand Emersort alQ @012) éknowledges

Cluster llI: Deliberation

This cluster is based on the following variables from Newaj. (2018): ccommunicationand
bargaining and ddeliberative process Variables included frorBmersoret al.(2012) are
adefinition¢ and ccommitment€

Cluster IVinternal Legitimacy

The clustr internal legitimacyincorporates the following variables from Nevagal. 018):
onegotiation mutual gainsand conflict resolutionfor acceptancé and gprocedural fairness
Emersoret al.(2012) includedthe followingvariables ¢truste and dmutual understanding
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Figured illustratesthe CM.Thisincludes all the independent variablasthe four different clusters.

Cluster |
Variable 1.2

Cluster Il

Cluster Il

Cluster IV

—— || =l

A

/
e

Figurell: The Conceptual Model

Dependentvariable

Collectivestandardof the output

Cluster | Representation of views, idegasd concerns
Variable 1.1 Discovery

Variable 1.2 Opening up DM#&to (environmental) concerns
Cluster Il Incorporation oknowledge

Variable 2.1 Knowledge

Variable 2.2 Layandlocal knowledge

Variable 3.1 Communication anthargaining
Variable 3.2 Definition

Variable 3.3 Deliberativeprocess

Variable 3.4 Commitment




Variable 4.1

Negotiation,mutual gainsand conflict resolutionfor
acceptance

Variable 4.2 Trust
Variable 4.3 Mutual understanding
Variable 4.4 Procedurafairness

Tablel: Legend of the Conceptual Mod:
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3. Methodology

In thischapterthe methodology will be further discussefdirst of allthe research desigwill be
described Next, the data collection and analysis shall be explained and compiinéskterature
review, qualitative methods and quantitative methofis this research.

3.1Research Design

For this researctboth quantitative and qualitative methodsere used. Regarding the quantitative
method, an existing survey dataset of tAl-RskProject wasanalyzed. The aimwasto better
understandwhich characteristics of public participation may affect the preferre@iadative in the
dike reinforcement projectBecausehis researchusedan existing survey dataset of tid-Risk
Project, no quantitative data collectiowasrequired.However data collection for bothhe
gualitative analysis and literature studyere necessaryor this research.

This type of research can be categorizediescriptive researctAccording tdNassaji(2015),the goal

of adescriptive research is to describe a phenomenon (public participation) and its characteristics
(influences on the preferred alternative). The descriptive research mimialysed on the current
knowledge of the public participants

3.2DataCollection

3.2.1 Literature Review

The main aim od literature review is to integrate and generalilterature findings to develop

debate within a specific field of science or bridge the language used acrosgRafu$olph2009). In
this researchthe acaamic literature,DFPReports, and other policy documentwere studiedto

better understand theconceptof public participationn general Furthermore the aim wago

explore which theories might help analyze the characteristics of public participants influencing the
preferred alternative. The type of literatuiacludedpublic participation in politicslood risk
managementandthe environment.

3.2.2 Quantitative Methods

The survey for this researciimedto investigate the improvement in efficiency and effectiveness of
collaboration between government, marketnd civil society parties in tieFPRollaborative

projects Thisemphasizednalyzinghe effects of certain @llaboration conditions (e.gpersonal
interaction, motivation, knowledgeand resources) on the preferred alternative in dike
reinforcement projects. Therefore, various participargsoject team citizens, companieand civil
society organizations) werasked to participate in this survelhe specific scope of this reseasghs

to analyze which collaboration and behavior forms (influenced by experts, direotatizens) of
public participants may influence the preferred alternative.
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The survey islassified intahe following themes:

SurveyTheme

Description

Theme 1General infomation aboutthe
participant

T

M

General and personal knowledge from the
participants

Thisincludestheir current involvemenand its
duration, expertise, experienceepresentingthe
institute, and their motivefor beinginvolved in this
project.

Theme 2: Collaboration and behavior of
participants inDFPRrojects

This themdocuseson the collaboration and
behavior of all participants durindpe DFRP
projects.

The questiongoverthe frequency of contact
betweenparticipants, their commitment to the
project, and respecting andppreciatingeach

2 (I K 8iéWB during the process

Theme 3: Collaboration and behavior of directo
in DFRP projects

Theobjective of thethird theme is to understand
the collaboration and behavior of directors during
the DFPProjects.

This theme is not relevanid the research since the
objective is to understand the characteristics of
public participantsegardingthe preferred
alternative and nothoseof directors

Theme 4: Resources to stimulate collaboration
DFFP projects

This themeconcernghe resources necessary to fu
the collaboration during th®FHP projects.
Thesubthemescan be distinguisheds
organizational arrangements, leadership,
knowledge and re®urces of participants.

Theme 5: The course of collaboratiortha DFHP
project

Focus on the course of the collaboration during th
DFMP projects.

This comprises questionregardingwhether their
project has been changed or adapted during the
exploraton phase andif so,why.

Theme 6: The characteristics of the preferred
alternative

This theme concernsquestion about the
characteristics of the preferred alternative.
These questionsoncernthe incorporation of
technological innovations, other functions,
including public participants during the proceaad
whether the preferred alternative genuinely
addresseshe problem.

Theme 7: Juridical questions and bottlenecks in
different groups ithe HWBP projects

Thefinaltheme explores which antb what degree
juridical questions and bottlenecledfect different
groups within theDFRP projects.

Table2: TheSurvey Themes
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Operationalization of the Conceptual Model

Thissectiondescribeghe CMoperationalization. As mentioned earlier, the @@mprisedour
clusters independent variablgsand one outputdependent variablg

The final outpuffirst resulted inthe collective standardf the output, & G | | S KatdeRuScoldh Q
the output. Newiget al.(2018) also describethe outputimplementationand compliance However,
after analyzing this survey, no survey questiappear to berelated toacceptanceof the output by
stakeholderdn the implementationand compliarce of the output. Thus these outputs from Newig
et al.(2018) areomitted.

Hence, thefollowingthree survey questionservedas the output forthe collectiveoutput standard

SurveyQuestion6.1.3 Do you think the concerns of civilians and stakeholders were
considered for the preferred alternative?

SurveyQuestion6.1.4 Do you think the civilian and other stakeholders were able to
participate actively during the process of the preferred alterrefiv
SurveyQuestion6.1.5 Do you think that the involved civilians and other stakeholdeasle
in general, a noticeable contribution to the preferred alternative?

These three survey questiomsre combined to use for the analysis.is laterdescribed how the
selected survey questions may fit the cluster and their included variables.

Cluster I: Representatiarf Mifews Ideas and Goncerns

In this cluster, botlvariables feature th@pportunitiesof other nonstate actors to express
themselves duringhe DMPs Therefore, the following survey questialinked:

Survey QuestionParticipants had thepportunityto express their views, concerasd goals $urvey
Question2.1b)

Like the variableédiscoverg and copening up DMP® environmental concernsit also describes
the opportunity for all actors to share their views, ideasd concerns, including the public
participants.

Cluster II: Incorporation of Knowledge

These variables share characteristitat include knowledge deriving froffexpert) participant
scientific experienceTlhus the following survey questions might suit this cluster:

Survey Question 4.1&nowledge, described &sdlows

High-quality scientificinformation
Studyresults

SurveyQuestion4.2c:The internabppointed expersubstantially impactethe development of the
preferred alternative

Survey Question 4.2d@he externahppointed expersubstantially impactedhe developmenof the
preferred alternative
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The survey questions incorporate similar featut@she variablecknowledgé ashigh-quality
scientific informationsuch asstudy resultsMoreover, besideshigh-quality knowledgethere may
alsobe day andlocalknowledgé derivedfrom appointedinternal andexternalexperts.

Cluster Ill: Deliberation

Allthe variablesin this clusterappearto focus on thegenuineeffort of public participants to discuss
the preferred alternativewith other actors during th&®MP. The following survey questiorse
linked to this cluster:

SurveyQuestion: Participants were able to identify their shared goals and needs and shared view of
the preferred alternativeSurvey QuestioR.1i)

Like the variableédefinitioné and ccommunicatiorand bargainingg this survey question also
highlighsthe identification of shared goals by all participantsdayotingtheir efforts to constant
communication and athe participant€heeds.

SurveyQuedion: Participants in your project were, in general, committed to the pro&Gsv ¢y
Question2.3f).

Thissurvey question alsimdicates, like the variablsddeliberative processand ccommitmenté that

if participants are in a deliberative participatory process (dogm of assigning workgroups and

reaching agreements on final recommendatigrisey are more likely torient LJ- NIi A Qigwsl y (i & Q
toward the common good, while crossirtige organizatonal, sectorglandjurisdictional boundaries

that previously separated them aridus committingto a shared path.

Cluster IV: Interndlegitimacy

These variables have in common thfabne of theseemerges it may or may notlead to feeling
justified and determines the acceptance by public participants for the preferred alterndtiee.
following survey questionare related to this cluster:

SurveyQuestion: Participants could reach agreement on the plan of action to waslard the
preferredalternative Survey QuestioR.])).

Here,the variablednegotiation mutual gains and conflict resolutionfor acceptancé isidentified.
The survey questiorelates towhether the participants reach agreement on the plan of action.
Therefore efforts regardingnegotiation mutual gainsand conflict resolutionmay increase

a0l 1SK2ft RSNEQ | O0SLIityOS 2F GKS 2 dzi Lz

SurveyQuestion: Participants could trust each othe3rvey QuestioR.3b)

Thissurvey question can be recognized in the varidhlest.€ Thisoccursover time as parties work
together,become acquainted witkach other, angbroveto each other that they are reasonable,
predictable and dependable.

SurveyQuestion: Participants appreciate and respect differences such as incltidiragnbitions of
the areain the project Survey Questiof.3c)

The variabl@mutual understanding can be linked to this survey questiorhisdescribeslike the
survey questiond KS 6 Af AG& (2 dzy R JoshiansaytRteresysévenNBest 0d8 OG0 2 G K
might not agree
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SurveyQuestion: Participants can assume that the intentiaf other participants are goo&(rvey
Question2.3d)

This survey question can be identified in the variaijpceduralfairnesse Here,the DMPis viewed
as fair and legitimate and can be accepted by participants, respective constituearuiesther
stakeholders.

Figureb illustratesthe operationalization of the CMhefollowing sectiordiscusseshe analysis and
output from the SPSS program.

Cluster Il { >

Cluster Il -

Cluster IV

Figurel2: Operationalization of the@ceptual Model
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Dependent Variable

Description

Collectivestandardof the output

1  SurveyQuestion6.1.3
1  SurveyQuestion6.1.4
1  SurveyQuestion6.1.5

1 Do you think that the involvedivilians and other
stakeholdersmadein general, a noticeable
contribution to the preferred alternative

1 Do you think the concerns of civilians and
stakeholders were considered for the preferreq
alternative?

1 Do you think the involved civilians and
staketolders had theopportunity to actively
participatein the process of the preferred

alternative?
Prescription Description
Cluster | Representation of views, ideasd concerns

1 SurveyQuestion2.1b
1 Variables: 1.1 & 1.2

Participants had thepportunity to express their views,
concernsand goals

Cluster Il

Incorporation oknowledge

M  SurveyQuestion4.1c
§ Variable 2.2

Knowledge, described é&sllows:
1 Highquality scientific information
1  Studyresults

T SurveyQuestion4.2c
1 Variable: 2.2

The internalppointed expersubstantially impactethe
development of the preferred alternative

1  SurveyQuestion4.2d
1 Variable: 2.2

1 SurveyQuestion2.1i
§ Variables: 3.1 & 3.2

The externabppointed expersubstantially impactethe
development of the preferred alternive.

The internabppointed expertsubstantially impactethe
development of the preferred alternative

1 SurveyQuestion2.3f
§ Variables: 3.3& 3.4

1  SurveyQuestion2.1j
§ Variable: 4.1

The externabppointed expertsubstantially impactethe
development of the preferred alternative

Participants could reach agreement on the plan of actio
to work toward the preferred alternative

1  SurveyQuestion2.3b
 Variable: 4.2

Participants could trust each other

M  SurveyQuestion2.3c
 Variable: 4.3

Participants appreciate and respect differencesh as
including ambitions of the area the project

1  SurveyQuestion2.3d
Variable: 4.4

Participants can assume that the intentions of other
participants are good

Table3: Legend of the @hceptual ModeDperationalization
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Selection of the SP3/alysis

Finally amultiple regression analysisasselectedfor the analysibecausamore independent
variableswvere used to predict the dependent variabl8everal conditions must be mit use a
multiple regression analysigan Heijst2021b)

- Therelationshipbetween the explanatory and dependewdriablesmust be linear.

- Thedata areobtained from an arbitrary experiment of the population

- The explanatory variables included in the regression analysis do not have adiad@nship
betweenthem.

- There is exogeneitythe expected error term is zero

- There ishomoscedasticityThe variance of the error terms equal to all the values d@he
explanatory variable

3.2.3 Qualitative Methods

Selecting a case for idepth study

The fundamental goal of case study research is to conduct-dapth analysis of an issue, within its
context, with a view tounderstandinghe issue from the perspectivaf participants. A case study
design can address a wide range of questions thatleskvhy, what, and how of an issue and assist
researchersn exploring explaining describing evaluating,andtheorizingabout the complex issue in
context. The outcomean lead to an klepth understanding dbehaviors processes, practiceand
relationships in contextMileset al,, 2020).

Regardinghis research, a projechustbe selected from the SPSS data&stforethis selectionan
SPSS analysiss conductedBasedon theresults of appointed internal experts play a key role in this
processthis wasfurther investigated to understand how and whyetefindingsappeared

significant.

Round 1Selecting thd®FHP ProjectsFromthe SPSPataset

The first stepwvasto select the preferable case studihus the following conditionsieeded tobe
met to considethis:

- Theremustbe at least one internal expert (i.earea, technicalor process manager frotme
water board)participating in this survey.

- Other types oparticipantswho have engaged with thiappointedinternal expert during the
procesamust be included.
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After meetingthesecriteria, the following projectsvere includedfor testing(Figureb6):
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Figurel3: Round 1: The Selected DFPP Projects
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Round2: Selectinghe PreferableDERP Collaborative ProjecBasedon Two Survey Questions

The nexistepwasto consider one of these projeckmsed on the following survey questions:

1 SurveyQuestion: Did the public participatiorand other stakeholdersake in general, a

noticeable contribtion to the preferred alternative?
1 SurveyQuestion: Did an internal expersignificantly contributeo the process?

Survey Question 6.1: Do you think that the involved civilians and other stakeholders had, in general,
a noticeable contribution to the preferred alternative
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Figurel4: Round 2: Selecting the DFPP Collaborative Projects BaSerhay Question 6.1

Figure7 showsthat in all the projectsmost of theparticipantsrespondedwith & , Sdittis survey
question.It isnoticeable that exceptfor one project, oneor two participans respondedwith 6No.£

However,it appearddifficult to select the preferable projects based on these results.
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Survey Question 4.2d: Appointed internal expert did have a substantial impact on the development of
the preferred alternative
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Figurel5: Round 2: DFPP Collaborative Projects Bas&lorey Question 4.2d

Figure8 shows thatthe resultsare mostly similar when comparing the projedtarthe projects

Grebbedijk, Gorincherwaardenburg, TieWWaardenburgMeanderende MaasSterke Lekdijkand

IJsseldijk Zwoli®lst, the majority responsappearso be drotallyAgree for this suveyquestion
Theothers, Dijkversterking Gorinchef/aardenburglauwersmeerdijk/ierhuizergat and

Dijkversterking Koehodlauwersner, majority responseare more even betweet? Qb S dzii NI £ QQ X
WO{2YSgKI (i wOalNB B D Side th&ddBaSoN Ne substantial impact of internal

experts, the chance might be statistically higher to find responseiTotally A3 NBa&Hprojects
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Round 3Selection of thdOFAP Collaborative Projec&asedon the ParticipantLinstitutional
Background

FigureleY w2 dzyR oY {StSOlAy3a (G(4KS 5Ctt /2ttl02NFIABS tNRr2SOGa

Figure9 liststhe remaining selected projects. In this test, a selecti@smadebased on thaliversity
of the participant€institutional background. These institutionabackground are government
(state), firms (market)and public participantsc{vil society. Hence, the Grebbedijk, Dijkversterking
ZwolleOlst, and Meanderende Maggsrojectswere selectedbecausehey appear themost diverse,
asopposedto the other projectghat mainly comprisgarticipants from government and firms. This
may help obtaina multiperspective view of this event and therefam@nimizebiassincenot all the
three institutional spheresare includedduring the projects.

Round4: Recommending BFPRCollaborative Pject asa GiseSudy

In thefinal round, the goalwasprioritizingthese three final projectand nominatingthe finalDFPP
collaborativeprojectasa case studyThisdepended onvhether each participanivaswilling to be
contacted. This steprasconsideredfor pragmatic reasons, such as the time limit of this research and
other reasons of participant®ased orTable4, a recommendationvasmade to select a case study:

Project Yes No
Dijkversterking Zwoli®©Ist 8 1
Grebbedijk 6 4
Meanderende Maas 3 6

Tabled: TheTop Three SelectddFHP Projects

Based on thighe project Dijkversterking Zwolk®lstwasrecommendedor selectionasacase
study.
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