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Summary 

In 2017, the new water safety norms were changed. Therefore, the water safety manuals needed to 
be rewritten and are now based on flood risk. In practice, this resulted in a new goal of the Dutch 
Flood Protection Program (DFPP), which comprises strengthening dikes at a rate of 50 km per year, 
with a maximum financial investment of 360 million euros annually (Jorissen et al., 2016). Consistent 
with this, public participation in decision-making has become more relevant and essential. Hence, the 
ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ physical interventions in the living environment may require legitimization. As these 
dike reinforcement projects affect the public space, it is reasonable to at least consult and inform 
public participants of their possible consequences. 

Although much is written within the academic literature about the reasons for involving public 
participants, it remains unclear how to measure the effectiveness of their involvement in decision-
making. Therefore, this research investigated which characteristics of public participation influenced 
the preferred alternative during the dike reinforcement projects. This research answers the following 
main research question: 

άWhich characteristics of public participation impact the preferred alternative in DFPP collaborative 

projects?έ 

The first step of this research was to conduct a literature study. This aimed to develop a method of 

measuring which characteristics of public participation impacted the preferred alternative. This 

resulted in combining Emerson et al.Ωǎ (2012) and Newig et al.Ωǎ (2018) theories to create a 

conceptual model. The conceptual model comprises four clusters, and each of them has its unique 

variables, representing the characteristics of public participation: (1) representation of views, ideas 

and concerns, including the variables άdiscoveryέ and άopening Up DMP to (environmental) 

concernsέ; (2) incorporation of knowledge, including the variables άlay & local Knowledgeέ and 

άknowledgeέ; (3) deliberation, including the variables άcommunication and bargaining,έ άdeliberative 

process,έ άdefinitionέ and άcommitmentέ; and (4) internal legitimacy, including the variables 

άnegotiation, mutual gains and conflict resolution for acceptance,έ άprocedural fairness,έ άtrustέ and 

άmutual understanding.έ Consequently, these variables are predicting the dependent variable 

(preferred alternative). 

Based on this, a quantitative analysis was conducted. This was performed using an existing survey 

SPSS dataset comprising multiple DFPP collaborative projects. Hence, the conceptual model was 

included and tested within the SPSS program using multiple regression analysis, in which the 

variables were linked to the survey questions from the dataset to process. Consequently, two results 

were relevant. These related to whether public participants mutually respected each other during 

the decision-making process and whether appointed internal experts substantially impacted the 

preferred alternative. After determining that appointed internal experts have an influence, the 

research further investigated how this might be expressed. This was explored by performing a case 

study. Before the case study, a case study selection was conducted. This was achieved by testing 

multiple DFPP projects in four different rounds. These included (1) selecting DFPP projects from the 

SPSS dataset, (2) selecting DFPP project based on the two survey questions, (3) the diversity of public 

participants based on their institutional backgrounds and (4) their willingness to be interviewed 

(practical issue). Consequently, the IJsseldijk Zwolle-Olst dike reinforcement project was selected as a 

case study.  

In the IJsseldijk Zwolle-Olst dike reinforcement project case study, the conceptual model was used 

again to identify how appointed internal experts influenced the characteristics of public participation. 
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Consequently, most of the variables (characteristics) were indicated through appointed internal 

experts, also called environmental managers, by sharing their views and ideas with the public 

participants and vice versa during walk-in meetings (Cluster I). These internal experts organized 

masterclasses about water safety and environmental assessment (m.e.r), imparted local knowledge 

from additional involved public participants (Cluster II) and mobilized and enabled public participants 

with divergent backgrounds in different roles, such as dijkdenkers, property owners and the 

environmental platform (representatives of different interest organizations), into structured and 

deliberative meetings (Cluster III). Finally, the environmental managers may exert influence by 

gaining the public participantsΩ ǘǊǳǎǘ through relieving their concerns about what would eventually 

happen to their private property or other valuable environmental features close to or on the dike 

body (nature, cultural heritage, and recreation; Cluster IV).  

In line with this, four other additions are also conditional and may determine whether the 

characteristics of public participation have a positive or negative impact on the preferred alternative, 

such as the level of expertise of a public participant, being a member of an interest organization and 

personal attachment of the ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ property (residence or other nature and cultural 

heritage values) to the dike. Expertized public participants can better follow the decision-making 

process, allowing them to be more committed during the meetings and perceive the waterboard as 

more predictable. Consequently, this leads to more mutual understanding and respect by multiple 

parties (e.g. public participants, specialists and government representors). Being part of an interest 

organization is a way to gather and represent views, ideas, and concerns of public participants and 

coordinate and process the information available to the public (from the decision-making process) as 

an official representative body. Furthermore, the more personal attachments (e.g., private property 

or residence) are located closer to the dike body, the less room for certainty can be assured with 

public participants, leading to a less predictable process and decreased mutual understanding and 

trust. Factors influencing this might be the uncertainties at the early project stage, also called the 

exploration phase, and the 5CttΩǎ scope and budget, which aims to find a balance in the most 

effective and less expensive option for the dike reinforcement. 

Finally, the case study findings, except for the variables άcommunication and bargainingέ (Cluster III) 

ŀƴŘ ΨΩǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŀƭ ŦŀƛǊƴŜǎǎΩΩόCluster IV)), are corroborated with the results from the quantitative 

analysis, as environmental managers (appointed internal experts) from the waterboard play a key 

role in influencing the characteristics of public participation impacting the preferred alternative It 

was possible to answer the main research question by applying the conceptual model to both the 

case study and multi regression analysis. Finally, recommendations for practice are also given to 

conduct more interviews with other kinds of participants, such as Dijkdenkers and board members, 

and successful meetings with property owners of the dike reinforcement project IJsseldijk Zwolle-

Olst. Moreover, recommendations for further research are given to further explore the management 

of expectations and the influence of interest organizations in these DFPP collaborative projects. 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 9 

List of Figures 

 
Figure 1: IJsseldijk Zwolle-Olst (Drents Overijsselse Delta, 2020) 
Figure 2: The Integrative Framework for Collaborative Governance 
Figure 3: Framework of Causal Mechanisms 
Figure 4: The Conceptual Model 
Figure 5: Operationalization of the Conceptual Model 
Figure 6: Round 1: The Selected DFPP Projects 
Figure 7: Round 2: Selecting the DFPP Collaborative Projects Based on Survey Question 6.1 
Figure 8: Round 2: DFPP Collaborative Projects Based on Survey Question 4.2d 
Figure 9: Round 3: Selecting the DFPP Collaborative Projects Based on the ParticipaƴǘǎΩ Lƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ {ǇƘŜǊŜǎ 
Figure 10: Reliability Test Output 
Figure 11: New Dependent Variable 
Figure 12: Multiple Regression Analysis 
Figure 13: Model Summary Output 
Figure 14:  ANOVA test output 
Figure 15: The Coefficient Table 
Figure 16: IJsseldijk Zwolle-Olst (Linde et al., 2019) 
Figure 17: The Concept-Preferred Alternative 
Figure 18: The Governance of the IJsseldijk Zwolle-Olst Dike Reinforcement Project 
Figure 19: The Conceptual Model 
Figure 20: The Multiple Regression Analysis 
Figure 21: The Multiple Regression Analysis 

 
List of Tables 

Table 1: Legend of the Conceptual Model 
Table 2: The Survey Themes 
Table 3: Legend of the CM Operationalization 
Table 4: The Top Three Selected DFPP Projects 
Table 5: The Interviewed Participants 
Table 6: Legend of the Concept-Preferred Alternative 

 

List of abbreviations 

ABG: Official Guiding Group 

BBG: Administrative Guiding Group 

CGR: Collaborative governance regime 

DFPP: Dutch Flood Protection Program 

DMP: Decision-making process 

HWBP: Hoogwaterbeschermingsprogramma 

 

  



 

 10 

1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Background 
 

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 (1956ς1960). This Delta Committee was 

installed by the Minister of Public Works and Water Management after the disastrous flood of 1953 

in the south-western part of the Netherlands (1,836 casualties and an economic loss of 

approximately 10% of the GDP; Jorissen et al., 2016). 

Based on the safety standards, large flood protection projects were conducted during the decades 

after the 1953 flood. In 1996, the Flood Protection Act marked a conclusion to this period. The 

technical safety standards became statutory, and all flood protection structures were required to be 

tested against these standards every five (later six) years (Jorissen et al., 2016). 

The first assessment was a test round; however, the second assessment yielded a significant 

reconstruction program of 370 km (roughly 10% of the total). Most of these reconstruction projects 

were caused by increased hydraulic loads and new insights into technical criteria. The evaluation of 

this program and earlier reconstruction projects showed that considerable improvements in 

effectiveness and efficiency were necessary. A task force led by Ten Heuvelhof recommended that 

the authorities change the financial arrangements for reconstruction projects to share responsibility 

for the program to improve project preparation (including an exploration phase). It also 

recommended that the regional water authorities invest in technical and project management skills 

(Jorissen et al., 2016). The regional water authorities accepted their responsibility, and a Government 

Agreement on Water was reached in 2011. For flood protection, the regional water authorities 

committed themselves to co-financing (50%) the reconstruction works and improving effectiveness 

and efficiency. With this agreement, the regional water authorities and the Ministry of Infrastructure 

and Environment laid the foundation for a joint program, the Dutch Flood Protection Program 

(DFPP), or in Dutch, the άHoogwaterbeschermingsprogrammaέ (HWBP). The goal of the DFPP was to 

improve flood protection structures that did not meet the required safety standards. The initial scope 

of the DFPP was 748 km, determined by the third safety assessment (completed in 2011ς2013; 

Jorissen et al., 2016). 

In September 2008, the Delta Programme was announced. The Netherlands needed to prepare for 

the consequences of the rising sea level, land subsidence and rising temperatures. The Delta 

Programme was designed to prevent disasters and provide sufficient freshwater supplies, now and in 

the future. However, this not only concerns the future. Flood protection is currently also insufficient 

in some other areas. The government is conducting several projects to remedy this. These projects 

are included in the annual Delta Programme. The yearly financial volume of the Delta Programme is 

1,100 million euros. This budget covers only the costs for operation, maintenance and reconstruction 

in (primary) flood protection, national water management and fresh water supply (Jorissen et al., 

2016). 
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In September 2014, the Dutch Delta Commissioner advised the government to decide on the 

following five aspects of the Delta Programme: 

- Flood risk management 

- Freshwater 

- Spatial adaptation 

- The IJsselake region 

- The Rhine-Meuse delta 

The Delta decision on flood risk management was focused on the new flood protection standards. 

These new standards were established using a risk-based approach. The first step in deriving the new 

standards was introducing a basic safety level of 10ҍ5 per year for the acceptable probability of a 

fatality due to flooding. This is the so-called local individual risk. The second step was to determine 

whether a higher level of protection could apply to areas where flooding could lead to large groups 

of casualties or significant economic losses. A higher protection level could also apply if vital 

functions, such as a nuclear power plant, were present. The flood protection standards were derived 

using the cost-benefit analysis and recently developed insights into flood risk assessment. Especially, 

the spatial variations in flooding patterns depending on the location of breaches in the flood 

protection structures significantly influenced the risks. The analyses resulted in economically efficient 

flood protection standards for different parts of the Netherlands that significantly differed from the 

present standards. Especially in the river area, the new standards are stricter than the present 

standards. These resulted in a program improving safety against flooding, linked to a societally 

acceptable risk level (Rijkswaterstaat, 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 

flooding differ). The concept of multi-layered protection has been applied in deriving the safety 

standard: 

- Layer 1: Measures to prevent flooding (dikes, dams and dunes, as well as creating additional 

space for the rivers) 

- Layer 2: Counteracting the consequences of flooding through spatial planning 

- Layer 3: Counteracting the consequences of flooding through emergency management 

Layer 3 has been considered using an evacuation rate, depending on the type of flooding and dike 

ring area. Level 2 has been included by anticipating the spatial planning situations in 2050. The final 

result is the flood protection standards expressed as the acceptable yearly probability of flooding due 

to a failed flood protection section. The dimensions of these uniform sections range from 10ς14 km. 

These new standards were established in a law starting from January 1, 2017, and are to be met in 

2050 (Rijkswaterstaat, n.d.-a). The new safety standards range from 1/300 per year to 1/10,000 per 

year. The interval between safety assessments has been increased from six to 12 years. Following the 

Delta decision, the focus of the Delta Programme is shifting toward delivering the policy decisions in 

practice by adapting water management strategies and executing reconstruction projects (Jorissen et 

al., 2016). 

The reconstruction projects include coastal and beach nourishment to preserve the required width 

and height of the dunes, creating additional space for the rivers to accommodate increased river 

discharges and reinforcing the primary flood protection structures. Rijkswaterstaat and the regional 

water authorities are responsible for delivering the new safety standards focusing on measures in 

Layer 1. Additionally, to measure Layer 1, Rijkswaterstaat and the regional water authorities 

cooperate with other authorities (province, municipalities) to increase performance in Layers 2 and 

3. However, no binding agreements exist between them (Jorissen et al., 2016). 
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The initial scope of the DFPP is 748 km, determined by the third safety assessment (completed in 

2011ς2013). However, the new and generally stricter safety standards must also be considered. It is 

expected that the scope will expand to roughly 1,500 km of dikes and approximately 500 sluices and 

pumping stations (gemalen) to reach these new standards (Rijkswaterstaat, n.d.-a). This massive 

scope is organized using risk assessments at various levels. At the national level, the necessary 

projects are ranked based on the actual flooding risk (probability multiplied by the expected 

damages) and fitted within the budget constraints. Additional goals of the DFPP are to improve 

performance in project management, enhance the quality of more integral solutions and increase 

cooperation between all authorities involved (Jorissen et al., 2016). 

In 2014, the DFPP initiated a preliminary design guide for the dike reinforcement projects. After four 

years, the DFPP produced its fourth program for 2017ς2022. In addition to realizing flood protection 

projects, the DFPP aims to achieve the following comprehensive goals: 

- Increase the production rate (effectiveness) of flood protection projects 

- Improve the efficiency of flood management by reducing the costs per km 

- Enhance the societal value of flood protection projects 

- Improve cooperation between the authorities involved 

- Assure the quality and control of both the program and projects 

From 2014ς2020, the budget was shared with the earlier reinforcement program initiated by the 

second safety assessment. Fitting the scope within the budget required a prioritization method. Thus, 

it was decided that all proposed reinforcement projects would be ranked on the actual risk due to 

flooding (probability x consequences). However, due to the digital nature of the assessment 

procedure, estimating the probability of flooding required an additional step. The program process is 

relatively straightforward: fitting the projects within the budget constraints. The initial planning and 

estimation of costs per project are based on experience and simplified models. In 2013, the first 

program was prepared for 2014ς2019 with over 40 projects (with mainly exploration phases) and a 

total financial volume of 300 million euros (Jorissen et al., 2016). 

Reinforcement projects may significantly impact the environment (nature, urban and societal). 

Minimizing the environmental impact of reinforcement projects is insufficient. The successful 

program, Room for the River, was aimed at both flood protection and the enhanced spatial quality of 

the flood plains. However, spatial quality is not a formal goal of the DFPP, flood protection solutions 

can be designed to maximize societal value, and innovations are not limited to technical innovations. 

The DFPP also stimulates innovations in contracting, stakeholder participation and decision-making 

(Jorissen et al., 2016). 

Elaborating on this, increasing stakeholder participation (specifically public participants) in decisions 
may also be an essential condition for maximizing societal values. The literature suggests that it 
might be useful to gain more insight into the relevance of this phenomenon. Fung (2015) argued that 
more public participation can be considered a potent means of achieving key democratic values, such 
as legitimacy, justice and effectiveness in governance. Moreover, Smith (1973) argued that local 
individuals and communities are more intertwined with their environment, which changes over time. 
Thus, allowing them to participate could deliver greater immediacy and accuracy of information. 

Another reason this development might be relevant is due to the forthcoming Environmental Act 
(Omgevingswet), which is expected to be initiated by June 2022. This law will require the local 
authorities to involve public participants earlier in the decision-making process of DFPP projects. This 
further emphasizes local authorities creating explicit documents regarding who participates, the 
decision-making processes and the results of these projects (Fliervoet et al., 2019). 
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One study illuminating this development is a five-year investigation of the All-Risk Program (from 

2017 until the end of 2021) initiated along with the DFPP. In this program, the following question is 

asked: άHow can we support the reinforcement of flood defenses at an increased pace and 

decreased cost while cƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎŀƭ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ?έ The 

ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ goal is to investigate, with the reinforcement of the flood defense, the benefits for the 

landscape and ecology along with adequate legal, institutional and societal contexts for the 

implementation (All-Risk, 2020). 

In one of these projects, the focus is on understanding the challenges and benefits of cross-sector 

collaboration. This emphasizes investigating how and to what extent these collaborations lead to 

integrative, innovative and legitimate solutions in the scope of flood safety, nature, recreation, 

spatial quality and sustainability. These projects may comprise intensive collaborations lasting three 

to four years between the actors. It is argued that the chosen collaborative approach is likely to make 

a difference. However, it is stated that in both the Netherlands and abroad, the causal relationship 

between how collaboration occurs and the quality of the final decision or preferred alternative 

remains in question (Avoyan, 2021). 

This research builds on the All-Risk ProgramΩǎ governance components to further explore the role of 
public participation in the context of dike reinforcement projects. 
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1.2 Problem Statement 
 

Measuring the effectiveness of public participation in decision-making appears too blurred and wide 

in (scientific) scope. hΩCŀƛǊŎƘŜŀƭƭŀƛƎƘ όнл10) stated that the benefits of public participation are often 

assumed, and the underlying rationale for greater public participation is sometimes poorly 

articulated, making it even more difficult to determine how to pursue it effectively.  

Another study by Fliervoet et al. (2019), Een dijkwaterschap of omgevingspartner, explores which 

criteria may influence selecting suitable forms of public participation in decision-making. Therefore, 

an inquiry was conducted to gain insight into the experience of Rivierenland Water Board members 

and public participants involved in the DFPP projects. This resulted in in-depth interviews with eight 

environmental managers and five board members of Rivierenland. Additionally, 34 interviews with 

public participants involved in the three DFPP projects and surveys of 88 participants from an online 

platform were collected. Consequently, an assessment framework was created based on the 

experiences of all the interviewees (Fliervoet et al., 2019). 

However, the method to measure the involvement of public participants during the decision-making 

process remains ambiguous. Although 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 effectively pursue public 

participation. An example of this limitation was highlighted by Burton (2009). He argued that based 

on a systematic review of studies of community engagement in area-based initiatives, most studies 

reported evidence of negative impacts or that it was difficult to determine what the objectives of the 

interventions were, let alone their impact. Moreover, he highlighted that limited attention is given to 

the potential interaction between different forms and degrees of public participation for public 

decision-making (Burton, 2009). 

Furthermore, researchers and other experts have different definitions and methodologies for 

including public participation in decision-making. Consequently, this results in mixed findings, as 

definitions vary in public involvement or engagement. With regard to methodology, it may be 

perceived as a survey or organized conferences for these public participants (Rowe & Frewer, 2005). 

 

1.3 Research Aim 
 

The primary research aim is to understand the challenges and benefits of including public 

participation during decision-making processes. Consequently, recommendations shall be given to 

improve the inclusion and efficiency of public participation in the DFPP collaborative projects. 
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1.4 Research Question(s) 
 

The following are the main research question and sub-questions: 

Main Research Question: 

Which characteristics of public participation impact the preferred alternative in DFPP collaborative 

projects? 

Sub-Question 1: 

According to the literature, how can the impact of public participation be measured in decision-

making? 

Sub-Question 2: 

Based on the literature, which factors might be indicated for public participants impacting the 

preferred alternatives in DFPP collaborative projects? 

Sub-Question 3: 

How do these factors influence public participants impacting the preferred alternative in the IJsseldijk 

Zwolle-Olst DFPP collaborative project? 
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1.5 Scientific and Societal Relevance 
 

It is expected that, around 2050, more than two-thirds of the Dutch population will live in the delta 

areas (C40Cities, 2022). Thus, the desire to maintain and strengthen the dikes will increase over time. 

This can be explained by the continuously increasing sea level, which is expected to rise by around 

0.80 m by the end of this century (Kraaijvanger, 2015). Moreover, more people living within the delta 

areas will require larger cities with more exposure to vulnerabilities such as ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎΣ Ǿƛǘŀƭ 

infrastructure and provisions at risk (Kaufmann & Wiering, 2017). Elaborating on this, in 2017, the 

water safety norms for flood defenses were revised and are now also based (besides flood risk) on 

group risk, economic value, and vital infrastructure. Therefore, a need is apparent for the expertise 

of other parties specializing in these fields to discuss this matter. Thus, the (delta) cities might be 

prepared for mitigation and adaptation against future flood events from the sea, as well as threats 

induced by rivers and (extreme) rainfall (Hegger et al., 2016). 

Simultaneously, across western societies, the popularity of public participation has also increased 

during this era. According to Burton (2009), among parliamentary democracies and other 

representative systems of government, a widespread belief exists that in addition to the occasional 

opportunity to vote for national, regional, and local governments, citizens should be allowed and 

encouraged to participate more directly in decisions affecting them. It is argued that deliberative 

democracies promise citizens opportunities to exercise their voices and more responsive, citizen-

centered government by embedding άgovernance systems and institutions with greater levels of 

transparency, accountability and legitimacyέ (Henton et al., 2005, p.5). Thus, key democratic values, 

such as legitimacy, justice, and effectiveness in governance, can be achieved. This already takes many 

shapes, such as co-production with other agencies and citizens through partnerships and community 

involvement (Fung, 2015). 

In the scientific literature, the concept of increasing the involvement of public participants in 

decision-making is becoming more popular, especially in environmental fields. According to Newig et 

al. (2018), scholars and public administrators are increasingly engaging in participatory modes of 

governance to improve the environmental outcomes of public decision-making. This might be 

considered due to pragmatic reasons, such as integrating local knowledge, including the perspectives 

from various actors, and promoting acceptance and implementation of decisions (Newig et al., 2018). 

 

1.6 Structure of the Research 
 

This research begins with an introduction to the topic and focuses on the emerging problem 

(research gap) by formulating the main research question and sub-questions in Chapter 1. 

Subsequently, Chapter 2 highlights the relevant and existing literature related to this research and 

constructs the information required for the conceptual model. 

Next, Chapter 3 discusses the applied methods, data collection, and analysis for this research 

(Chapter 3). Subsequently, the statistical results are presented in Chapter 4. The research then 

progresses to a case study to further elaborate on the statistical results in Chapter 5. Finally, Chapter 

6 provides the conclusions and recommendations. 
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2. Literature Study 
 

This chapter explores which characteristics of public participation might impact decision-making, 

specifically regarding the preferred alternative during the DFPP collaborative projects. Additionally, 

the method of measuring the characteristics of public participation is identified. 

Two theories are selected for this research. The first theory of Emerson et al. (2012) suggests 

examining their theoretical framework further by specifying it for a certain situation and indicating 

which relationships and components matter, depending on the context of a project. Another theory 

of Newig et al. (2018) argues for testing the framework in sectors beyond the environmental field. 

These two theories may be consistent with the research goal, as they both suggest further 

exploration and adaptation to other research areas. In the following sections, both the theories of 

Emerson et al. (2012) and Newig et al. (2018) are further described. 

 

2.1 The Integrative Framework for Collaborative Governance 
 

Emerson et al. (2012) proposed a framework created from various frameworks as a theoretical lens 
to analyze collaborative cross-sector conditions during decision-making. This theory might be useful 
to use since this research is related to Ph.D. research in cross-sector collaboration, specifically for 
dike reinforcement projects (all-risk projects). Moreover, Emerson et al.Ωǎ (2012) theory served as a 
fundamental theory in exploring the cross-collaboration settings between the government, market, 
and civil society parties in this Ph.D. research. Elaborating on this, this research emphasizes further 
exploration of the specific effects of civil society parties (public participants) on the preferred 
alternative as an extension of this Ph.D. research. Therefore, it might be logical to use Emerson et 
al.Ωǎ (2012) theory to complement this. 
 
This framework, the integrative framework for collaborative governance, has multiple layers. The 
first layer is the system context, which functions as the host of political, legal, socioeconomic, and 
environmental influences that affect and can be affected by the collaborative governance regime 
(CGR). This entails the resource conditions that require improving, increasing, or limiting their policy 
and legal framework, including administrative, regulatory, or judicial; prior failure to address the 
issue through conventional channels and authorities; political dynamics and power relations within 
communities and among or across levels of governments; and socioeconomic and cultural health and 
diversity (Emerson et al., 2012). 
 

Drivers 
Based on this system context, the drivers emerge and help initiate and set the direction for a CGR. 
These drivers are leadership, consequential incentives, interdependence, and uncertainty (Emerson 
et al., 2012). 
 
The driver leadership suggests the presence of an identified leader who can initiate and help secure 
resources and support for a CGR. They should possess a commitment to collaborative problem-
solving, a willingness to advance a particular solution, and impartiality concerning ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 
preferences (Emerson et al., 2012). 
 
Another driver is consequential incentives and relates to either internal or external drivers for 
collaborative actions. Such incentives are consequential because the presenting issues are salient to 
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participants, the pressure for solutions is high, and the absence of attention to the incentives may 
have negative impacts (Emerson et al., 2012). 
 
The third important driver is interdependence, meaning that individuals and organizations cannot 
accomplish something independently. The final driver is uncertainty and comprises challenges for 
managing challenging societal problems (Emerson et al., 2012). 
 
 

Collaborative Dynamics 
The CGR is further provided with collaborative dynamics and actions, which form the quality and 

extent to which a CGR is created and effective. The collaborative dynamics are built on three smaller 

collaborative dynamics: principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint action 

(Emerson et al., 2012). 

 

Principle Engagement 

Principle engagement occurs over time. It may influence different stakeholders at different points 

and occur in face-to-face or virtual formats, cross-organizational networks, or private and public 

meetings, among other settings. Through principled engagement, people with differing content, 

relational, and identity goals work across their respective institutional, sectoral, or jurisdictional 

boundaries to solve problems, resolve conflicts, or create value. Four elements are central to this 

dynamic: 

1. Discovery relates to the revelation of individual and shared interests, concerns, and values, 

as well as the identification and analysis of relevant and significant information and its 

implications (Emerson et al., 2012). 

2. Definition  features the continuous effort to build shared meaning by articulating a common 

purpose and objectives (Emerson et al., 2012). 

3. Determination includes procedural decisions (setting agendas, assigning a work group) and 

substantive determinations (reaching agreements on action items or final recommendations; 

Emerson et al., 2012). 

4. Deliberation is broadly 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 interventions (Emerson et al., 

2012). 

Shared Motivation 

Emerson et al. (2012) defined shared motivation as a self-reinforcing cycle comprising four elements: 

trust, mutual understanding, internal legitimacy, and commitment. Shared motivation highlights the 

interpersonal and relational elements of the collaborative dynamics and is sometimes referred to as 

social capital. The four elements are further described: 

1. Trust occurs over time as parties work together, become acquainted with each other, and 

prove to each other that they are reasonable, predictable, and dependable (Emerson et al., 

2012). 

2. After gaining trust, mutual understanding may 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 specifically relates to the ability to 
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ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ positions and interests even when one might not agree with 

them (Emerson et al., 2012). 

3. Legitimacy is defined as the confirmation that participants in a collective endeavor are 

trustworthy and credible, with compatible and interdependent interests, legitimizing and 

motivating ongoing collaboration (Emerson et al., 2012). 

4. Commitment enables participants to cross the organizational, sectoral, and jurisdictional 

boundaries that previously separated them and commit to a shared path (Emerson et al., 

2012). 

 

Capacity for Joint Action 

Collaboration aims to generate desired outcomes together that could not be accomplished 

separately. Emerson et al. (2012) illustrated the collaborative dynamic, capacity for joint action, as άa 

collection of cross-functional elements that come together to create the potential for taking effective 

ŀŎǘƛƻƴέ and serve άas the link between strategy and performanceέ (p. 14). Four different elements 

are included in this dynamic: 

1. Procedural and institutional engagement encompasses the range of process protocols and 

organizational structures necessary to manage repeated interactions over time. Specifically, 

larger, more complex, and long-lived collaborative networks require more explicit structures 

and protocols for the administration and management of work. These procedural and 

institutional arrangements must be defined at both the intra-organizational (i.e., how a single 

group or organization will govern) and inter-organizational (i.e., how groups of organizations 

will govern management together) levels. The protocol governing collaborative endeavors 

may be informal άnorms of ǊŜŎƛǇǊƻŎƛǘȅέ or more formal rules of network interactions 

(Emerson et al., 2012,p.15). 

2. Leadership can be an external driver, an essential ingredient 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 essential (Emerson et al., 2012). 

3. Knowledge fuels collaborative governance. Once guarded, this is shared with other 

participants. The ability to transmit high-quality knowledge effectively within and across 

organizations is the essence of άŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅέ in high-performance organizations and 

networks. Knowledge is also the central element in adaptive resource management models, 

where conditions of scientific or resource uncertainty lead parties to cooperate in 

management experiments to test and build better and more enduring management 

(Emerson et al., 2012). 

4. Resources can be considered a benefit of collaboration due to its potential for sharing and 

leveraging scarce resources (Emerson et al., 2012). 

These dynamics work interactively and iteratively to create collaborative action. Eventually, the 

collaborative actions lead to the outcome within the CGR or the system context. Consequently, they 

impact and adapt the system context or potentially adapt the CGR itself (Emerson et al., 2012). 
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Collaborative Actions 
Collaborative actions may be conducted simultaneously by all partners or their agents, by individual 

partners conducting tasks agreed through the CGR, or by external entities responding to 

recommendations or directions from the CGR. Researchers suggest that several factors affect the 

likelihood that collaborative action will be taken or implemented, including many elements 

integrated with collaborative dynamics, such as leadership, diverse representation, and power 

(Emerson et al., 2012). 

Impacts 
Emerson et al. (2012) focused the definition of impact on άresults on the groundέ (p.18). Impacts 

result from action spurred by collaborative dynamics. Impacts are intentional changes of state within 

the system context. They are alterations in a pre-existing or projected condition deemed undesirable 

or in need of change. Impacts can be expressed in terms of physical, environmental, social, 

economic, and political influences (Emerson et al., 2012). 

Adaptation 

Collaborative governance is frequently advocated due to its potential to transform a complex 

situation or issue. One of the άmost important 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 importance ΨΩό9ƳŜǊǎƻƴ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмнΣǇΦмуύΦ Emerson et al. (2012) proposed in their 

framework the potential for adaptation in the CGR itself. This may occur indirectly due to changes in 

the system context or directly in response to the perceived effectiveness of actions and impacts 

(Emerson et al., 2012). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure  SEQ Figure \* ARABIC 1: The integrative Framework for 
Collaborative Governance 

Figure 9: The Integrative Framework for Collaborative Governance 
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2.2 A Framework of Causal Mechanisms 
 

Using Emerson et al.Ωǎ (2012) theory, this research may have identified certain characteristics of 

public participation. Nonetheless, some elements might still be absent concerning measuring the 

effectiveness of these characteristics. Therefore, the following theory of Newig et al. (2018) might be 

useful. 

Newig et al. (2018) presented a causal framework built on the concept that decision-making 

processes (DMPs) can be participatory and collaborative. Thus, according to this framework, 

decision-makers can decide to what extent DMPs are collaborative or participatory. This departs 

from Emerson et al. (2012), who perceived 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 effective (Newig et al., 2018). 

This causal framework possesses five clusters of core mechanisms, including the relationship 

between participation and environmental outcomes. This can examine whether a certain relationship 

will be strengthened or weakened (Newig et al., 2018). The first three clusters focus on the 

representing role of environmental concerns, participantsΩ environmental knowledge, and dialogical 

interaction during decision-making. The final two clusters entail the role of acceptance, conflict 

resolution, and collaborative networks for implementing decisions. A more detailed description of 

the clusters is discussed later. 

 

Cluster I: Opening Up Decision-Making to Environmental Outcomes 
This cluster comprises two factors. The first is opening up and representation of environmental 

concerns. This states that opening up DMPs to non-state actors allows previously excluded groups 

(including environmental groups) to participate. This can increase or decrease the representation of 

environmental concerns in DMPs. Whether this results in an increase or decrease in this factor 

depends on the degree of stakeholdersΩ environmental concerns, willingness to participate, 

stakeholdersΩ capacity, and the openness versus inclusiveness of the process (Newig et al., 2018). 

The second factor is the representation of environmental concerns and environmental quality of 

decisions. This suggests that an increasing representation of environmental concerns in DMPs fosters 

environmental advocacy, positively impacting the environmental quality of the output. However, 

increasing the representation of environmental concerns in DMPs may weaken the position of 

environmental groups due to, for instance, more powerful actors. This could negatively impact the 

environmental quality of the output. The form of impact depends on the process characteristics, 

degree of trust among participants, and participantsΩ characteristics (Newig et al., 2018). 

 

Cluster II: Incorporation of Environmentally Relevant Knowledge 
In this cluster, Newig et al. (2018) incorporated the relevance of lay and local knowledge. Here, lay 

and local knowledge in decision-making includes involving actors directly with current environmental 

issues in DMPs. This may increase environmentally relevant knowledge and make knowledge 

relevant to implementation available to DMPs. The degree of these factors depends on the 

knowledge deficit of decision-makers, knowledgeable stakeholders, and structured knowledge 

integration (Newig et al., 2018). 
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Another element in this factor is the education and empowerment of participants for more 

meaningful participation. This states that participation may improve participantsΩ understanding of 

the current issue, increasing the likelihood of their providing constructive and environmentally 

relevant output. Again, this depends on conditions such as the degree of knowledge deficit, engaged 

participants, and understandable and unbiased information (Newig et al., 2018). 

The third factor is knowledge and environmental outputs, which states that a higher degree of 

environmentally relevant knowledge made available to DMPs leads to higher environmental output 

standards (Newig et al., 2018). 

The final factor is knowledge and implementation. This states that environmentally relevant and 

implementation-relevant knowledge included in DMPs makes implementing decision-making more 

likely (Newig et al., 2018). 

 

Cluster III: Group Interaction, Learning, and Mutual Benefits 
The third cluster explores the group interaction, learning, and mutual benefits more deeply. This 

includes negotiation and mutual gains of environmentally beneficial outputs, where DMPs with 

higher degrees of communication and bargaining are more likely to identify mutual gains than those 

with minimal or no communication and bargaining (Newig et al., 2018). 

The open dialogue, innovation, and learning for environmentally beneficial outputs component 

states that participation in DMPs by open dialogue is more likely to lead to the development of 

creative and innovative solutions to environmental problems than DMPs without open dialogue 

(Newig et al., 2018). 

Another component is deliberation and environmentally beneficial outputs, which suggests that 

deliberative participatory process setting is more likely to orient ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ views toward the 

common good. Therefore, this is more favorable in generating outputs for the environment 

compared to a non-deliberative DMP (Newig et al., 2018). 

The final one is that the more veto players are involved in DMPs, the more likely the output will have 

lower environmental standards. This depends on the factor model of decision-making, degrees of 

conflicts, and participantsΩ willingness and ability to cooperate (Newig et al., 2018). 

 

Cluster IV: Acceptance and Conflict Resolution for Implementation 
One of the final clusters is acceptance and conflict resolution for implementation. This comprises the 

component accommodation of interest, which suggests that a higher degree of participation leads to 

the accommodation of more diverse interests in the output, thus increasing acceptance by 

stakeholders (Newig et al., 2018). 

Another component is procedural fairness, in which DMPs perceived as fair and legitimate can be 

accepted by participants, respective constituencies, and other stakeholders. This depends on several 

factors, such as early and meaningful involvement for those directly participating, mediation, and 

stakeholders outside the immediate process. The perception of fairness may rely on transparency, 

the levels of trust of the stakeholders in the intentions of the process organization and institutions, 

and communication that permits participants to express their views within the process (Newig et al., 

2018).  
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Then, negotiation, mutual gains, and conflict resolution for acceptance states that mutual gains and 

conflict resolution resulting from negotiation may increase ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ acceptance of the output 

(Newig et al., 2018). 

An important component of this cluster is waking sleeping dogs. Raising ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ awareness of 

issues and their involvement in decision-making leads them to consider possible negative effects of 

decisions and thus increases opposition to environmentally beneficial measures (Newig et al., 2018). 

The final component is acceptance for implementation and compliance. This says that although the 

participatory process can lead to agreement goals and objectives, disagreement arising over 

implementation can ultimately lead to delays and stalling. This might result from DMPs excluding 

important actors, such as politicians, bureaucrats, and private sector actors. Therefore, 

implementation may be hindered by these groups. Furthermore, there may be a considerable time 

lag between decision-making and implementation, and circumstances may change so that the 

initially envisaged implementation becomes infeasible or undesirable (Newig et al., 2018).  

Cluster V: Capacity Building for Implementation and Compliance 
The final cluster is capacity building for implementation and compliance. This comprises informing 

policy addressees. The participation of policy addressees in decision-making improves 

implementation and compliance. Finally, networks of implementation, indicating participation, 

fosters the formation or strengthening of networks among participants and leads to implementation 

and compliance (Newig et al., 2018). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure  SEQ Figure \* ARABIC 2: Framework of Causal Mechanism 

Figure 10: Framework of Causal Mechanisms 
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2.3 Conceptual Model 
 

After discussing the relevant literature, the conceptual model (CM) was created. This research 

emphasizes which characteristics of public participation impact the preferred alternative to reveal 

which collaborative conditions might be efficient in the DFPP collaborative projects. In analyzing this, 

Newig et al.Ωǎ (2018) scheme was primarily used to identify whether certain relationships between 

the characteristics of public participation and the preferred alternative outcome were noticeable. 

The Newig et al. (2018) framework of causal mechanisms was used in the five different clusters and 

their variables (independent variables) and the output (dependent variable). This CM includes only 

four clusters. The reasons for this consideration are further explained in the section on the CM 

operationalization. This CM was further complemented with some components (independent 

variables) from the collaborative dynamics, principal engagement, shared motivation, and capacity 

for joint action. Eventually, Newig et al.Ωǎ (2018) clusters were renamed based on the variables of 

Emerson et al. (2012) and Newig et al. (2018). 

 

Cluster I: Representation of Views, Ideas, and Concerns 
This cluster is based on the variables from Emerson et al.Ωǎ (2012) άdiscoveryέ and Newig et al.Ωǎ 

(2018) άopening up DMPs to (environmental) concerns.έ 

Cluster II: Incorporation of Knowledge 
The second cluster is the incorporation of knowledge by participants and is formed by the variables 

of Newig et al.Ωǎ (2018) άlay and local knowledgeέ and Emerson et al.Ωǎ (2012) άknowledge.έ 

Cluster III: Deliberation 
This cluster is based on the following variables from Newig et al. (2018): άcommunication and 

bargainingέ and άdeliberative process.έ Variables included from Emerson et al. (2012) are 

άdefinitionέ and άcommitment.έ 

Cluster IV: Internal Legitimacy 
The cluster internal legitimacy incorporates the following variables from Newig et al. (2018): 

άnegotiation, mutual gains, and conflict resolution for acceptanceέ and άprocedural fairness.έ 

Emerson et al. (2012) included the following variables: άtrustέ and άmutual understanding.έ 



 

 25 

Figure 4 illustrates the CM. This includes all the independent variables in the four different clusters. 

Dependent Variable Description 

Dependent variable Collective standard of the output 

Prescription Description 

Cluster I Representation of views, ideas, and concerns 

Variable 1.1 Discovery  

Variable 1.2 Opening up DMPs to (environmental) concerns 

Cluster II Incorporation of knowledge 

Variable 2.1 Knowledge  

Variable 2.2 Lay and local knowledge  

Cluster III Deliberation  

Variable 3.1 Communication and bargaining  

Variable 3.2 Definition  

Variable 3.3 Deliberative process 

Variable 3.4 Commitment 

Cluster IV Internal legitimacy 

Figure 11: The Conceptual Model 
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Variable 4.1 Negotiation, mutual gains, and conflict resolution for 
acceptance 

Variable 4.2 Trust  

Variable 4.3 Mutual understanding 

Variable 4.4 Procedural fairness 

Table 1: Legend of the Conceptual Model 
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3. Methodology 
 

In this chapter the methodology will be further discussed. First of all, the research design will be 

described. Next, the data collection and analysis shall be explained and compromises the literature 

review, qualitative methods and quantitative methods for this research. 

 

3.1 Research Design 

For this research, both quantitative and qualitative methods were used. Regarding the quantitative 
method, an existing survey dataset of the All-Risk Project was analyzed. The aim was to better 
understand which characteristics of public participation may affect the preferred alternative in the 
dike reinforcement project. Because this research used an existing survey dataset of the All-Risk 
Project, no quantitative data collection was required. However, data collection for both the 
qualitative analysis and literature study were necessary for this research. 

This type of research can be categorized as descriptive research. According to Nassaji (2015), the goal 
of a descriptive research is to describe a phenomenon (public participation) and its characteristics 
(influences on the preferred alternative). The descriptive research mainly focused on the current 
knowledge of the public participants. 

 

3.2 Data Collection 
 

3.2.1 Literature Review 
 

The main aim of a literature review is to integrate and generalize literature findings to develop 

debate within a specific field of science or bridge the language used across fields (Randolph, 2009). In 

this research, the academic literature, DFPP reports, and other policy documents were studied to 

better understand the concept of public participation in general. Furthermore, the aim was to 

explore which theories might help analyze the characteristics of public participants influencing the 

preferred alternative. The type of literature included public participation in politics, flood risk 

management, and the environment. 

3.2.2 Quantitative Methods 
 

The survey for this research aimed to investigate the improvement in efficiency and effectiveness of 

collaboration between government, market, and civil society parties in the DFPP collaborative 

projects. This emphasized analyzing the effects of certain collaboration conditions (e.g., personal 

interaction, motivation, knowledge, and resources) on the preferred alternative in dike 

reinforcement projects. Therefore, various participants (project team, citizens, companies, and civil 

society organizations) were asked to participate in this survey. The specific scope of this research was 

to analyze which collaboration and behavior forms (influenced by experts, directors, or citizens) of 

public participants may influence the preferred alternative. 
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The survey is classified into the following themes: 

Survey Theme Description 
Theme 1: General information about the 
participant 

¶ General and personal knowledge from the 
participants 

¶ This includes their current involvement and its 
duration, expertise, experience representing the 
institute, and their motive for being involved in this 
project. 

 

Theme 2: Collaboration and behavior of 
participants in DFPP projects 

¶ This theme focuses on the collaboration and 
behavior of all participants during the DFPP 
projects. 

¶ The questions cover the frequency of contact 
between participants, their commitment to the 
project, and respecting and appreciating each 
ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ views during the process. 

Theme 3: Collaboration and behavior of directors 
in DFPP projects 

¶ The objective of the third theme is to understand 
the collaboration and behavior of directors during 
the DFPP projects. 

¶ This theme is not relevant to the research since the 
objective is to understand the characteristics of 
public participants regarding the preferred 
alternative and not those of directors. 

 

Theme 4: Resources to stimulate collaboration in 
DFPP projects 

¶ This theme concerns the resources necessary to fuel 
the collaboration during the DFPP projects. 

¶ The subthemes can be distinguished as 
organizational arrangements, leadership, 
knowledge, and resources of participants. 

 

Theme 5: The course of collaboration in the DFPP 
project 

¶ Focus on the course of the collaboration during the 
DFPP projects. 

¶ This comprises a question regarding whether their 
project has been changed or adapted during the 
exploration phase and, if so, why. 

 
Theme 6: The characteristics of the preferred 
alternative 

¶ This theme concerns a question about the 
characteristics of the preferred alternative. 

¶ These questions concern the incorporation of 
technological innovations, other functions, 
including public participants during the process, and 
whether the preferred alternative genuinely 
addresses the problem. 

 

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

¶ The final theme explores which and to what degree 
juridical questions and bottlenecks affect different 
groups within the DFPP projects.  

Table 2: The Survey Themes 
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Operationalization of the Conceptual Model 

This section describes the CM operationalization. As mentioned earlier, the CM comprises four 

clusters (independent variables) and one output (dependent variable). 

The final output first resulted in the collective standard of the output, ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ acceptance of 

the output. Newig et al. (2018) also described the output implementation and compliance. However, 

after analyzing this survey, no survey questions appear to be related to acceptance of the output by 

stakeholders in the implementation and compliance of the output. Thus, these outputs from Newig 

et al. (2018) are omitted. 

Hence, the following three survey questions served as the output for the collective output standard: 

 Survey Question 6.1.3: Do you think the concerns of civilians and stakeholders were 

considered for the preferred alternative? 

 Survey Question 6.1.4: Do you think the civilian and other stakeholders were able to 

participate actively during the process of the preferred alternative? 

 Survey Question 6.1.5: Do you think that the involved civilians and other stakeholders made, 

in general, a noticeable contribution to the preferred alternative? 

 

These three survey questions were combined to use for the analysis. It is later described how the 

selected survey questions may fit the cluster and their included variables. 

 

Cluster I: Representation of Views, Ideas, and Concerns 

In this cluster, both variables feature the opportunities of other non-state actors to express 

themselves during the DMPs. Therefore, the following survey question is linked: 

Survey Question: Participants had the opportunity to express their views, concerns, and goals (Survey 

Question 2.1b). 

Like the variables άdiscoveryέ and άopening up DMPs to environmental concerns,έ it also describes 

the opportunity for all actors to share their views, ideas, and concerns, including the public 

participants. 

 

Cluster II: Incorporation of Knowledge 

These variables share characteristics that include knowledge deriving from (expert) participantsΩ 

scientific experience. Thus, the following survey questions might suit this cluster: 

Survey Question 4.1c: Knowledge, described as follows: 

 High-quality scientific information 
 Study results 

 
Survey Question 4.2c: The internal appointed expert substantially impacted the development of the 
preferred alternative. 
 
Survey Question 4.2d: The external appointed expert substantially impacted the development of the 
preferred alternative. 
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The survey questions incorporate similar features to the variable άknowledgeέ as high-quality 
scientific information, such as study results. Moreover, besides high-quality knowledge, there may 
also be άlay and local knowledgeέ derived from appointed internal and external experts. 
 

Cluster III: Deliberation 

All the variables in this cluster appear to focus on the genuine effort of public participants to discuss 

the preferred alternative with other actors during the DMP. The following survey questions are 

linked to this cluster: 

Survey Question: Participants were able to identify their shared goals and needs and shared view of 

the preferred alternative (Survey Question 2.1i). 

Like the variables άdefinitionέ and άcommunication and bargaining,έ this survey question also 

highlights the identification of shared goals by all participants by devoting their efforts to constant 

communication and all the participantsΩ needs. 

Survey Question: Participants in your project were, in general, committed to the process (Survey 

Question 2.3f). 

This survey question also indicates, like the variables άdeliberative processέ and άcommitment,έ that 

if participants are in a deliberative participatory process (e.g., form of assigning workgroups and 

reaching agreements on final recommendations), they are more likely to orient ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ views 

toward the common good, while crossing the organizational, sectoral, and jurisdictional boundaries 

that previously separated them and thus committing to a shared path. 

 

Cluster IV: Internal Legitimacy 

These variables have in common that if one of these emerges, it may or may not lead to feeling 

justified and determines the acceptance by public participants for the preferred alternative. The 

following survey questions are related to this cluster: 

Survey Question: Participants could reach agreement on the plan of action to work toward the 

preferred alternative (Survey Question 2.1j). 

Here, the variable άnegotiation, mutual gains, and conflict resolution for acceptanceέ is identified. 

The survey question relates to whether the participants reach agreement on the plan of action. 

Therefore, efforts regarding negotiation, mutual gains, and conflict resolution may increase 

ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘǇǳǘ. 

Survey Question: Participants could trust each other (Survey Question 2.3b). 

This survey question can be recognized in the variable άtrust.έ This occurs over time as parties work 

together, become acquainted with each other, and prove to each other that they are reasonable, 

predictable, and dependable. 

Survey Question: Participants appreciate and respect differences such as including the ambitions of 

the area in the project (Survey Question 2.3c). 

The variable άmutual understandingέ can be linked to this survey question. This describes, like the 

survey question, ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ positions and interests even when one 

might not agree. 
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Survey Question: Participants can assume that the intentions of other participants are good (Survey 

Question 2.3d). 

This survey question can be identified in the variable άprocedural fairness.έ Here, the DMP is viewed 

as fair and legitimate and can be accepted by participants, respective constituencies, and other 

stakeholders. 

Figure 5 illustrates the operationalization of the CM. The following section discusses the analysis and 

output from the SPSS program. 

 
Figure 12: Operationalization of the Conceptual Model 
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Dependent Variable Description 

Collective standard of the output 

¶ Survey Question 6.1.3 

¶ Survey Question 6.1.4 
¶ Survey Question 6.1.5 

 

 

¶ Do you think that the involved civilians and other 
stakeholders, made in general, a noticeable 
contribution to the preferred alternative? 

¶ Do you think the concerns of civilians and 
stakeholders were considered for the preferred 
alternative? 

¶ Do you think the involved civilians and 
stakeholders had the opportunity to actively 
participate in the process of the preferred 
alternative? 

 
Prescription Description 

Cluster I Representation of views, ideas, and concerns 

¶ Survey Question 2.1b 
¶ Variables: 1.1 & 1.2 

Participants had the opportunity to express their views, 
concerns, and goals. 

Cluster II Incorporation of knowledge 

¶ Survey Question 4.1c 

¶ Variable: 2.2 

Knowledge, described as follows: 

¶ High-quality scientific information 

¶ Study results 

¶ Survey Question 4.2c 

¶ Variable: 2.2 

The internal appointed expert substantially impacted the 
development of the preferred alternative. 
 

¶ Survey Question 4.2d 

¶ Variable: 2.2 

The external appointed expert substantially impacted the 
development of the preferred alternative. 
 

Cluster III Deliberation 

¶ Survey Question 2.1i 
¶ Variables: 3.1 & 3.2 

The internal appointed experts substantially impacted the 
development of the preferred alternative. 

¶ Survey Question 2.3f 

¶ Variables: 3.3 & 3.4  

The external appointed experts substantially impacted the 
development of the preferred alternative. 

Cluster IV Internal legitimacy 

¶ Survey Question 2.1j 

¶ Variable: 4.1 

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

¶ Survey Question 2.3b 
¶ Variable: 4.2 

Participants could trust each other. 

¶ Survey Question 2.3c 

¶ Variable: 4.3 

Participants appreciate and respect differences such as 
including ambitions of the area in the project. 

¶ Survey Question 2.3d 

¶ Variable: 4.4 

Participants can assume that the intentions of other 
participants are good. 

Table 3: Legend of the Conceptual Model Operationalization  



 

 33 

Selection of the SPSS Analysis 

Finally, a multiple regression analysis was selected for the analysis because more independent 

variables were used to predict the dependent variable. Several conditions must be met to use a 

multiple regression analysis (van Heijst, 2021b): 

- The relationship between the explanatory and dependent variables must be linear. 

- The data are obtained from an arbitrary experiment of the population. 

- The explanatory variables included in the regression analysis do not have a linear relationship 

between them. 

- There is exogeneity: The expected error term is zero. 

- There is homoscedasticity: The variance of the error terms is equal to all the values of the 

explanatory variable. 

 

 

3.2.3 Qualitative Methods 
 

Selecting a case for in-depth study 

The fundamental goal of case study research is to conduct an in-depth analysis of an issue, within its 

context, with a view to understanding the issue from the perspective of participants. A case study 

design can address a wide range of questions that ask the why, what, and how of an issue and assist 

researchers in exploring, explaining, describing, evaluating, and theorizing about the complex issue in 

context. The outcome can lead to an in-depth understanding of behaviors, processes, practices, and 

relationships in context (Miles et al., 2020). 

Regarding this research, a project must be selected from the SPSS dataset. Before this selection, an 

SPSS analysis was conducted. Based on the results of appointed internal experts play a key role in this 

process, this was further investigated to understand how and why these findings appeared 

significant. 

 

Round 1: Selecting the DFPP Projects From the SPSS Dataset 

The first step was to select the preferable case study. Thus, the following conditions needed to be 

met to consider this: 

- There must be at least one internal expert (i.e., area, technical, or process manager from the 

water board) participating in this survey. 

- Other types of participants who have engaged with this appointed internal expert during the 

process must be included. 
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 After meeting these criteria, the following projects were included for testing (Figure 6): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13: Round 1: The Selected DFPP Projects 
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Round 2: Selecting the Preferable DFPP Collaborative Projects Based on Two Survey Questions 

The next step was to consider one of these projects based on the following survey questions: 

¶ Survey Question: Did the public participation and other stakeholders make, in general, a 

noticeable contribution to the preferred alternative? 

¶ Survey Question: Did an internal expert significantly contribute to the process? 

 

Figure 7 shows that in all the projects, most of the participants responded with ά¸Ŝǎέ to this survey 

question. It is noticeable that, except for one project, one or two participants responded with άNo.έ 

However, it appears difficult to select the preferable projects based on these results. 

Figure 14: Round 2: Selecting the DFPP Collaborative Projects Based on Survey Question 6.1 
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Figure 8 shows that the results are mostly similar when comparing the projects. For the projects 

Grebbedijk, Gorinchem-Waardenburg, Tiel-Waardenburg, Meanderende Maas, Sterke Lekdijk, and 

IJsseldijk Zwolle-Olst, the majority response appears to be άTotally Agreeέ for this survey question. 

The others, Dijkversterking Gorinchem-Waardenburg, Lauwersmeerdijk-Vierhuizergat and 

Dijkversterking Koehool-Lauwersmer, majority response are more even between ΨΩbŜǳǘǊŀƭΩΩΣ 

ΨΩ{ƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ !ƎǊŜŜΩΩ ŀƴŘ ΨΩ¢ƻǘŀƭƭȅ !ƎǊŜŜΩΩ .  Since the focus is on the substantial impact of internal 

experts, the chance might be statistically higher to find the response άTotally AƎǊŜŜέ with projects. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15: Round 2: DFPP Collaborative Projects Based on Survey Question 4.2d 
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Round 3: Selection of the DFPP Collaborative Projects Based on the ParticipantsΩ Institutional 

Backgrounds 

 

Figure 9 lists the remaining selected projects. In this test, a selection was made based on the diversity 

of the participantsΩ institutional backgrounds. These institutional backgrounds are government 

(state), firms (market), and public participants (civil society). Hence, the Grebbedijk, Dijkversterking 

Zwolle-Olst, and Meanderende Maas projects were selected because they appear the most diverse, 

as opposed to the other projects that mainly comprise participants from government and firms. This 

may help obtain a multi-perspective view of this event and therefore minimize bias since not all the 

three institutional spheres are included during the projects. 

 

Round 4: Recommending a DFPP Collaborative Project as a Case Study 

In the final round, the goal was prioritizing these three final projects and nominating the final DFPP 

collaborative project as a case study. This depended on whether each participant was willing to be 

contacted. This step was considered for pragmatic reasons, such as the time limit of this research and 

other reasons of participants. Based on Table 4, a recommendation was made to select a case study: 

Project Yes No 

Dijkversterking Zwolle-Olst 8 1 

Grebbedijk 6 4 

Meanderende Maas 3 6 
Table 4: The Top Three Selected DFPP Projects 

Based on this, the project Dijkversterking Zwolle-Olst was recommended for selection as a case 

study. 

 

 

Figure 16Υ wƻǳƴŘ оΥ {ŜƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 5Ctt /ƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ Lƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ .ŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘǎ 


























































































