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Abstract

Given the current rate and speed of biodiversity loss and its disastrous effects on nature and nature’s
contributions to people, transformative change is imperative. Transformative change means a
fundamental and system-wide shift in structures, sectors and values, goals and paradigms. Collaborative
governance dynamics at the city-regional level have been argued to enhance the capacity to break current
gridlocks and support the governance of this shift. The current thesis tests this hypothesis in a qualitative
case study of the biodiversity policy arrangement in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region in the Netherlands,
where a new collaborative structure called the Green Metropolitan Region (GMR) was established in
2021. The research aimed to answer the following research question: How has the establishment of the
Green Metropolitan Region in 2021 influenced the transformative governance capacity of the
biodiversity policy arrangement in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region, and how can this be explained? Data
collection took place through desk research, semi-structured interviews and participant observation and
was based on a merger of the theories of transformative biodiversity governance and the Policy
Arrangement Approach. The transformative governance capacity was analysed in terms of two
components, relating to the performance in addressing the indirect drivers, or underlying causes, of
biodiversity loss and the adoption of transformative governance approaches such as integrative and
transdisciplinary governance. The research moreover studied the internal and external factors that
explain the level of change and stability in this transformative governance capacity. The analysis showed
that the establishment of the GMR has contributed in a limited but positive way to the transformative
governance capacity of the biodiversity policy arrangement. The collaborative governance structure
contributed by giving more focus to aspects such as infill development, agenda-setting for nature and
sustainable values and economy. The GMR also added to the institutionalisation of integrative and
adaptive, and to a lesser extent also inclusive, transdisciplinary and anticipatory governance approaches.
The transformative governance capacity was stimulated by factors related to the GMR’s set-up,
intermediate position and resources for coalition-building for sustainability in collaboration, which were
also facilitated by broader societal and institutional discourses and developments. Simultaneously,
transformative strength was stabilised across almost all variables due to restrictive power relations and
internal governance processes, as well as the GMR’s reliance on other governance levels. Overall, this
research shows that while its effect is restrained depending on its given position and context, city-

regional collaboration can add a promising level of influence for transformative change.

Key words: city-region, biodiversity, collaborative governance, transformative biodiversity

governance, Policy Arrangement Approach, factors of change and stability
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1. Introduction

1.1.  Problem statement
We are currently living in a time of unprecedented environmental degradation, with human actions

placing an estimated 1 million species at risk of extinction globally (IPBES, 2019). As the narrow
windows of opportunity close to halt the twin crises of climate change and biodiversity loss and deliver
environmental justice, calls for transformative change are rapidly gaining traction. Scholars argue that
in order to avoid the far-reaching and often irreversible impacts of biodiversity loss on nature and
nature’s contributions to people, what is needed is “a fundamental, system-wide reorganization across
technological, economic and social factors, including paradigms, goals and values” (IPBES, 2019, p.
889). Such fundamental change requires efforts from all layers of society, echoing the encouragement
for a “‘whole-of-society’ and ‘whole-of-government’ approach for biodiversity governance in the 2022
United Nations Kunming-Montreal Global biodiversity framework (CBD, 2022; Kok et al., 2022).
Indeed, a wide landscape of initiatives by non-state and sub-national actors has formed over the last few
decades to “fill the ambition gap left by governments” and generate coalitions, resources and

commitments for biodiversity action (Pattberg et al., 2019, p. 386).

Collaborative and experimental forms of governance have become important mechanisms for
connecting local governmental and non-governmental actors in tackling environmental problems
(Avoyan, 2022; Ulibarri et al., 2023). Collaboration takes place both transnationally, for example
through the Cities Biodiversity Centre within the International Council for Local Environmental
Initiatives (ICLEI), and on a local or regional level, e.g. through nature-based solutions or landscape-
oriented partnerships for biodiversity conservation (De Koning et al., 2023; Xie & Bulkeley, 2020).
Cross-border collaboration is especially relevant in the city-regional dimension because of the major
impacts that urban areas have on biodiversity, within and beyond city borders. Urban expansion and
pollution are identified as key direct drivers of habitat and biodiversity loss in terrestrial, aquatic and
marine ecosystems (IPBES, 2019). Such urban interactions with biodiversity are increasingly
recognized both in the scientific community and in policymaking and practice on the ground (Bulkeley

etal., 2021).

Nonetheless, issues persist. Urban impacts on biodiversity have mostly been considered from a
narrow perspective on in-situ processes in which urban expansion replaces neighbouring natural habitats
(Bulkeley et al., 2022). What often remains hidden from view, however, are the indirect urban drivers
of biodiversity loss. These represent the root causes of environmental degradation and are related to a
devaluation of nature that is embedded in economic, technological, demographic, political, institutional
and cultural trends in society (IPBES, 2019). The human disconnect from nature is felt in cities through
the devaluation of certain species that comes with changed socio-economic patterns. Efforts to cultivate
greater biodiversity in urban areas typically exclude a consideration of the wellbeing of animals that are

commodified for human consumption and use within and outside of the city borders, for example for



entertainment or meat consumption (Arcari et al., 2021). Moreover, cities comprise only 1% of the
earth’s habitable land area but act as major centres of production and consumption, extracting 80% of
the world’s natural resources from faraway ecosystems and thereby damaging their biodiversity and

functioning (Arcari et al., 2021, p. 956).

Because of their large ecological footprint, city-regions have a major responsibility to address
their direct and indirect drivers of biodiversity loss and change societal valuations of nature. In order to
create governance and politics that are up to this task and thereby drive the transformation towards
sustainability, local and regional governments may adopt what recent studies have conceptualised as
transformative governance (Chaffin et al., 2016; Visseren-Hamakers & Kok, 2022). For planning and
policymaking to be transformative, they have to be aimed at addressing the underlying causes of
unsustainability and simultaneously be integrative, inclusive, adaptive, transdisciplinary and
anticipatory (Visseren-Hamakers & Kok, 2022). These governance approaches should be
operationalised with the goal of empowering those stakeholders and initiatives that prioritize

“ecocentric, compassionate and just sustainable development” (Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2022, p. 77).

It has been argued that the increasingly collaborative governance dynamics in the city-regional
context has “served to shift the governing of urban biodiversity on to a more transformative footing”
(Bulkeley et al., 2022, p. 306). This idea reflects a widespread consensus in the literature on
sustainability and governance which states that collaboration, experimentation and polycentricity
enhance the capacity to break current gridlocks and foster more structural change (Linnenluecke et al.,
2017; Ostrom, 2010; Pattberg et al., 2019). But to what extent is this true? How does an expanded formal
collaboration influence the ability of city-regional authorities to adopt transformative governance
approaches and address the indirect drivers of biodiversity loss? In order to be able to tap into the
potential of subnational and urban contributions for biodiversity conservation, restoration and its
sustainable use, there needs to be a greater understanding of how collaboration contributes to
transformative change and what the challenges and opportunities are. The current research sets out to
explore this issue by analysing the influence of an expanded collaborative governance structure on the
transformative governance capacity of the biodiversity policy arrangement in the region of Arnhem and

Nijmegen.

1.2. Research focus

1.2.1. Case study
This research is conducted by means of a case study of the biodiversity governance in the city-region of

Arnhem-Nijmegen, located in the east of the Netherlands as illustrated in Figure 1 (Stuurgroep
Versterking regionale samenwerking, 2020b, p. 4). As of 2021, the region has adopted a new
collaborative governance structure in the form of the Green Metropolitan Region Arnhem-Nijmegen

(GMR). It involves a cooperation between the 18 municipalities in the region, set up with the purpose
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of working towards a shared vision of ‘green growth’: a balanced development that accommodates a
circular economy, sustainable mobility, a good quality of life and the region’s major assignment of
urbanisation. Within the case study, the impact of the establishment of the GMR on the transformative
capacity of the regional biodiversity governance is analysed. This is done by comparing the policy
arrangement from before and after the installation of the GMR, and by examining the institutional
development of the regional collaboration with specific focus on the GMR’s contribution. The research
also identifies what factors within the policy arrangement itself and in the external societal landscape

have played a key role in changing or stabilising the transformative capacity.

Figure 1

Location of and participating municipalities in the Green Metropolitan Region Arnhem-Nijmegen, anno

2020.
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1.2.2. Research aims and questions
This research has two central aims. First, the research aims to examine how the transformative

governance capacity of the regional biodiversity policy arrangement has developed due to the

establishment of the Green Metropolitan Region in 2021. More specifically, it seeks to analyse if and to



what extent this expanded collaborative governance structure has allowed the biodiversity policy
arrangement in the region Arnhem-Nijmegen to address the region’s indirect drivers of biodiversity loss
(transformative governance performance) and adopt transformative governance approaches
(transformative institutional capacity). The research’s second aim is to explore what internal and
external factors have influenced the level of stability or change in the policy arrangement’s
transformative governance capacity for biodiversity action. This is done by comparing the biodiversity
policy arrangement in the region from before 2021 with its successor in 2021-2023, and by analysing
the institutional developments in this time. The two aims can be translated into the main research
question and sub-questions listed below. Sub-questions 1 and 3 correspond to the first aim and sub-

questions 2 and 4 correspond to the second aim.

How has the establishment of the Green Metropolitan Region Arnhem-Nijmegen in 2021 influenced
the transformative governance capacity of the biodiversity policy arrangement in the region, and how

can this be explained?

1. How has the establishment of the Green Metropolitan Region influenced the transformative
governance performance of the biodiversity policy arrangement in the region?

2. What internal and external factors explain the level of change or stability in the policy
arrangement’s transformative governance performance?

3. How has the establishment of the Green Metropolitan Region influenced the transformative
institutional capacity of the biodiversity policy arrangement in the region?

4. What internal and external factors explain the level of change or stability in the policy

arrangement’s transformative institutional capacity?

1.3.  Societal and scientific relevance

1.3.1. Societal relevance
Given the current rate and speed of biodiversity loss and its disastrous effects on nature and nature’s

contributions to people, transformative change is paramount. According to Bulkeley et al. (2021), local
and especially urban policy arrangements hold significant transformative potential for addressing global
environmental challenges. This, they argue, is in large part due to the collaborative processes that are
booming at these levels of governance — processes which studies have identified as catalysts for
transformative change towards sustainability (Linnenluecke et al., 2017; Pattberg et al., 2019).
Knowledge on the actual effectiveness of and mechanisms behind this assumed catalysation effect is

crucial if collaborative processes are to meaningfully address the root causes of biodiversity loss.

The current research draws societal relevance from its contribution to a greater understanding
of the effect of regional collaboration on the transformative ‘degree’ of biodiversity governance. The

outcomes from the case study provide qualitative knowledge on how an extended collaborative

10



governance structure influences the transformative capacity of city-regional biodiversity action.
Comparing the regional biodiversity policy arrangement from before and after the introduction of the
GMR will help involved policymakers in the region reflect on their work and its implications for
biodiversity beyond the immediately visible and local setting. Awareness of the key factors that
influence the transformative success of collaboration, including challenges and opportunities, may also
inform actors beyond the GMR who wish to employ collaborative governance for fostering
transformative change for biodiversity. In their strategy- and policymaking, the lessons learned in this
research can assist them in identifying certain levers for change and facing challenges more effectively

in their pursuit of governance for and of transformations.

More broadly, unlocking the transformative potential of urban biodiversity governance will help
push transformative sustainability values and practices from niche to status quo in the wider societal
context (Geels, 2011). As governance mixes are increasingly aimed at fostering transformative
sustainability in city-regional areas and their ecological hinterlands, urbanisation can become an engine
not only for socio-economic development, but for a new way for humans to value and interact with
nature (Bulkeley et al., 2021; Rega-Brodsky et al., 2022). This will allow city-regions to take on a
leading role in turning the tide of biodiversity loss and realizing a more ecocentric, compassionate and

just society (Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2022).

1.3.2. Scientific relevance
During the past two decades, a diverse body of literature has developed on transitions and

transformations towards sustainability. The topic of sustainability transformations in particular has
gained increased scholarly attention in recent years due to an enthusiasm and perceived urgency for
moving beyond problem descriptions to identifying solutions for global environmental problems
(Patterson et al., 2017). Although this momentum provides rich soil for more fit-for-purpose
sustainability approaches, knowledge on how to actually steer and govern transformations is still in its
infancy (Chaffin et al., 2016; Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2021). The current research aims to contribute
to the literature on transformative biodiversity governance by offering insights into how the capacity for
transformative governance is influenced by the introduction of an expanded collaborative governance
structure. The Policy Arrangement Approach (PAA; Arts et al., 2000; Arts & Leroy, 2006) is used as an
explanatory framework in order to distil and concretize the factors that make up this influence. The
operationalisation of this analysis of transformative governance in combination with the PAA may offer
ideas for future studies on how to structure their analysis of transformative governance in practice. As
such, the outcomes of this research can help future research to empirically substantiate and refine the

operationalisation of transformative governance.

The research further holds scientific relevance because of its contribution to the literature on

city-regional biodiversity governance. It does so through its case study of the biodiversity policy
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arrangement in the metropolitan area of Arnhem and Nijmegen. Studies that examine cases of urban and
city-regional biodiversity governance from a transformations perspective are emerging (e.g. Bulkeley et
al.,2022; Holscher et al., 2019; Mumaw et al, 2023), but together form a young and thus far disconnected
field of knowledge. As these studies have signified the potential and urgency of collaborative urban
biodiversity governance as a leading dimension for transformative change, it is important that a
comprehensive theoretical approach is adopted to deliver empirical knowledge on this. The current
research contributes to this endeavour by applying Visseren-Hamakers & Kok’s (2022)
conceptualization of transformative governance to the city-regional biodiversity policy arrangement in
the Arnhem-Nijmegen area. In connecting literatures, it thereby allows for an empirical enrichment of
the research on transformative governance, as well as a much-needed incorporation of a directed and
explicit attention to transformative governance in the knowledge field of city-regional biodiversity

governance.

1.4. Outline

The following chapters will further explain the current research and substantiate the choices made in its
theoretical underpinnings and research design. Chapter 2 provides a literature review of the bodies of
scholarship in which the research is embedded, thereby forming the theoretical framework that
underpins this research. The third chapter further focusses the theory by extracting the key concepts and
merging these in a conceptual model, after which the operationalisation describes which variables are
used to apply the theory to the case study. The methodology in chapter 4 describes the research
philosophy and strategy applied in this study, and also explains how data collection and data analysis
are carried out. Chapter 5 presents the findings of the study according to the four sub-questions posed
above. Finally, chapters 6 and 7 provide a discussion and conclusion based on the findings, and also put

forward recommendations for future research and practice.
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2. Theoretical Framework
This chapter is the first of two chapters that lay the theoretical foundation for the current research. In the

theoretical framework, a selection of scientific literatures is discussed. These serve varying purposes: to
empirically and theoretically contextualize the main concepts of the current research, to direct thinking
on elements that may be of influence in the case study and, finally, to inform the construction of the

conceptual framework and its variables (see chapter 3).

2.1. Biodiversity and the need for transformative change
Biological diversity, or biodiversity, is defined as the “variability among living organisms from all

sources including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine and other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological
complexes of which they are part; this includes diversity within species, between species and of
ecosystems” (Convention on Biological Diversity, 1992, p. 3). Together with the abiotic factors in
Earth’s ecosystems, biodiversity underpins natural systems and human quality of life. As the landmark
2019 Global Assessment report by the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services (IPBES) explains, biodiversity provides a myriad of regulating, material and non-
material contributions to people, such as climate regulation, food and energy and landscapes as sources

of religion, connection and inspiration.

Though these contributions are vital to human existence, human activities like land-use change
and direct exploitation of species have caused an unprecedented decline of biodiversity and its ability to
provide ecosystem services now and in the future. The IPBES Global Assessment report describes
staggering losses, with global indicators showing an average decrease of natural ecosystems by 47 per
cent and around 1 million animal and plant species at risk of extinction out of an estimated 8 million
species in total (IPBES, 2019, p. XXVIII). Given these indicators and the overall lack of progress made
by past and ongoing efforts to achieve internationally agreed sustainability targets, the assessment
report, adopted by all IPBES member states, argues that fundamental, transformative change is
imperative. As opposed to incremental change, transformative change entails the promotion of more
ecocentric values, goals and paradigms while also fundamentally shifting current sectors and social,
economic and political structures from inhibiting to enabling just sustainable development (Visseren-

Hamakers et al., 2022).

2.2.  Sustainability transformations and transformative governance
This call for transformative change is part of a wider discourse on sustainability transformations that

has in recent decades surged in popular, political and scientific debates. In scholarly debates, this
‘transformative turn’ has resulted in multifaceted interpretations and usages of the concept of
transformation, for example in terms of the scope, scale and time frame in which transformations (ought
to) take place (Linnér & Wibeck, 2020; Massarella et al., 2021). The concept of transformations has also
been used interchangeably with that of transitions, principally because their bodies of literatures are

strongly connected through their shared analytical and normative focus on “radical, non-linear and
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structural change in complex adaptive systems” towards sustainability (Ho6lscher et al., 2018, p. 1). The
literatures on socio-technical transitions and transitions management have thereby functioned as an
important foundation for the research on sustainability transformations (Patterson et al., 2017).
Nonetheless, it is useful to distinguish between transformations and transitions, since they constitute
different but complementary facets of the same fundamental change (Linnér & Wibeck, 2020). Visseren-
Hamakers et al. (2022) propose that transitions can be positioned in a broader societal context of
transformations. Transformative change, they argue, on the one hand involves transforming the societal
structures that underly unsustainability, and on the other hand encompasses multiple specific transitions
that take place in subsystems of society, e.g. the energy transition (see Figure 2; Visseren-Hamakers et

al., 2022, p. 71).

Figure 2

Integrating transformations and transitions through transformative governance
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Beyond the connection to transitions, various studies have recently set out to further
operationalise sustainability transformations. While some researchers have engaged specific concepts
to theorise transformations, others have applied the term in a wide range of sub-systems such as higher
education (e.g. Baker-Shelley et al., 2017; Blythe et al., 2018; Leventon et al., 2021). Though these
research projects provide a fruitful basis to inform academic literatures and transformative sustainability
action, the fundamental question of whether and how transformations can be governed is still largely
unanswered (Chaffin et al., 2016; Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2021). Visseren-Hamakers et al. (2021) and
Visseren-Hamakers and Kok (2022) have opted to integrate the diverse lines of thinking under the
banner of ‘transformative governance’. Their operationalisation of the term is based on insights from
the transitions literature, other conceptualizations of governing transformations (Burch et al., 2019;
Patterson et al., 2017) and from studies that have analysed governance approaches such as adaptive and

inclusive governance as independent concepts (e.g. Blythe et al., 2018; Chaffin et al., 2016). The
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resulting framework identifies two elements that classify governance as transformative, namely when it
is focused on addressing the indirect, underlying drivers of unsustainability and when it implements
simultaneously the governance approaches of integrative, inclusive, adaptive, transdisciplinary and
anticipatory governance (Visseren-Hamakers & Kok, 2022). In their scoping review of landscape-
oriented partnerships, De Koning et al. (2023) make a first effort in applying the transformative
governance framework. They employ the two main elements as criteria for assessing the process and

direction of partnerships in terms of how transformative their contributions are.

2.3.  City-regional environmental and biodiversity governance
The urban is becoming increasingly acknowledged as an important dimension for global biodiversity

action. This stems from a growing recognition for cities’ and city inhabitants’ dependence on ecosystem
services and the recognition that urbanisation is one of the biggest drivers of global ecological change
at a range of spatial scales (IPBES, 2019; Seto et al., 2013). Since the 1990s, a vast number of studies
in urban ecology or adjacent research fields has emerged with the purpose of understanding the effects
of urbanisation on biodiversity (Kowarik, 2011; Rega-Brodsky et al., 2022; Schell et al., 2020; Seto et
al., 2012a).

The increased attention for the city-nature relationship in policy and scientific discourses has
also informed literature on urban biodiversity and ecosystem governance (Wilkinson et al., 2013).
Puppim de Oliveira et al. (2011) and Wilkinson et al. (2013) have made valuable contributions by
synthesizing existing literature and presenting a number of governance challenges and opportunities for
urban biodiversity conservation such as competing urban priorities and coordination between
governance levels. Other studies have discussed multilevel governance and the embeddedness of cities
within larger geographic and institutional spheres (Fricke, 2017; Hersschel, 2014; Zimmermann, 2023).
Furthermore, metropolitanisation and specifically inter-municipal cooperation has been analysed in
terms of its effectiveness, and a hypothesis has emerged that the cross-jurisdictional relations at the city-
regional scale make it a salient space for environmental policy interventions (Kwadwo & Skripka, 2021;
Lintz, 2016; Moore-Cherry et al., 2022). There is however a lack of evidence as to whether collaborative
processes actually provide a silver bullet for environmental restoration, however (Gibbs & Lintz, 2015;

Koontz et al., 2020).

This is also true in the context of urban governance specifically for biodiversity, where city-
regions and their governance are mostly considered for their direct, in-situ impacts on local biodiversity
such as habitat loss for urban expansion. Meanwhile, their ‘teleconnections’ to ecosystems and
ecosystem degradation in other parts of the world often remain hidden (Puppim de Oliveira et al., 2011;
Seto et al., 2012b). Bulkeley et al. (2022) argue that such teleconnections warrant a transformative

governance approach as conceptualized in Visseren-Hamakers & Kok (2022), thereby offering useful
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theoretical entry points for further integrating the concept of transformative governance with city-

regional biodiversity governance.

2.4. Collaborative governance
Collaborative governance among municipalities and other parties in city-regional and metropolitan areas

has become recognised as a fruitful or even imperative strategy to address environmental concerns
(Avoyan, 2022; Gash, 2016; Kwadwo & Skripka, 2021). Since the 1980s, this has resulted in a
productive body of knowledge branching from research fields like public administration and
environmental management (Emerson et al.,, 2011). Though interpretations vary, the definition of
collaborative governance used in the current research is that it is a governing arrangement that is cross-
boundary, in the sense that it constructively involves people across boundaries within and between the
state, private and civic spheres. This broad definition follows Emerson et al. (2011) and covers formal
and informal collaborations, both within and across the civic, private and governmental spheres. For
example, community-based collaboratives and intergovernmental collaborative structures can be

classified as collaborative governance structures under this definition.

Theoretical accounts of the concept provide useful tools for analysing and describing the drivers
and dynamics of collaborative governance, e.g. in Emerson et al.’s (2011) integrative framework for
collaborative governance and in the life-cycle model of collaboration by Imperial et al. (2016) and
Ulibarri et al. (2021). While previous studies have mostly focused on the inputs and processes of
collaborative governance, knowledge on the outcomes of collaboration and specifically on the outcomes
of collaborative environmental efforts remains relatively underdeveloped in the literature (Koontz &
Thomas, 2006; Koontz et al., 2020). Despite the challenge of identifying causal chains (Koontz et al.,
2020), greater attention to both social and ecological outcomes of collaborative governance is needed in

order to help actors make evidence-based decisions for the most effective environmental strategies.

2.5. Discursive institutionalism and the Policy Arrangement Approach (PAA)
Political scientists have long pondered over the question of how dynamics in institutional systems can

be explained, and have produced many schools of thought on the role of institutions, agents and ideas.
An important approach is that of discursive institutionalism (DI), coined by Schmidt (2008; 2010) in
response to earlier theories of new institutionalism. Schmidt’s conceptualization of DI connects the
study of institutions with discourse analysis (see e.g. Hajer & Versteeg, 2005), which is a valuable move
considering the core task of policy actors to generate and negotiate ideas on political action. In DI, ideas
are seen to occur on the levels of policy, programmes and philosophical backgrounds and can be either
cognitive or normative, respectively encapsulating (problem) conceptions and policy solutions on the

one hand and valuation and legitimation of political action on the other (Schmidt, 2008). DI treats
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institutions both as the context within which agents exist and as constructions that are created,

maintained and changed through the discursive interactions of agents.

As an analytical approach, DI arguably has to be combined with other theories in order to
strengthen its focus on power relations, causality and context (Schmidt, 2010). For one, studies have
made valuable contributions by combining insights from DI with post-structuralist discourse theory
(Larsson, 2015; Panizza & Miorelli, 2013), which may help to stimulate in DI a greater emphasis on the
relations between discourse, politics and power. Schmidt (2010) also points to the challenge of
establishing causality when analysing the role of discourses in institutional change and stability.
Schmidt’s answer to this challenge employs the assumption that discourses constitute one of multiple
factors that may steer change. Though this observation hints at a way forward for empirical analysis, DI
provides no clear analytical framework through which the question of causality may be answered. Other
institutional studies however prove useful in this endeavour — the current study therefore follows Arts
and Buizer (2009) and Ochieng et al. (2016) in operationalising DI by means of the Policy Arrangement
Approach (PAA).

The PAA was called into being by Van Tatenhove et al. (2000) in order to create a greater
understanding of the institutionalisation of environmental politics by seeing it as a process of both
agency, relating to day-to-day policymaking interactions, and structure, i.e. macro-processes of social
and political change (Giddens, 1984). A policy arrangement is defined as a “temporary stabilisation of
the organisation and substance of a policy domain at a specific level of policymaking” (Arts et al., 2000,
p. 53). It consists of four dimensions which together form a more or less stable pattern in policy
processes: actors and coalitions, rules of the game, power and resources and discourses. The
comprehensive four-dimensional structure of the PAA has proven to be a useful analytical tool in case
studies (e.g. Liefferink et al., 2017; Rauter et al., 2020; Veenman et al., 2009) and has also been further
developed theoretically and methodologically (e.g. Arts & Leroy, 2006; Wiering et al., 2017). One
relevant contribution is made by Dang et al. (2015), who reconstruct the PAA into an evaluative
framework for examining governance capacity. Governance capacity relates to the ability of actors to
cooperatively solve collective problems and is shaped by a policy arrangement’s institutional capacity
and governance performance. Respectively, these can be understood as the extent to which a policy
arrangement enables (potential) collaboration for problem solving, and the governance performance in

terms of governance processes and impacts at a given moment in time.

Arguably the greatest strengths of the PAA lie in its facilitation of ‘analytical dualisms’ and its
dynamic view on policy processes. The analytical dualisms relate to how the PAA allows for an analysis
of both the interplay between agency and structure and the relation between organisational and
substantive aspects. The incorporation of these dualisms in the analysis means that the PAA follows a

discursive-institutional approach and indeed, the PAA can be seen as an operationalisation of DI at the
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level of policy analysis (Arts & Buizer, 2009) or as an enrichment of DI in terms of its conceptualization
of institutions (Ochieng et al., 2016). The concurrent integration of discursive and institutional aspects

in the PAA thus allows for an encompassing analysis of both content and processes in policymaking.

Another key feature and strength of the approach is its emphasis on dynamic change and stability
in policy arrangements over time. The PAA allows us to see whether the different dimensions are stable
or changing, and how and why change spreads from one dimension to another or alternatively gets
extinguished during the crossover (Wiering et al., 2017). Causal pathways of change or stability exist in
the connections between actors, discourses, power and resources and the rules of the game, illustrated
in Liefferink’s (2006) symbolisation of the policy arrangement as a tetrahedron in Figure 3 (Liefferink,
2006, p. 48). One can imagine the tetrahedron as an ever-changing organism gliding or jolting through
space, its connecting lines tightening and slackening as the different dimensions pull and push each

other to change or stay the same.

Figure 3

The tetrahedron, symbolising the interconnectedness of the four dimensions of a policy arrangement.
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It would be a mistake to picture the tetrahedron as a solitary vessel jerking through a void of
nothingness, however. Policy arrangements are not isolated, but inextricably interwoven with other
policy arrangements and the wider societal and political context, or ‘landscape’ (following transitions
literature in e.g. Geels, 2011). In order to further conceptualise the reciprocal relationship between the
landscape level and specific policy arrangements, the next chapter discusses how this research utilises
knowledge from literature on transitions and transformations, while reversely also using the PAA to

explain transformative capacity in institutional settings.
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3. Conceptual Framework
Drawing from the knowledge outlined in chapter 2, the current chapter first further details the use of the

two key theoretical concepts in this research: transformative governance and the Policy Arrangement
Approach (PAA). This research assumes a pragmatist approach, adopting and reconstructing elements
from different theories in order to create a conceptual framework that is fitting to the research problem
at stake. The conceptual model illustrates how the theoretical concepts together form the analytical and
explanatory structure of the conceptual framework. Next, the theoretical concepts and conceptual model
are further operationalised in order to formulate functional variables and indicators with which can be
analysed how the theory is expressed in the real world (Van Thiel, 2014). These variables and indicators
are used in the subsequent research phases to collect and analyse data that will help answer this study’s

central research question.

3.1. Key theoretical concepts

3.1.1. Transformative governance and transformative governance capacity
The conceptualization of transformative biodiversity governance by Visseren-Hamakers et al. (2021)

and Visseren-Hamakers and Kok (2022) forms the central theoretical framework in the current research.
It is used in a normative and analytical way to inform what can be seen as the ‘dependent variable’ in
the conceptual framework, namely the transformative governance capacity of the biodiversity policy
arrangement in the region of Arnhem and Nijmegen. Moreover, the theory is used in an explanatory
matter as it helps indicate the external factors that enhance or hinder the transformative governance

capacity.

Transformative governance is defined as “the formal and informal (public and private) rules,
rule-making systems and actor-networks at all levels of human society (from local to global) that enable
transformative change, in our case, towards biodiversity conservation and sustainable development more
broadly” (Visseren-Hamakers & Kok, 2022, p. 10). This implicates a change in power relations to
emancipate those actors that propagate transformative sustainability values in favour of those

representing unsustainability, making transformative governance an inherently political endeavour.

In order to effectively steer this process and continuously ensure the prioritization of ecocentric,
compassionate and just sustainable development, governance should meet two main criteria (Visseren-
Hamakers & Kok, 2022). The first criterion holds that governance should be focused on addressing the
indirect drivers of biodiversity loss. The indirect drivers refer to the underlying societal structures that
enable the direct drivers of unsustainable practices. For example, Western cultural valuations of nature
or formal (e.g. financial) laws and regulations at least partly incentivize direct causes of biodiversity
loss like land or sea use change or the direct exploitation of species. In other words, transformative
governance is a matter of tackling environmental issues not only at the level of the unsustainable

practices, but especially also at the sources that enables those practices. The indirect drivers can be
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categorised as demographic and sociocultural, economic and technological or as relating to institutions
and governance, conflicts and epidemics and societal values (IPBES, 2019; Visseren-Hamakers & Kok,
2022). According to the second criterion, governance should involve five transformative governance
approaches, which are identified as integrative, inclusive, transdisciplinary, adaptive and anticipatory
governance (Visseren-Hamakers & Kok, 2022). The hypothesis is that when these approaches are
implemented in conjunction, aimed at addressing the indirect drivers and operationalised in the manners
specified in Table 1 (De Koning et al., 2023, p. 3), over time the governance mix becomes increasingly
more capable of addressing the underlying drivers of biodiversity loss and thus fostering transformative

change towards sustainability (see Figure 4; Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2022, p. 11).

Table 1

Operationalisation of the governance approaches in transformative governance

Governance Manner of operationalization in transformative governance
approach
Integrative Includes governance mixes

Requires coordination, integration, and combination of strategies
Inclusive Addresses power asymmetries

Empowers underrepresented rights-, knowledge- and stake-holders
Recognizes new and innovative rights

Emancipates those representing transformative sustainability values
Adaptive Stimulates dialogue, learning, and reflection

Reflects complexity

Transdisciplinary | Reflects diverse values, perspectives, and knowledge systems

Adopts collaborative knowledge production systems

Builds capacity for transformative governance

Anticipatory Utilizing the precautionary principle when governing in the present for
uncertain future developments, and especially the development or use
of new technologies

Focused on addressing the indirect
drivers

Note. The table has been changed by the authors after publication to include the left-most column. This changed table is
reprinted here with permission from the authors. Adapted from De Koning et al., 2023, p.3.
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Figure 4
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The current research follows a similar course as De Koning et al. (2023) in their use of Visseren-
Hamakers & Kok’s (2023) operationalisation of transformative governance as an evaluative framework.
While De Koning et al. (2023) assess contributions to transformative change for biodiversity in a scoping
review of landscape-oriented partnerships, this research applies the framework in a single-case study of
regional biodiversity policymaking. The conceptual framework builds on the two-criteria framework of
De Koning et al. (2023) but also expands it to allow for an analysis of the causal inner workings and
output of the governance structure. This requires creating a more explicit definition of the object of study
within the evaluative conceptual framework, which is the ‘transformative governance capacity’ of
policy arrangements to make contributions to transformative change. Transformative governance

capacity is defined here as follows:

The combination of transformative institutional capacity and transformative governance
performance of a policy arrangement, which respectively relate to the concurrent adoption of
transformative governance approaches and the ability to address the indirect drivers of
biodiversity loss, or of unsustainability more broadly.

This definition combines the operationalisation of transformative governance by Visseren-
Hamakers & Kok’s (2022) with Dang et al.’s (2016) conceptualisation of governance capacity.
Constructing a definition for transformative governance capacity allows for a more explicit
consideration of the transformative character, or lack thereof, of both the processes and the actual
performance of policy arrangements. Within governance capacity, Dang et al. (2016) distinguish

between institutional capacity and governance performance. Institutional capacity refers to how a policy
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arrangement is “organized and structured in such a way that it enables societal actors to work together
in order to solve collective problems” (p. 1158). Conversely, governance performance involves “the
actual performance of a policy arrangement in achieving collective goals” (Dang et al., 2016, p. 1158),
including both realized governance processes and impacts like social learning and material
achievements. This binary understanding of governance capacity is useful to understand what is already
being accomplished, while also seeing how the process leads to positive impacts now and possibly in
the future. In the definition above, further illustrated in Figure 5 (Dang et al., 2016, p. 1158), the concept
of governance capacity is merged with the transformative governance framework. The resulting concept
of transformative governance capacity includes transformative governance performance, which
involves the extent to which the policy arrangement addresses the indirect drivers of biodiversity loss.
Conversely, transformative institutional capacity refers to the adoption of transformative governance
approaches in processes within a policy arrangement. These aspects thus relate respectively to the extent
to which they contribute to transformative change and how (and with whom) the governance to this end

is organised.

Figure 5

The two components of transformative governance capacity

Transformative governance
capacity
The ability of a policy arrangement
to enable transformative change

Transformative governance Transformative institutional
performance capacity
The ability of the policy The adoption of transformative
arrangement to address the governance approaches in the
indirect drivers of biodiversity loss, policy arrangement
or unsustainability more broadly

Note. Adapted from Dang et al., 2016, p. 1158.

As emphasized in the theoretical framework in chapter 2, policy arrangements are part of a
broader societal context, and so its dimensions reflect and are influenced by landscape elements like
cultural value systems or other administrative levels. Therefore, the current conceptual framework treats
indirect drivers not just as recipients of policy dynamics but also as explanatory external factors

influencing the regional policy arrangement. The external factors of change and stability can be
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categorized, like the indirect drivers, under demographic, sociocultural, economic or technological or as
relating to institutions and governance, conflicts and epidemics or societal values (IPBES, 2019).
Together with the internal factors of change and stability, these external factors form the conditions in
which a policy arrangement’s capacity for transformative governance develops, in this research’s case,

in the event of an expansion of the collaborative governance structure.

3.1.2. The Policy Arrangement Approach (PAA)
The Policy Arrangement Approach (PAA) generally has allowed for two types of analysis. The first

type involves an analysis of the four dimensions of policymaking. The four dimensions from the PAA
have also been used to accommodate explanations of policy developments (Liefferink et al., 2018;
Wiering et al., 2017). The current conceptual framework does not perform a policy arrangement
analysis, but instead draws from the second, explanatory function of the PAA, in order to answer parts
of the research’s ‘why’-questions (sub-questions 2 and 4). The four dimensions from the PAA are
employed to define the internal factors that contribute to change and stability in the transformative

governance capacity of the policy arrangement.

This explanatory function of the PAA is inspired by Wiering et al. (2017) and Liefferink et al.
(2018), who combine theoretical perspectives on policy dynamics with the PAA in a comprehensive
framework in order to allow for the identification of forces of change and stability in policy
arrangements. Examples of these forces include policy entrepreneurs, new rules or ideas, fixed costs and
laws, which each can be grouped under one of the four dimensions of a policy arrangement. A new
discourse among actors may for instance advocate for increased citizen participation, but the dimension
of rules of the game may hinder this initiative through the stabilising force of restrictive privacy laws.
Although forces of change and stability are highlighted in the literature for their influence on policy
arrangements themselves, they can also be applied in terms of changes and stability in the transformative

capacity of policy arrangements.

The latter interpretation is used in the current conceptual framework in order to create more
explicit and in-depth knowledge of how policy dynamics lead, or do not lead, to capacity for
transformative governance. To avoid confusion and to capture the difference in focus from the forces
described in the PAA literature, here the explanatory elements are defined as factors of change and
stability. These factors refer to the decisive conditions that either lead to change or stabilisation in the
transformative governance capacity of the policy arrangement. In this research specifically, these factors
are related to the establishment of the new collaborative governance structure of the Green Metropolitan
Region Arnhem-Nijmegen (GMR). In the conceptual framework, a distinction is made between factors
that are internal and external to the policy arrangement. This is done in order to see what levers of change
and reinforcing mechanisms exist for enabling transformation in internal dynamics of the policy

arrangement on the one hand, and in the influence of external, societal processes on the other. As
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discussed earlier, the external factors of change and stability are analysed by means of the categorization

of the indirect drivers. The internal factors, on the other hand, are analysed with the help of the PAA.

3.2. Conceptual model
In Figure 6 (Dang et al., 2016; Liefferink, 2006, p. 48; Visseren-Hamakers & Kok, 2022), the model

that forms the conceptual basis for this research’s data collection and analysis is illustrated. It represents
the merger of the research’s two main theoretical frameworks, transformative governance and the PAA,
and shows the relationships between the variables that are analysed in the case study. The model contains
two layers of society that are relevant to the conceptual framework: the landscape level, which relates
to the societal context and is depicted as the outer box, and the level of a specific policy arrangement,
located within the dotted line. In this research, the policy arrangement refers to the interplay of actors,
power and resources, rules and discourses involved with biodiversity governance in the region Arnhem-
Nijmegen. The model shows a structure which includes the independent variable of the new
collaborative governance structure and distinguishes between the policy arrangement before and after
the establishment of this structure: in this case, the GMR. Importantly, the two versions cannot be seen

as wholly separate since the research looks at the development of the policy arrangement over time.

The two central aims in this research are to find out both how and why the GMR has influenced
the main dependent variable: the transformative governance capacity of the biodiversity policy
arrangement in the region. This consists of two components, relating to transformative governance
performance and transformative institutional capacity. The light-blue arrows relate to the transformative
governance performance, which involves the extent to which each version of the policy arrangement
addresses the indirect drivers of biodiversity loss. The arrows depict the societal impact of the policy
arrangement, which through its policymaking may have the ability to change societal structures at the
landscape level. The second component of transformative capacity is illustrated by the dark-blue arrows,
which represent the transformative institutional capacity of the policy arrangement. This institutional
capacity involves the incorporation of transformative governance approaches by the policy arrangement
and is located within the dotted lines because it relates to the characteristics of the policy arrangement

itself.

As explained in section 3.1.2., societal (cultural, socioeconomic, etc.) structures are not just the
recipients of the policy arrangement’s influence, but at the same time also determine the policy
arrangement and its transformative capacity. They do so through external factors of change and stability,
demonstrated in the conceptual model by the purple arrow that moves from the indirect drivers to the
policy arrangement. It thereby closes the cycle between the level of the policy arrangement and the
landscape level. The research seeks to analyse what these external factors of change and stability are

and how they have influenced the transformative capacity through their materialization in the policy
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arrangement. Other aspects that influence the transformative capacity stem from the level of the policy
arrangement itself. These internal factors of change and stability are visible in Figure 6 in their presence
within the four dimensions of the policy arrangement. They help explain what elements within a policy
arrangement may be the cause to trigger more transformative pathways in policymaking, or conversely

to halt such momentum for transformative change.
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Figure 6

Conceptual model: Analysing and explaining the development of the transformative governance
capacity of a policy arrangement over time
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factors of change and stability (purple arrow) and the internal factors of

change and stability (visible within the dimensions of the policy
arrangement) represent the explanation for the level of change in the transformative capacity. Adapted from Dang et al.,
2016; Liefferink, 2006, p.48; Visseren-Hamakers & Kok, 2022.

3.3.  Operationalisation
Based on the key theoretical frameworks and the conceptual model, the current section constructs the

bridge from theory to empirical analysis by operationalising the theoretical concepts into measurable

entities (Van Thiel, 2014, p. 43). It enables the analysis of how and why the capacity for transformative
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biodiversity governance in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region has developed with the establishment of the
GMR. As described in the previous sections and illustrated in Figure 6, transformative governance
capacity consists of two components: transformative governance performance and transformative
institutional capacity. For both of these, the goal is to understand both how these have evolved over time
and what internal and external factors have influenced this. This results in two sub analyses, which

correspond to the sub questions introduced in chapter 1 and which are repeated below.

How has the establishment of the Green Metropolitan Region influenced the
Analysis 1:
‘ transformative governance performance of the biodiversity policy arrangement in
Transformative )
the region?
governance i : —
] What internal and external factors explain the level of change or stability in the
performance i i
policy arrangement’s transformative governance performance?
, How has the establishment of the Green Metropolitan Region influenced the
Analysis 2:
transformative institutional capacity of the biodiversity policy arrangement in the
Transformative )
region?
institutional : i —
. What internal and external factors explain the level of change or stability in the
capacity . T .
policy arrangement’s transformative institutional capacity?

In order to be able to carry out these analyses, the theory needs to be further specified into variables.
This is done by operationalising the three relevant building blocks, explained in the next sections:
transformative governance performance, transformative institutional capacity and the dimensions

described in the PAA.

3.3.1. Transformative governance performance
The first building block, transformative governance performance, refers to the ability of a policy

arrangement to address the root causes of biodiversity loss. These indirect drivers relate to the societal
structures that enable and uphold the direct drivers of nature degradation, including land and sea use
change, direct exploitation of species, climate change manifestation, pollution and invasive alien
species, among others (IPBES, 2019). In the current research, the policy arrangement of the region
Arnhem-Nijmegen is analysed in terms of the extent to which it addresses the indirect drivers of

biodiversity loss, and whether this has changed as a result of the establishment of the GMR.

Appendix 1 elaborates on the different categories of indirect drivers as outlined in the IPBES
Global Assessment report and operationalises them into variables by describing what role a policy
arrangement may have in addressing these indirect drivers. It should be noted that although they are
divided into different categories in the table, these categories are inextricably interwoven. Sociocultural

values, for example, play an important role in determining how institutions and economic systems are
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built up and which interests are prioritised in decision making. However, for the purpose of the analysis
it is useful to separate the categories of indirect drivers because it allows us to look at the development,
including both changes and stabilisation, of the transformative governance performance on the different
aspects (financial, sociocultural, technological, etc.) of the policy arrangement’s focus and output.
Categorizing the indirect drivers also enables an analysis of the level of transformative governance
performance. Whether, and the extent to which, the policy arrangement addresses one or more of the
indirect drivers determines its transformative governance performance, which ranges from non-
transformative to potentially or fully transformative in its focus and output (De Koning et al., 2023).
The variables in Appendix 1 are analysed in the research in terms of how they have developed or
stabilised over time with the introduction of the GMR. They thus form the basis upon which analysis 1
can be carried out and the first sub question may be answered. At the same time, the breakdown of the
different indirect drivers and their elaboration serves analyses 2 and 4. This is because the indirect
drivers are also understood as the external factors of change and stability, which influence the policy

arrangement and its capacity for transformative governance.

3.3.2. Transformative institutional capacity
The second building block of the operationalisation involves transformative institutional capacity, which

is determined by whether a policy arrangement adopts transformative governance approaches (Visseren-
Hamakers & Kok, 2022). In analysis 2, the regional policy arrangement is evaluated in terms of how its
institutional capacity for transformative governance has developed with the establishment of the
collaborative structure of the GMR. The analysis is based on the operationalisation of the governance
approaches as specified in Appendix 2 (Visseren-Hamakers & Kok, 2022; Visseren-Hamakers et al.,
2019). Visseren-Hamakers and Kok (2022) state that these five governance approaches only contribute
to transformative change when they are implemented in conjunction, focused on addressing the indirect
drivers of biodiversity loss and operationalised in the specific manners explained in Appendix 2. Similar
to the analysis of the transformative governance performance, the current research draws from De
Koning et al. (2023) in that it evaluates if the governance process is non-transformative, potentially or
fully transformative. This is determined by whether the policy arrangement includes one or more of the
transformative governance approaches, and if yes, to what extent and how. With one or more
transformative governance approaches, there is potential or full transformative institutional capacity,
whereas a lack of transformative governance approaches reflects a non-transformative policy

arrangement.

3.3.3.  The four dimensions of the policy arrangement
As the third part of the operationalisation, the Policy Arrangement Approach (PAA) helps to analyse

policy dynamics over time and diagnose what internal factors have determined the development,

including both changes and stabilisation, of the transformative governance capacity. The dimensions of

28



the PAA act an explanatory framework for both sub-analyses in that the developments of the two
components of transformative governance capacity are explained partly according to the variables that
belong to the four dimensions in a policy arrangement (cf. Liefferink et al., 2018). Indeed, these variables
inform the identification of key internal factors of change and stabilisation for transformative
governance capacity. The variables are summarised in Table 2 and further elaborated in the text in

Appendix 3.

Table 2

Operationalisation of the Policy Arrangement Approach

Dimensions of the policy | Variables

arrangement
Actors and coalitions e Actor constellation
e Interaction patterns
e Actor coalitions
Power and resources e Resource distribution
e Power relations
Rules of the game e Formal rules

e Informal rules
Discourses e Values and paradigms

e Programmatic discourses
Note. Adapted from Van Tatenhove et al., 2000.

29



4. Methodology

The current chapter explains and substantiates the decisions made for the design of the current research.
It first elaborates on the philosophical set of beliefs underlying the research, after which the research’s
qualitative strategy, methods for data collection and the approach to data analysis are described in some
detail. Finally, the section on validity and reliability discusses the procedures included in the research

setup that make sure that the findings are accurate and consistent.

4.1. Research philosophy

This study, like all research, is grounded in philosophical assumptions about reality and knowledge,
clarified through the ontological, epistemological, and methodological perspectives as outlined by Guba

and Lincoln (1994) and Moon and Blackman (2014).

Ontology is associated with how one interprets nature of reality: is reality the same for everyone
(realism) or are there multiple realities (relativism), and how confidently can a researcher make truth
claims about reality? On the spectrum between realism and relativism, the current research is located in
the critical realist ontology. According to critical realism, one reality exists, but this reality can only be
understood through our own perceptions and discourses about observable events. In order to therefore
deliver legitimate findings on reality, “claims about reality must be subjected to the widest possible
critical examination” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 110). This research adopts a critical realist ontology
because it aims to measure and explain the reality of the development of the transformative governance
capacity. With its use of the discursive institutionalist perspective, the research is thereby based on the
assumption that it can make truth claims about this topic by performing an in-depth, critical examination

of both the institutional structures and the available discourses in the policy arrangement.

Epistemology relates to our understanding of knowledge and how meaning is created through
the relationship between the knowing subject and the object that is or can be known (Guba & Lincoln,
1994; Moon & Blackman, 2014). Moon and Blackman (2014) identify three types of epistemology,
namely objectivism (meaning exists within an object), subjectivism (meaning exists only ‘in the eye of
the beholder’, i.e. in the subject), and constructionism (meaning exists in the interplay between object
and subject). This research is characterized by aspects from both an objectivist and subjectivist
epistemology. The reason for this duality is that on the one hand, the research seeks to generate empirical
knowledge about the transformative governance capacity, which is assumed to be part of an objective
truth ‘out there’. On the other hand, the research’s conceptual framework also accommodates the
perspective that there are actually also different discursive truths and perceptions of reality, which have
to be analysed because these perceptions constitute truth as well. Similar to the critical realist ontology,
the duality in epistemology is reflected by the theoretical foundation of the research in discursive

institutionalism, which combines the typically more realist and objectivist institutional theory with the
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more relativist and subjectivist discourse analysis. The value of conflating these epistemologies is that
it allows for the creation of valid and transferable results, at the same time as it allows for a consideration
of the plurality of reality in the policy arrangement as well as the role of the researcher in the research

process (Moon & Blackman, 2014).

Finally, the methodological position denotes how a researcher approaches their methodology
and what purpose they think scientific inquiry should have to infer meaning from the data (Moon &
Blackman, 2014). One position is that of pragmatism, which argues that research “should be
contextually situated without being committed to any one philosophical position, instead using a
diversity of methods to understand a given problem” (Moon & Blackman, 2014, p. 1175). The current
research adopts a pragmatist orientation because this allows the researcher to draw from various
methodological positions that are required to reach the research aims and to provide insights and
recommendations that are closely connected to practice. The three main methodological positions that
are included are post-positivism, social constructivism and critical theory. Post-positivism is used in
order to pursue generalizable (albeit imperfect) knowledge about transformative governance
performance and the key determining factors. A social constructivist position is adopted with the
purpose of analysing experiences of governance processes between actors and their context in the policy
arrangement (Creswell, 2014). These approaches are moreover supplemented by a critical theory
application, because by offering reflection on the leverage points and impediments for transformative
governance, the research seeks to empower policy processes that deliver just and sustainable biodiversity

action.

4.2. Research strategy
The research strategy forms the foundation of the methodology and is defined as the overall design of

the research (Van Thiel, 2014). In order to answer its research questions, the current study employs a
research strategy that is characterized by a qualitative and deductive design with a case study as its
central approach for data collection and analysis. Qualitative research can be defined as a type of inquiry
that uses theoretical frameworks to create an improved understanding of phenomena in their natural
setting (Aspers & Corte, 2019). The researcher can study the meanings that humans ascribe to a certain
issue by getting closer to the phenomenon through materials such as interviews, photographs and field
notes (Creswell & Poth, 2017). This research used a qualitative research strategy because it enabled an
in-depth study of the perspectives and complex policy processes related to transformative governance
capacity in the natural setting in which they take place. It also allowed for the flexibility and reflexivity
needed for the first engagement of the chosen conceptual framework with a policy arrangement in

practice (Creswell, 2014).
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The second characteristic of the research strategy relates to its deductive approach, which means
it uses “existing knowledge as a guide to generating new knowledge” (Loseke, 2017, p. 23). The research
combines the theoretical concepts of transformative governance and the PAA and uses them as a basis
to generate and interpret data from the case study of regional biodiversity governance. Deductive
reasoning is useful here because it allows for the research to test the applicability and viability of the
conceptual framework in practice, thereby advancing the knowledge on transformative and urban

biodiversity governance.

The case study is defined as “an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon
(the ‘case’) in depth and within its real-world context” (Yin, 2014, p. 16). It is an approach that is
informed by the time and activity related to the phenomenon, and allows the researcher to go into depth,
rather than breadth, in their data collection and analysis (Creswell, 2014; Van Thiel, 2014). Therefore,
the case study was used here as a research strategy because it provided the scope needed to explore in
detail the real-life policy processes from the conceptual perspective of transformative governance
capacity. As is typical for case studies, the current research takes on a holistic approach as it gathers and
analyses a large body of data about the case from different methodological sources (Van Thiel, 2014),

described in further detail in section 4.3.

The research involved a single-case study, rather than a multiple-case design, as this permitted
a more focused and extensive consideration of the complexities inherent to the conceptual framework
and the multi-level governance of the chosen unit of analysis. The unit of analysis for the case study was
the biodiversity policy arrangement in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region in the Netherlands (see chapter 4).
Specifically, the research focussed on the recently established intermunicipal collaboration of the GMR
in order to analyse its impact on the transformative governance capacity of the policy arrangement. This
particular regional collaboration provided an interesting context for the case study because of its longer-
running history of intermunicipal collaboration and the recent formalisation of this collaboration with
the GMR, which has an emphasis on ‘green growth’. The analysis looked at how transformative this
green growth is, and what factors have contributed to this. Appendix 4 provides an elaborate review of

the context of the regional collaborative governance structure.

4.3. Research methods for data collection
The research strategy was applied by means of three primary methods for data collection. These include

desk research, interviews and observations, specified further in the subsections below. Since they
provide different types of information about both the formal and informal aspects of the policy
arrangement, the methods complemented each other and have helped to create a comprehensive set of

data from which meaning was inferred in the analysis.
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4.3.1. Desk research
Desk research proved effective as a first method because it facilitated an in-depth analysis of the

contextual and historical factors of the biodiversity policy arrangement (Van Thiel, 2014). It also helped
highlight information in formal documents that is not covered by observations or interviews. Desk
research occurred in two phases: first, to understand interviewees’ affiliations with biodiversity
governance and create interview questions, and second, to collect primary data for analysis. Primary
data refers to existing materials that have been created for purposes other than research and may be
written or audiovisual sources (Van Thiel, 2014). The materials used for the current research are
produced by the different involved governments in the regional biodiversity policy arrangement,
including, among other things, policy programmes, evaluation reports and a transcript of a meeting of
the Regional General Board. Appendix 6 provides an overview of the materials that were coded, their
sources and when they were produced relative to the establishment of the GMR. Because boundaries
between the time periods before and after the establishment of the GMR are vague, the table indicates
roughly when the material was produced: before, during or after the GMR was established. The materials
were selected by taking a non-random sample (Van Thiel, 2014), meaning they were selected on the
basis of the information they provide about the research topic. The materials were gathered from two
types of media, namely websites and the internal Sharepoint platform of the GMR. Permission was
granted for using the data from the materials taken from the internal platform that are not publicly
available online. Additionally, there are documents that were not coded but were used for contextual
information, such as proposed amendments to the vision for the GMR from a local political party. The
selection and subsequent analysis of materials took place in an iterative process together with the

analysis of the interview transcripts, until a feeling of data saturation was reached (Saunders et al., 2019).

4.3.2. Semi-structured interviews
The second research method in the case study was the interview, which was used in order to hold

purposeful and in-depth conversations with the actors involved in the policy arrangement (Saunders et
al., 2019). This method allowed the researcher to ask focused questions about actors’ experience with
and perceptions on biodiversity governance and the related policy dynamics and responsibilities.
Interviews can be structured, unstructured or semi-structured, depending on whether the researcher has
a predetermined set of questions or not and how leading it is in the conversation (Patten & Newhart,
2018). The current research adopted the semi-structured approach, which means that an interview guide
was drafted in preparation for the interviews but that deviation from this guide during the interview was
possible in order to allow for more in-depth information on certain (emerging) topics. In the process of
preparing for the interviews, a template for the interview guides was formed based on the conceptual

framework (see Appendix 7 for the template interview guide). For each interview, preparatory desk
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research was performed in order to adjust the template and thereby match the interview questions with

the interviewee’s experience and current position in the policy arrangement.

A total of 17 interviews were conducted in May and June of 2023, either in-person, via Microsoft
Teams or via phone call. The interviewees all received an information letter about the research topic and
were asked to fill in a consent form about the recording of the interview, the use of their data for this
research and their possible anonymity. The interviewees, listed in Appendix 8, were selected by means
of a purposive strategy for quota sampling. It involves a non-random way of choosing interviewees in
order to gather data from different categories of individuals that are assumed to have unique and
important perspectives on the phenomenon that is to be analysed (Robinson, 2014). Quota sampling
means that a minimum number of respondents is desired for each category. This sampling strategy was
appropriate for the case study because it helped create a sample that is representative of the variety of
governmental and non-governmental parties involved in the policy arrangement. Incorporating actors
with diverse experiences and knowledges, ranging from e.g. civil service to civil society and from small
to larger municipalities in the region, ensured that the data reflect different and a wide variety of
perspectives on the research topic. To increase the effectiveness of the sampling process, a key person
from the GMR with an already established network among the governmental parties helped to identify
suitable and available respondents (Van Thiel, 2014).

4.3.3. Participant observation
Finally, the method of observation was applied to provide primary data and reinforce the validity of the

data gathered through the other two methods. It involved participant observation in the naturalistic
setting of the biodiversity policy arrangement in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region. The researcher took part
in the research situation as an intern and later as a part-time employee over the course of 10 months.
The work focussed mostly on the priority of the Green-blue framework and consisted of organising and
participating in regional collaboration and creating products such as policy documents, interview articles
and a project portfolio. The researcher therefore was a complete observer, or ‘insider’, meaning they
were often immersed in the daily activities of the policy dynamics and were therefore able to gain in-
depth knowledge about the processes relevant to the research topic (Saunders et al., 2019). The
advantage of this research method was that it provided detailed information about the everyday context
of policy processes, as well as the perspectives, (non-verbal) attitudes and struggles of actors that
otherwise would not be known if only interviews and documents had been studied (Van Thiel, 2014).
The observational data were gathered in an informal and unstructured way: the observations were not
gathered according to a coding scheme, but were collected throughout the research process (Saunders et
al., 2019). The body of observations consists of personal communication and the researcher’s
interpretations of events and meetings. Examples are conversations held during work meetings with
individuals from the GMR and the province of Gelderland or encounters with people from a nature

organization or a regenerative farm in the region.
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4.4. Data analysis
In order to enable data analysis, the interview recordings were converted to text documents. These

transcripts, as well as the materials gathered through desk research and observations, were entered into
the database computer programme of ATLAS.ti. The analysis involved a deductive approach, which
meant the data were examined on the basis of the conceptual framework as described in chapter 3. This
approach was adopted because it aligned with the research strategy and helped establish structure as
well as theoretical relevance (Linneberg & Korsgaard, 2019). Where necessary, the deductive approach
also allowed for flexibility in matching theory with the data. Throughout the analysis, memos about the
texts and the research process allowed the researcher to document the decisions made and reflect on the

findings and the applicability of the conceptual framework.

During the first coding cycle, fragments of the texts were labelled with codes from a pre-defined
coding scheme (see Appendix 9). The codes relate to the transformative governance performance and
transformative institutional capacity, from both before and after the establishment of the GMR, and the
possible internal and external factors of change and stability. The first cycle involved a continuous back-
and-forth between the operationalisation and the data. In order to further specify the meaning of the
fragments, the primary codes from the coding scheme were supplemented with subcodes (Miles et al.,
2014). These second-order tags (e.g Pow ResDis municipal capacity) were added with the emergence
of particular qualities which were felt to be important. Subcodes also included pre and post, which
refer to the transformative governance capacity from before and after the establishment of the GMR.
Though the boundaries between what is before and what is after are vague, the subcodes helped chart

the development of the transformative governance capacity later in the analysis.

The second cycle included an axial coding process, which means the focus was on ordering
codes and discovering patterns among these codes (Van Thiel, 2014). This phase partially coincided
with the interpretation of the data into findings. Interpretation took place with the help of a working
document with two tables, covering the transformative governance performance and the transformative
institutional capacity. For each of the variables that are part of these two components, the tables included
columns dedicated to the development of the transformative governance performance and institutional
capacity (i.e. before and after the establishment of the GMR), and columns describing the internal and
external drivers of change and stability. Because in the first cycle of coding, the variables for
transformative governance capacity were coded separately from the possible factors of change and
stability, these tables helped link the determining factors to the transformative governance capacity

components.
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4.5. Qualitative validity and reliability
To ensure the quality of the research and its findings, it is important to create transparency about

potential issues and to take measures to improve the accuracy and consistency of the research design.
Terms commonly used to describe and evaluate research quality are validity and reliability, which are
adapted in the current research design to mean qualitative internal and external validity and qualitative

reliability (Creswell, 2014).

Qualitative internal validity refers to the accuracy and effectiveness of the research design in
explaining the relationship between the independent and dependent variable (Van Thiel, 2014). One of
the strategies used to establish internal validity was to devote careful attention to the operationalization
of the theory and the analysis of the conceptual framework in practice. By constantly reflecting on the
link between the data and the theory, the findings can be effectively linked to the theory and used to
answer the research questions. The triangulation of data sources also strengthened internal validity as it
allowed the researcher to double or even triple check on the findings throughout the research process
(Van Thiel, 2014). Variation in research methods, but also in the samples for the desk research and
interviews, allowed for a reflection on converging or contradicting perspectives on the same issues
(Creswell, 2014). The variety of sources moreover helped cover the different aspects of the policy
arrangement that are related to transformative governance capacity, ranging from daily interactions to
formal policy documents. Additionally, internal validity was established due to the prolonged period of
time that the researcher spent in continuous interaction with the actors and institutional aspects of the
policy arrangement. While this helped develop an in-depth understanding of the research subject, which
could then be translated into the report of the findings, it also increased the risk of researcher bias and
subjectivity. This was remedied to the best of ability by keeping a continuous focus on the conceptual

framework and reflecting on the role of the researcher throughout the analysis and in the discussion.

Qualitative external validity is concerned with whether the findings of the research can be
generalised to other relevant studies and contexts as well. The external validity of case studies is often
deemed to be limited (in the naturalistic sense of external validity) because the results are contingent
with the unique context within which they are produced and are therefore too context-specific to be
generalised (Van Thiel, 2014). This research nonetheless aimed to achieve qualitative external validity
by producing a set of explanatory factors that clarify what supports and hinders transformative
governance — findings which may be reflected upon and analysed in other (regional) policy contexts as

well.

A research design has qualitative reliability when measurement instruments produce accurate
results and when the design shows consistency in its data collection, analysis and resulting findings (Van
Thiel, 2014). This means that if the study were repeated by the same or a different researcher, it would
deliver roughly the same findings as were produced in this instance. In order to establish reliability, the

current research adopted methods that were fit to capture the different elements of the research topic
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that say something about the conceptual framework. Moreover, the choices made and data collected
were all documented so as to create a transparent and traceable process. Given the substantial amount
of data and the novelty of the conceptual framework and its application in practice, consistency in the
analysis was a key point of attention in the research. In the iterative approach used in the data analysis,
the researcher wrote memos and kept a research diary in order to reflect on interpretations and decisions

made and to ensure data was coded consistently (Saunders et al., 2019).
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S. Findings
This chapter summarises some of the most important findings of the data analysis performed in the case
study in two sections. The findings discussed below are selected from a larger entire set of findings
based on their significance in development or stabilisation of the transformative governance capacity of
the policy arrangement. An overview of all findings can be found in the tables provided in Appendices
10 and 11. The sections in the current chapter correspond to the two components of transformative
governance capacity. Section 5.1. helps answer the research’s first two sub-questions, related to the
transformative governance performance (see section 3.3. for an overview of the sub-questions). Section
6.2. presents the most relevant findings to the third and fourth sub-questions, which relate to the

transformative institutional capacity.

5.1. Transformative governance performance and the key factors of change and
stability
The current section presents the most important findings that correspond to the transformative

governance performance. The development of the transformative governance performance and the
impact of the GMR on this development is described in subsections according to the categories of
indirect drivers of biodiversity loss (see subsection 3.3.1.; IPBES, 2019). The fifth category of conflicts
and epidemics is not included in this section because is not as relevant for the biodiversity policy
arrangement in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region, and because significantly less data was found with regards
to this category compared to the other categories. In each subsection, the internal and external factors

that have stabilised or caused change in this development are discussed.

5.1.1. Sociocultural values and behaviours
The first category of indirect drivers that is used to explain the development of the transformative

governance performance of the biodiversity policy arrangement is sociocultural values and behaviours.
This development and the influence of the GMR was studied in terms of two themes, namely values and

the efforts to address unsustainable behavioural patterns, the former of which is discussed here.

The establishment of the GMR has led to a mostly implicit increase in the transformative
governance performance on sociocultural values. While the instrumental value of nature continues to be
an important theme in the region because of external urbanisation pressure, the intrinsic value of nature
has also gained prominence due to the influence of political council parties on the Regional Agenda.
The actor coalitions and resources created with the GMR have led to an increased exchange of
sustainability values, however the limited mandate for value change directed at citizens has restricted

the reach of the region’s influence.
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The first finding in relation to values pertains to the environmental value system represented in
the policy arrangement itself, particularly in the regional collaboration and its textual output. The
environmental value system represented by the regional collaboration and its development matters,
because it has an example function and supports certain approaches to governance that lead, or do not

lead, to sustainable and just outcomes.

The instrumental value of nature has been an important aspect of the regional identity and
collaborative governance already before the establishment of the GMR. The City-Region’s Regionaal
Plan 2005-2020 places considerable emphasis on the experiential value of nature, for example with its
strategy of creating a multifunctional regional landscape park (Arnhem-Nijmegen and province of
Gelderland, 2006). In this park, the landscape is seen as the “carrier (...) of the integration of urban and
rural user functions” (p. 85). Nature is seen in a context of multifunctionality, a discourse which is
continued and underscored even more in the GMR. The most prevalent form of this is that of ‘green
growth’, which reflects the GMR’s core ambition to preserve the “typical balance between lively
urbanity and relaxed living quality” (Contourennotitie, 2020, p. 4). This goal of a balanced growth
receives more emphasis in the new collaborative governance structure because of the external
demographic factor of urbanisation and the housing shortage. In response to this development, the GMR
argues that spaces to walk, cycle and recreate by the water is a prerequisite for growth in inhabitants,

homes, jobs and roads (Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2022, p. 52).

Aside from this instrumental function, the intrinsic value of nature is commonly held among the
interviewees and has recently also explicitly been added in the recent Regional Agendas for the GMR:
“also in light of the value that nature, water, landscape and cultural heritage have themselves, their
intrinsic value, it is important to restore, expand and improve the ‘green’ and ‘blue’ in the region”
(Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2022, p. 52). A determining factor of change for including
the intrinsic value of nature in the Agendas was one related to formal rules and actor interaction patterns.
Namely, the political party of Party for the Animals in the municipality of Nijmegen had filed a motion
in reaction to the first Regional Agenda of 2022, requesting the regional collaboration to acknowledge
the intrinsic value of nature and devote greater effort to biodiversity in its ambitions (Interview 13; E.

Lauret, personal communication, 20201).

The second finding about the transformative governance performance aimed at sociocultural
values relates to whether the policy arrangement devotes efforts to actively change unsustainable and
anthropocentric values in society. At first glance, the establishment of the GMR has not influenced the
outward impact of the policy arrangement on societal paradigms. Both the previous collaborative

governance forms of the City-Region and Joint Body and the GMR are not directly aimed at causing a

! Motie: Biodiverse natuur, zonder nut juist waardevol. Source originates from internal Sharepoint platform (not
publicly available) of the Green Metropolitan Region.
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sociocultural value shift. The key factor of stability here is the mandate, as part of the formal rules of
the game, which is given to the regional office. The GMR operates in the spatial-economic domain and
has a mostly government-to-government function, however with various types of involvement of
businesses and civil society actors (Kring Gemeentesecretarissen regio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2019;
Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2022; Interview 15). This means it has no actions explicitly
targeted at value change among citizens and also has limited direct contact with the region’s inhabitants.
This is different from other actors in the policy arrangement, i.e. individual municipalities, water
authorities, civil society organisations and the province of Gelderland, who do describe their
responsibility to organise nature education and raise awareness about sustainability and biodiversity

(e.g. Gemeente Rheden, 2022; Waterschap Vallei en Veluwe, 2020; Timmermans & Dik, 2020).

Nonetheless, a significant development with the establishment of the GMR is that the ‘soft side’
of its collaboration increased the capacity for shifting perspectives among key persons in the
municipalities themselves. This ‘soft side’ is a result of the creation of the priority for the Green-blue
framework and the accompanied civil service and administrative networks in the region for nature and
landscape. These actor coalitions were limited in the previous collaborative governance structures
because there were no projects dedicated specifically to nature (Arnhem-Nijmegen and province of
Gelderland, 2006). Now, there is the mandate and capacity — i.e. internal factor of resource distribution
— to organise events focussed on nature and landscape restoration. One example is that of the ‘Regional
Safari’ in 2022, which brought municipal College members to various projects in the region related to
green tourism, nature-inclusive agriculture and regenerative farming practices (Figure 7; Regiosafari

Door Gemeenten Berg En Dal En Heumen, 2022).
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Figure 7

Administrators and civil servants in the Ooijpolder during the Regional ‘Safari’

Note. From Regiosafari door gemeenten Berg en Dal en Heumen, 2022.

Such events, and the accompanied network building and knowledge sharing about sustainable
and ecocentric initiatives for biodiversity, are regarded as the added value of the GMR (Interview 11).
Schouten (Interview 1) emphasizes the ‘mirror function’ of the GMR, referring to how regional
collaboration can make municipalities reflect on their valuable nature and landscape and can also
stimulate them to protect and strengthen it. Although conditional on what it is used for, the capacity
created with the establishment of the GMR has thus contributed to the transformative governance

performance of the policy arrangement on sociocultural values.

5.1.2. Demographic drivers
This subsection describes the development of how the biodiversity policy arrangement in the region,

now including the GMR, addresses the demographic drivers of biodiversity loss and what the
determining factors of change and stability were. Demographic drivers of biodiversity loss include
effects of population dynamics, migration, urbanisation and human capital (IPBES, 2019). Within the
case study of the Arnhem-Nijmegen region, evidence for transformative governance performance on
demographic drivers was found exclusively in relation to the trend of urbanisation in the region. The
current section discusses the findings on a key element related to urbanisation in the policy arrangement,

which is infill development.

Approaches to urban planning can be categorised into roughly two schools: urban expansion
and infill development. The latter is gaining increased attention as a sustainable approach to urban

growth (see e.g. the call by the European Commission for ‘no net land take by 2050°; European

41



Commission, 2011). With infill development, density in housing and other facilities is created within
existing urban areas and close to key (public) transport nodes (IPBES, 2019). Its benefits include
efficiency in use of resources such as energy, accessibility through sustainable mobility and the
conservation of space for biodiversity in rural and natural areas nearby the city. The transformative
governance performance of the policy arrangement has seen a steady growth with the increased explicit
commitment to infill development in the GMR. Pushed by external demographic and institutional factors
and facilitated by internal factors of programmatic discourses and power relations, the approach of infill

development has become more commonplace.

As with other developments that are summarised in this findings chapter, the preference for
infill development in the region Arnhem-Nijmegen has a longer history than the recent existence of the
GMR. The Regionaal Plan 2005-2020 identifies itself as a first representative of a new generation of
regional plans, in which a shift from urban expansion to transformation of existing qualities is
implemented (Arnhem-Nijmegen and province of Gelderland, 2006). The reason behind this course
change was that “new large-scale expansions for living and working are no longer necessary and
desirable” (Arnhem-Nijmegen and province of Gelderland, 2006, p. 14). This preference for infill
development has continued in the GMR but has become even more accepted. It has now gained a more
immediate relevance due to the external demographic factor of change which is the context of the
housing deficit in the Netherlands since 2019 (Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en
Koninkrijksrelaties, 2023). The GMR has the ambition to meet the growing demand by building 60.000
new homes between 2020 and 2040, with a large amount of these planned within the existing urban
areas of the two cities of Arnhem and Nijmegen (Green Metropolitan Region Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2023).
While the Regionaal Plan also included the goal to accommodate country living (Arnhem-Nijmegen
and province of Gelderland, 2006, p. 101), the GMR more explicitly expresses the intention to spare the
countryside from urban sprawl (Stuurgroep Versterking regionale samenwerking, 2020b). Moreover,
Lenis (Interview 13) notes that compact living environments are not just being built in Arnhem and
Nijmegen, but also for the smaller towns they are thinking about home construction near railway stations
and in railway zones. This course is validated by an external factor of institutions and governance,
related to the encouragement of inner-city construction by the national government (Ministerie van
Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2020). Two internal factors of change for the increased
emphasis on infill development are the longer-running programmatic discourses of transformation and

the widespread positive valuation of the environment and green rural area in the region.

Another internal factor of change is that of power relations, as the GMR aims to respond to the
plea of the rural municipalities to not only apply infill development and spare nature and rural areas, but
also encourage environmental conservation in those areas. Also related to the earlier finding on
bioregional planning, the GMR connects urbanisation to nature development with its new slogan of

‘more landscape, more city’ (Green Metropolitan Region Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2023). Around the
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establishment of the GMR, there was a definite sense of urgency to counterbalance the ‘force of
urbanisation’ with nature development (Interview 11). Indeed, as interviewee Priist recalls, “that was
always the critique and also actually the critique of the smaller municipalities like yes, everything in
favour of those big cities and a lot of homes and roads, and what about us in the countryside?”” (Interview
2). With the establishment of the GMR, this criticism was met and the resulting shift in power positions
has thus acted as an internal factor of change. A more inclusive governance approach has thereby
contributed to the transformative governance performance on demographic drivers. The approach thus
helped push for the development of ambitions for nature and landscape, leading to the adoption of the

slogan ‘more landscape, more city’, in that particular order of words.

5.1.3. Economic and technological drivers
As an urbanised region that is home to a large and growing amount of people, industries and businesses,

the economic and technological processes in or associated with the region Arnhem-Nijmegen have a
critical impact on biodiversity. This subsection discusses the development of how the economic and
technological indirect drivers of biodiversity loss are addressed due to the establishment of the GMR,
and which internal and external factors of change and stability have influenced this development. It does
so according to one of the relevant themes that were detected in the analysis, namely the development

of the region’s role in the agricultural transition.

Intensive farming and especially animal agriculture and the related production of feed, is a major
contributor to direct drivers of biodiversity loss such as land use change, pollution and climate change
(IPBES, 2019), on top of its detrimental impact on animal welfare. Several interviewees identify
intensive farming as one of the biggest threats to biodiversity, in the Netherlands but also in the region
Arnhem-Nijmegen specifically (Interview 3, 5 & 7). The performance of the policy arrangement in
addressing the institutional, economic and technological drivers behind intensive farming has only
recently seen a slight increase as the GMR has taken up a role in the agricultural transition. This
development is facilitated internally by the factors of resources, power relations and formal rules and
externally by the societal debate about the agricultural transition. However, the power of the GMR is
also curtailed by internal factors such as wariness among municipal actors about power relations and

externally by its dependence on favourable political conditions at the provincial and national level.

In the policy arrangement of the Arnhem-Nijmegen region, responsibility for supporting the
agricultural transition is dispersed among the governmental actors, with the regional collaboration
covering this theme only recently. The Regionaal Plan 2005-2020 of the City-Region Arnhem-
Nijmegen recognizes the negative effects of large-scale agriculture on the landscape and natural values
of the region (Arnhem-Nijmegen and province of Gelderland, 2006). However, it also describes the aims
of strengthening the Agribusiness complex and providing a continued perspective for large agricultural

businesses, particularly in a few areas in the region that offer possibilities to continue “unrestricted
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farming” activities (Arnhem-Nijmegen and province of Gelderland, 2006, p. 59). In the Joint Body from
2015 to 2019, the theme of (sustainable) agriculture was not included in the regional collaboration. The
Joint Body’s theme of sustainability was mostly targeted at circular energy and the production chains

and residual streams of goods, other than food products.

With the establishment of the GMR, the subject of the agricultural transition was at first also
not included in the regional mandate. The Regionale Agenda 2022 (Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-
Nijmegen, 2021) identifies nature-inclusive agriculture as an asset to the nature, biodiversity and appeal
of the Green-blue framework, but does not mention the agricultural transition as a goal itself. This was
experienced by some as a gap in the regional mandate. Hoytink-Roubos, Mayor of the municipality of
Overbetuwe and member of the GMR’s General Board, states in a meeting of the General Board that
during the establishment of the GMR, she had insisted on making the rural area and agricultural sector
an integral part of the five programmes — “well, with great difficulty the word was included but [others
thought] this was not actually necessary” (Vergadering Algemeen Bestuur Groene Metropoolregio 05-
07-2023, 2023). She therefore called it remarkable that two and a half years later in 2023, the General
Board was asked to approve the addition of the task for the countryside and agricultural transition to the
regional mandate. Priist (Interview 2) explains that in the process of further developing the Green-blue
framework, they were confronted by the limits of the regional mandate. The Regional Agenda did not
include the task of stimulating the agricultural transition, nor did it include the mandate to set up area

planning processes, which therefore impeded on the GMR’s capacity to bring vision to practice.

These limiting formal rules were overcome by two internal factors of change, namely power
relations and resource distribution. The GMR was asked by actors from municipalities and civil society
to take up a role in this theme (Dings, 2023; Interview 13; Wieringa & Van Bets, 2023). According to
one interviewee, it seems reasonable for the GMR to take up a role in the agricultural transition because
the GMR has a more detached position than municipalities, whose civil servants and administrators are
confronted with more personal and political connections (Interview 6). This position, reflecting the
internal factor of power relations, thus offers a more neutral approach to the agricultural transition. The
GMR can thereby also partly fill in for municipalities that do not have the capacity to set up policies and
programmes for this theme, even if they are also asked to work on it: “there is an appeal that we [as
municipalities] should get involved in the agricultural transition, (...) I do not think that that is really a
municipal thing that we have knowledge of” (Interview 11). The GMR, conversely, is perceived to have
the capability to mobilise the resources for this topic, thereby also reflecting the internal factor of change

of resource distribution.

The adoption of this task by the region is legitimised by external sociocultural, economic and
institutional factors, represented in a societal context and debate that calls for the agricultural transition

and which involves the nitrogen crisis (Vergadering Algemeen Bestuur Groene Metropoolregio 05-07-
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2023, 2023). This context is reflected by the many upcoming local initiatives for nature-inclusive
agriculture (Interview 12), as well as by changes at higher institutional levels. One example of these
changes is the establishment of the National Programme Rural Area (NPLG) in late 2022. Another is
that the Arnhem-Nijmegen region is part of a ‘Novex’-collaboration with the national government and
while this was previously managed by the Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations, it is now

managed by the Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food quality.

Interestingly, the formal rules of the GMR form both a factor of change and stabilisation for the
increased efforts on the agricultural transition. On the one hand, the GMR’s adaptive Regional Agenda
has facilitated the addition of the task to the regional mandate. In the meeting of the General Board, E.
Weststeijn pleas for the General Board to “hold on to the fact that we have a Regional Agenda, and you
all know like no other that an agenda is subject to change, and thankfully so. (...) It is no blueprint, we
should adapt to what our partners expect of us, to what is happening in society, et cetera” (Vergadering
Algemeen Bestuur Groene Metropoolregio 05-07-2023, 2023). On the other hand, the formal rules
complicated adding the task to the mandate — indeed, the adoption of this task was not immediately a
done deal. The adaptive governance approach is limited, as there are no formal procedures on how to
add a task to the mandate. Also, while the governance structure of the GMR is aimed at five programmes,
themes like the agricultural transition are situated between the different programmes, so aspects like
funding are difficult for these themes (Vergadering Algemeen Bestuur Groene Metropoolregio 05-07-
2023, 2023).

Another important factor of stability is that of power relations, as there is a wariness among
municipal administrative and civil service actors to assign more responsibilities to the GMR. Some
General Board members expressed their concerns about assigning the task of the agricultural transition,
stating that since the mandate is being changed, approvement should be asked from the municipal
councils. This indicates a ‘municipal wariness’ about the power of the region which was found to be
common among municipal councils. Interviewees explain that this is because of negative associations
with the earlier collaborative structure of the City-Region, which was considered to be an undemocratic
fourth governmental layer, too big and too powerful (Interview 7, 13 & 14). Lenis (Interview 13)
remarks that during each council meeting that the civil servants from the GMR visit, they have to explain
that the GMR is not the same as the City-Region. They have to repeat that the municipalities are the
GMR, instead of the GMR being a separate governmental layer that makes and adopts policies itself.
This wariness due to institutional history is further intensified now that municipalities, especially the
smaller ones which have less favourable financial situations, are asking what the ‘return on investment’
is of the GMR (Hugenholtz & Opdam, personal communication, 2023)2. Though this delays the region’s

capacity to address unsustainable agricultural practices, it of course also helps to safeguard democratic

2 Kwalitatief evaluatieonderzoek Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen. Source originates from internal
Sharepoint platform (not publicly available) of the Green Metropolitan Region.
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transparency and a sustainable institutional context in which transformative governance can be more

effectively stimulated.

Crucial to the GMR’s transformative governance performance on the agricultural transition is
also its relation to the province of Gelderland. The establishment of the GMR and its capacity to work
on the Green-blue framework and, more recently, the agricultural transition, has led to an improved
power position of the region in relation to this topic at the provincial level (which has also stimulated
more inclusive governance). The resources and power relations that were mobilised with the GMR that
allows it to collaborate with the province are therefore internal factors of change. However, there are
also factors of stability associated with the provincial role in the agricultural transition and the GMR’s
dependency on the province. These include macro-political and institutional dependencies on the one

hand, and internal bureaucracy and personal characteristics among provincial actors on the other.

The province grants subsidies for various elements of sustainable agriculture, such as the
subsidy for Agricultural Nature and Landscape Management (ANLD) for e.g. hedgerows or a mowing
scheme that benefits meadow birds. Despite their established aim to “expand the share of nature-
inclusive agriculture” in Gelderland (Timmermans & Dik, 2020, p. 23), the provincial capacity to
address the unsustainable aspects of the current agricultural system is heavily susceptible to the external
factor of institutional and political changes at both the provincial and national level. Recent electoral
victories for the political parties of the Farmer—Citizen Movement (BBB) and the Party for Freedom
(PVV) have led to changes in the political culture and have decreased possibilities to phase out intensive
(animal) agriculture, thereby forming an institutional factor of stability. Moreover, the effectiveness of
the province in addressing unsustainable agricultural practices is dependent on policies from the national
government such as the long-awaited yet deferred Agricultural Agreement (Interview 8). In this context
of interdependence that trickles down from national to provincial to local governments, the GMR has to
continuously adapt if it wants to turn its task of the agricultural transition into material results. This leads
to a balancing act between indeed adapting to political developments elsewhere and the region following

its own course, based on the ambitions set by municipal politics.

The second, internal stabilising factor is that of formal rules of the bureaucracy inherent to the
large civil service organisation of the province. This leads to uncertainty among actors in the regional
policy arrangement about the provincial direction and resources for province-funded projects for
environmental and rural development (Interview 2 & 4). For example, one issue that arises is that of the
chick or the egg causality dilemma: in order to further develop and concretize a landscape project in the
GMR, they need financial backing from the province, but the province can only provide that backing
once the project is further developed. This results in a stalemate, described by Priist as follows: “there
are different approaches to policymaking, and this is ‘muddling through’, I believe” (Interview 2).

Breaking the cycle requires guts among provincial actors, says Priist, something which she argues is
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sometimes lacking among provincial actors. The effectiveness of the GMR is therefore dependent on
the pragmatism, adaptive capacity and decisiveness of individual (in this case, provincial) actors in a
context of uncertainty. Perceived shortcomings in these characteristics among the GMR-Province actor

constellation can therefore be considered an internal factor of stability.

5.1.4. Institutions and governance
A crucial part of transformative governance performance is the extent to which the policy arrangement

addresses unsustainable policies and governance structures so as to support institutional designs that
support, rather than undermine, biodiversity conservation, sustainable use and restoration. The current
subsection shows the most important findings on the transformative governance performance for

institutions and governance, related to the adjustment of development policies.

The findings indicate that the GMR has contributed little to the policy arrangement’s
performance in adjusting development policies. Key stabilising factors include the GMR’s mandate in
the formal rules and power relations, as well as resource distribution and sociocultural values because
of the budgetary shortfalls in municipalities paired with the undefined monetary value of biodiversity.
While sustainability is integrated in all programmes in the GMR, urban development is experienced as
a dominant process compared to nature development. This can be explained by resource distribution and
values and paradigms, which form path dependencies in the regional collaboration. A few factors of
change that support the adjustment of development policies, at least at the abstract policymaking level
of the GMR, include programmatic discourses and resource distribution for integrative governance,
actor constellation and interaction patterns. Also, the external factor of sociocultural values and

behaviours involves a shift towards a general support for biodiversity in all development policies.

The establishment of the GMR has not increased the capacity to adjust development policies
because of the mandate and character of the regional collaboration, related to formal rules and power
relations. Three examples of ways in which development policies may be adjusted to support
transformative biodiversity governance are transportation investments, property and resource-use rights
and subsidies to fuels (IPBES, 2019). The GMR does not have the mandate itself to make investments,
provide subsidies or adjust property and resource-use rights. Instead, it only indirectly influences these
aspects through its agenda-setting, network governance and knowledge sharing. The GMR can be
defined as a collaborative governance structure that is designed to work within and make the best of
existing institutional structures for the regional development. Therefore, the GMR has no mandate to
uncover and adjust regulations and other institutional barriers that hinder transformative biodiversity
action. For example, sustainable agriculture initiatives in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region experience
barriers such as how “it takes five institutions to put one egg in a box”, reflecting the amount of work it
requires to operate a transformative, ‘non-conventional’ agricultural business in a governmental

structure that is geared towards large-scale, intensive agriculture (A. van Leeuwen, personal
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communication, October 4, 2023). The procedures that these initiatives face, are very specific and fall
within jurisdiction of other governmental organisations, and the GMR has assumed no role in addressing

these.

Another stabilizing factor in adjusting development policies to include measures for
sustainability and biodiversity conservation is the fact that biodiversity and ecosystem services are not
as easily assigned (monetary) value as other aspects in urban development. This translates to the external
factor of sociocultural values and behaviours, but is also strengthened by the internal factor of resource
distribution. Interviewees give various examples of how they experience this in practice. For example,
when creating landscape plans for solar fields or when building homes or industrial sites, biodiversity
measures lose out to other investments because its benefits cannot be monetized: “we talk about it, but
eventually it is the euro’s that determine whether we can build in a nature-inclusive way” (Interview 6).
Van den Berg moreover comments that “it is easier to invest 30 million in public transport than 1 million
in biodiversity” (Interview 14). In municipalities, this is especially pressing also in light of the resource
distribution in terms of the current and upcoming budget shortfalls, sometimes even in projected ‘ravine
years’. Overcoming this barrier to adjusting development policies requires perseverance and the
production of a worthy alternative that can level with the currently dominant process or urban
development (Interview 2; Wieringa & Van Bets, 2023). Though this will continue to pose a challenge,
the importance of biodiversity action with the Green-blue framework is increasingly recognized among
administrators in the region and within the organisation of the GMR itself. The actors working on the
nature and landscape now feel that they are equally important interlocutors in the regional collaboration
as their colleagues from mobility and housing (Interview 2). As perseverance in the actor constellation
and the interaction patterns and the increased knowledge of the value of biodiversity are combined, these

form a factor of change for integrating the value of biodiversity in the governance in the GMR.

The establishment of the GMR has also impacted development policies by devoting more
attention to sustainability at the level of agenda-setting, in policy areas that are not directly focussed on
nature conservation (see also section 6.1.1.). The general intention in the GMR is to pair all of its
development policies with sustainability targets (Interview 15). Moreover, the function of the Green-
blue framework is that it positions nature and landscape as the point of departure for the spatial area-
oriented development (Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2022). This integrative approach
thus constitutes a factor of change due to programmatic discourses and resource distribution. At the
same time, the urban development aspects of housing, mobility and economic development are
experienced by actors in the region to still form a dominant process in the region (Wieringa & Van Bets,
2023). This is related to two stabilising factors, which are the internal factors of resource distribution
and values and paradigms. For one, the budgets are higher for urban development aspects than they are
for the Green-blue framework and other priorities such as culture and sustainable tourism (Interview 2).

This is in part also due to the longer institutional histories of the urban development aspects at the
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regional scale, in comparison to the lack of attention that biodiversity action has had (Interview 9). The
dominant process is also symbolised by the debate around animal species such as the honey buzzard.
The honey buzzard is a bird of prey species, which has a key breeding ground in the nature area of the
Veluwe located to the north of the Arnhem-Nijmegen region. It is regarded by some as an inconvenient
hindrance to development (Interview 2). Because of the legal protection of the honey buzzard,
possibilities for building wind turbines near the Veluwe are limited (Provincie Gelderland, 2024). The
perceived nuisance of the honey buzzard, which ‘stands in the way’ of development and thereby leads
some to develop a negative picture of nature conservation, thus forms a paradigm that stabilises the shift

from a development-centred to a more just and sustainable development in the region.

5.2. Transformative institutional capacity and the key factors of change and
stability
The current section discusses the most relevant findings on the influence of the establishment of the

GMR on the transformative institutional capacity. It does so by giving an overview of the presence of
the five transformative governance approaches as presented in subsection 3.3.2. For each governance
approach, the internal and external factors that have changed or stabilised the adoption of these

governance approaches are considered.

5.2.1. Integrative governance
This subsection reports the most important findings on how the GMR has influenced the adoption of an

integrative governance approach in the biodiversity policy arrangement, and which factors of change
and stability determined this development. The integrative governance approach in the policy
arrangement has seen a development in terms of two aspects, namely in the integration across

governance levels and the integration across policy domains, the latter of which is discussed here.

Whereas some themes discussed earlier are not as naturally part of the GMR’s scope, the
integration of policy domains is. A key task assigned to the GMR is the integration of its ambitions for
mobility, housing, economy, circularity and nature and culture into a single vision on regional
development, with sustainability as a guiding principle. This integrative approach and the integrated
ambitions for sustainability have meant that the GMR has contributed to the transformative institutional
capacity, but the findings also highlight significant obstacles in the implementation of the integrative
approach. Key factors of change include the external pressure on space in the region, as well as the
resource distribution, actor constellation and the new internal formal and informal rules that support the
integration of sustainability within the organisation of the GMR. The most important internal factors of
stability include the formal rules, actor interaction patterns and actor constellations that maintain a

sectoral approach.
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The previous collaborative governance structures of the City-Region and the Joint Body used a
sectoral approach for their programmes (Steering committee expanded regional collaboration, 2020).
The Joint Body was focussed on coordination between municipalities for the domains of housing,
mobility, economy and later also ‘smart sustainability’ (Gemeenschappelijke regeling Regio Arnhem-
Nijmegen, n.d.). In the process of forging the new collaborative governance structure, the purpose of
the GMR was described to be to overcome this compartmentalised structure and to create added value
through the integration and connections between the classic policy domains (Steering committee
expanded regional collaboration, 2020). Indeed, the GMR can be seen as a project of integrative
governance in a few different ways, thus increasing the transformative institutional capacity. For one,
discourses like ‘smart combinations’ in space are commonplace in the GMR, reflecting the preference
for integrating land-use functions such as sustainable agriculture and recreation (e.g. Groene
Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2022). Beyond discourses, integrative governance is
institutionalised in the governance structure through the programme of the Green Growth Region. This
programme is assigned the task of integrating the policy outputs of the five programmes into a singular
perspective on regional spatial planning. Since these programmes all mostly revolve around
sustainability goals (Interview 1; Interview 15), the integrative approach thereby also meets the criterion
posed for transformative institutional capacity that the governance approaches should be focussed on

addressing the indirect drivers.

There are four key factors of change that have contributed to this development. The first factor
involves the external demographic influence of the scarcity of space that comes with urbanisation
pressure in the region. According to Tiemens (Interview 15), they more than ever have to puzzle over
the little space available in the region to make the most out of it. This problem conception is
institutionalised in the GMR also because of the commitment to infill development. One internal factor
of change relates to resource distribution and actor constellation, since the resources mobilised for the
GMR has allowed for the creation of Schouten’s position, who is specially assigned the task of ensuring
the integration between the programmes and who also is the spokesperson for the Green-blue framework
(Interview 1). Schouten argues that “traditionally in the spatial planning world, ‘soft’ functions like
biodiversity always kind of lose out”, something which he states they try to prevent in the GMR by
considering these soft functions at the front-end of policymaking (Interview 1). Two other internal
factors of change are reflected in the formal and informal rules of the game. The institutionalisation of
the integration across policy domains and their sustainability goals under the Green Growth Region and
its meeting structures on general spatial planning means it is established in the formal rules. As a result,
actors are obligated to maintain consistency with their vision, for example with that of infill development
— “you cannot say, more landscape is nice, but at the same time we are also going to facilitate a lot of
space for the logistics sector in the region” (Interview 13). Another factor involves the actions taken

within the adaptive internal organisation of the GMR to improve the integrative governance project,
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both in the formal procedures and the informal routines of interaction. One example is the new
integrative meeting structure (de integrale tafel) set up in 2023 in the GMR, aimed at discussing specific
themes that are relevant at that point in time in the region, such as the accommodation of work sites or
drinking water production. Though participants state that the meeting structures requires improvement
if it is to provide effective outcomes, the concept shows that there is space and willingness in the internal
organisation to adapt, experiment and practice with new forms in order to improve integrative
governance. In this way, adaptive governance can be argued to facilitate the integrative governance

approach.

Despite these factors of change, the project of integrative governance in the GMR is an
unfinished one. In contrast with the GMR’s initial purpose of integration, there are partitions between
the five programmes, which are deemed to still be relatively sectoral (Interview 13; Interview 15). The
five programme-structure is experienced as obstructive, not in the least because pursuing integration
across these programmes is demanding, both for the Green Growth Region and at the personal level —
“and then you often feel like hey, now I am discussing the same topic in that meeting, and that meeting,
and that meeting” (Interview 1; Interview 13; Interview 15). In response to the experienced hindrance,
possible alternatives were discussed in the Regional Board during the creation of the new Regional
Agenda 2025-2028. Amendment of the structure was eventually denied, however, thereby presumably

stabilising the capacity for integrative governance.

Three factors can be identified to explain the continued sectoral approach. One internal factor
reflects the formal rules and actor interaction patterns in the GMR, since collaboration across
programmes is not built into the regional office organisation of the GMR by means of procedures or
meeting structures. This means that any collaboration is voluntary and dependent on interpersonal
initiative. While there is active collaboration between some of the priorities and actors under the
different programmes, this collaboration is not common everywhere in the internal organisation
(Interview 2). Another stabilising factor is related to formal rules and actor constellation, since the
procedure for municipalities participating in the GMR does not match the increased (wish for)
integration across policy domains. Municipalities participating in the collaborative governance structure
are free to sign in on and pay a fee for five, but also less than five programmes. Some municipalities
indeed participate in the Green Growth programme, but not in the programme for the Recreational
Region. At the same time, it is increasingly difficult to separate the programmes both substantively and
financially, which is why municipalities are explicitly asked to join all five programmes (Groene
Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2022). The third factor of stability has both an internal and external
character, involving formal rules and actor interaction patterns but also institutions and governance. The
programmes in the GMR are designed to align with existing municipal policy domains and their civil
service organisations, which in turn reflect a broader institutional focus on segregate policy domains.

Conservatism therefore appears to have the winning hand in the design of the regional programme-
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structure, because changing this structure threatens to create even more complexity and coordination
problems than already experienced by local civil servants and administrators (Interview 15; Interview
17; for an impression of the complexity in the GMR’s policy context, see Figure 8). Given the internal
factors of change mentioned earlier, this does not mean that integrative governance in the GMR s a lost
cause, however. After all, coordination problems are inherent to all governance structures (Interview
15). What is important, is how the collaborative governance structure aims to minimise these problems

and the related complexity while it also adapts its procedures to optimise integration.

Figure 8

Integrative governance in a fragmented policy context

5.2.2. Inclusive governance
This subsection discusses the key findings on the development of the inclusive governance approach, as

part of the transformative institutional capacity, due to the establishment of the GMR. The analysis
indicates that the capacity for inclusive governance has expanded due to the GMR’s role in the regional
network for biodiversity, supported by its resources, power position and actor interaction patterns as
well as by external sociocultural and institutional factors. However, inclusive governance in day-to-day
policymaking interactions because of the GMR’s mandate and municipal and provincial influences,
related to factors of formal rules, power relations, actor constellations and external governance

influences.

Already in the time of the City-Region, the regional collaborative governance structure

incorporated an awareness that it is part of a network that is more than just governmental bodies. The
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Regionaal Plan 2005-2020 describes how the government, and therefore also the City-Region, “is part
of the public arena and must be aimed at collaboration with other governments, organisations and market
parties” (2006, p. 33). For nature and biodiversity, the inclusion of non-governmental stakeholders was
limited to the project level however, such as with the creation of the regional landscape park of Park
Lingezegen (Interview 2). The establishment of the GMR has increased the institutional capacity for
inclusive governance in the sense that organisations representing sustainability values and biodiversity
concerns are more closely associated to regional governance, mostly through the network surrounding

the Green-blue framework.

There are four key factors of change that support this development. First, the GMR can be
characterised as a network organisation, aimed at creating connections. Tiemens indeed observes that
“it is an organisation that is constantly looking for [connections] (...) this is really growing every day
almost, just because we are at work” (Interview 15). The resource distribution and actor interaction
patterns that allows actors from the GMR to participate in networking activities with different types of
actors therefore form one factor of change. This capacity is strengthened by the factor of power relations,
as the GMR arguably occupies a beneficial position that is accessible to environmental organisations
who are not aligned with the municipal level (Interview 1). At the same time, the GMR is grounded in
a demarcated and significantly large urban region so that actions at the level of the GMR have enough
of an impact that it allows for a fruitful collaboration with environmental organisations. In this way, the
regional level adds new openings for inclusive governance for biodiversity action in the policy
arrangement. An external factor that moreover facilitates inclusive governance is the sociocultural
influence of local civil society organisations, which are highly active in protecting the interests of
biodiversity, natural areas and landscapes and specific species that native to the Arnhem-Nijmegen
region. This is also experienced at the municipal level, as Van den Berg (Interview 11) jokingly
comments that “there are more nature organisations here than Red List [threatened] species” who are
also actively engaged in implementing municipal landscape policies. The willingness of these
organisations to get involved with policymaking allows for the inclusion of key knowledge- and
stakeholders that are needed to successfully implement measures for transformative biodiversity action.
Finally, an important external factor that has played a role in the capacity for inclusive governance has
been the influence of the provincial political landscape. The recent appointment of the political party of
the Farmer—Citizen Movement (BBB) in the provincial administrative board has set up the expectation
that agricultural organisations, such as the Netherlands Agricultural and Horticultural Association
(LTO), are to be involved more in regional policymaking. While such agricultural organisations
generally do not represent sustainability values for transformative biodiversity governance, their
inclusion at the regional level may actually stimulate the region’s capacity to effectively implement and
also gain support for measures that help phase out intensive agricultural practices. For example, the

GMR organised a workshop in which governmental actors but also actors representing both
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environmental and agricultural interests were included, which has allowed for the consideration of a

wider range of interests at the beginning of a project on sustainable agriculture.

Nevertheless, inclusive governance has taken place in the GMR in a mostly fragmented way
and with varying degrees of success. Four key factors of stability reflect the restrictions put on the
institutional capacity for inclusive governance. The first factor relates to power relations and formal
rules — while the nature of the GMR’s mandate and output is relevant for environmental organisations
engaged in the political sphere, it is less appropriate for the inclusion of actors who are not united in
such organisations. As also discussed in 6.1.1., the GMR has a government-to-government function,
which rules out direct involvement of individual citizens as this is also perceived to be a municipal task
(Interview 1; Interview 15; Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2022). Priist (Interview 2)
moreover argues that the output of the GMR for biodiversity conservation in the Green-blue framework
is still at an abstract policy-level that is not yet accessible to individual citizens or e.g. agricultural
entrepreneurs working in a specific area in the region. The three other factors of stability were observed
in the process of organising meetings for governmental and non-governmental actors, specifically also
actors from the agricultural sector, for the Green-blue framework in 2023. First, the formal rules that
previously did not extend mandate to work on the agricultural transition (see 6.1.3.) delayed the
inclusion of agricultural actors. Another stabilising factor presented itself in power relations and actor
constellation, as the municipalities themselves had not always developed contacts with agricultural
entrepreneurs, and actors from the GMR did not want to overstep and put municipalities in an awkward
position. Reason for this underdeveloped network is also the lack of resources at the municipal level and
the resulting reluctance of municipalities to increase their position in the environmental and agricultural
development (Interview 5; Interview 9; Interview 11). Finally, the inclusion of non-governmental actors
in the meetings was limited by the external factor of provincial governance. The plans and resources of
the province of Gelderland for the development of nature and agricultural areas have suffered a series
of delays in the past years due to political uncertainties at provincial and national levels. The GMR
decided to hold off the inclusion in response, since the delays meant they could have less concrete and

confident discussions about plans for nature development (M. Priist, personal communication, 2023).

5.2.3. Adaptive governance
Just as the GMR can be defined as a project of integrative governance (see 6.2.1.), adaptive governance

is also a defining feature of the collaborative governance structure. The current subsection discusses
how the GMR has stimulated the capacity for adaptive governance in the biodiversity policy
arrangement by means of its foundational set-up, as well as in its ongoing governance processes and
output. Factors of change for this development are the internal space for changes through formal rules

and resource distribution, and the external pressure for change due to societal and institutional
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developments. Factors of stability include the formal rules and power relations that slow down

adaptation in practice, and the informal rules that restrict internal reflexivity in the GMR.

The previous regional collaboration of the Joint Body also accommodated flexibility, for
example in the addition of the administrative coordination group of sustainability. The GMR, in turn,
has further contributed to the capacity for adaptive governance through its foundational set-up and
within its ongoing governance processes and output. The set-up of the GMR is based on the mandate
outlined in the Regional Agenda, which is updated every three years to describe the progress, costs and
other developments under the five programmes assigned to the GMR. This iterative process of
adaptation was created in order to make it possible to add new tasks and to adjust existing programmes
when important developments occur (Stuurgroep Versterking regionale samenwerking, 2020a). The
premise is also that the organisational form matches the scope of the task at hand, as “the way of
organising [governance] is expanded when the task demands it” (Kring Gemeentesecretarissen regio
Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2019, p. 20). This emphasis on adapting organisational aspects when needed can
also be detected beyond the set-up, in ongoing governance processes and actions taken within the
regional office of the GMR. One example is the intermediary qualitative evaluation research that the
GMR has had perform in order to analyse the effectiveness of the GMR in reaching its goals and how
actors experience the GMR (Hugenholtz & Opdam, personal communication, 2023)%. But also in
creating the substantive output of the GMR, there is increased capacity for adaptive governance because
of the emphasis on learning. Tiemens (Interview 15) indeed argues that “years ago, we always thought
we could paint ‘complete pictures’ [...] this has worked well for us but especially when you work in a
more integrative way, you never have all information complete”, so instead an approach where one

works with the available information and reassesses each year whether the approach should be adapted.

Two key factors of change that have contributed to the GMR’s adaptive governance approach
are the internally created space for reflexivity and adjustments and the influence of external
developments in society and politics. The space for reflexivity is explained by the resource distribution
and actor interaction patterns in the GMR, reflected by e.g. the brainstorming sessions organised for the
programme managers to discuss improvements in the internal organisation (Interview 2). But in the
collaborative governance structure of the GMR, the adaptive governance approach is not just optional —
it is often also necessitated by its context, mostly related to economic and institutional factors of change.
Multiple societal trends and developments, and in particular developments that support sustainability,
seem to have entered or increased in importance in local governance spheres in recent years. Van den
Berg (Interview 11) for example points out the themes of the energy transition and climate adaptation —
“who would have thought in 2015 that that would take flight in such a way?” The GMR, in turn, holds

in its Regional Agenda a certain sensitivity and receptivity to landscape developments, also reflected in

3 Kwalitatief evaluatieonderzoek Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen. Source originates from internal
Sharepoint platform (not publicly available) of the Green Metropolitan Region.
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its response to e.g. the agricultural transition (see section 6.1.3.; Vergadering Algemeen Bestuur Groene
Metropoolregio 05-07-2023, 2023). Another aspect to this factor of change is that because of the local
and regional governments’ dependency on provincial and national politics for policy goals and
resources, the GMR has to operate in a continually shifting institutional context. In the current political
context, involving a general lack of vision and resources for nature development, this means that the
regional policy arrangement has to keep changing strategies and perhaps also focus on different actors
and budgets if it wants to reach its goals (Interview 15). Priist (Interview 2) illustrates this adaptive
approach by saying that “I am not going to say — because I do not yet want to give up — that it means we
cannot realise our ambitions anymore, but we will have to think about how we are going to do it in a

different way”.

There are three key factors that stabilise the development of the adaptive governance approach
for biodiversity in the policy arrangement. While the adaptive set-up of the Regional Agenda for the
GMR implies the ability to add new tasks to the mandate when societal developments demand it, formal
rules and power relations in the GMR slow this down. This is discussed in further detail in the paragraphs
describing the role of the region in the agricultural transition in section 6.1.3. The third factor of informal
rules affects the ongoing governance processes and output. While the analysis on the one hand shows
space for reflexivity within the internal organisation of the GMR, the evaluation report about the GMR
also illustrates room for improvement in terms of the interpersonal space for employees to share about
issues and challenges they face in their internal collaboration (Hugenholtz & Opdam, personal
communication, 2023)*. This is important, since internal reflexivity and therefore adaptive capacity in
the regional office directly influences the development of the regional collaborative governance as a

whole, and in particular also its effectiveness for (transformative) biodiversity action.

5.2.4. Transdisciplinary governance
In this subsection, the development of the transformative institutional capacity for transdisciplinary

governance in the biodiversity policy arrangement is discussed, and which factors have influenced this
development. The findings show that although there was already a tradition of transdisciplinarity, the
establishment of the GMR has further contributed to this because of two factors, namely its resources
for nature and biodiversity, and the actors and their paradigms that have put in the effort to establish
transdisciplinary knowledge exchange. One stabilising factor relates to the power relations and formal

rules related to the GMR’s mandate and the caution as to not exceed it.

The Arnhem-Nijmegen region has a longer tradition of transdisciplinarity, through the so-called

‘triple helix’ collaboration between governments, businesses and knowledge institutions. This tradition

4 Kwalitatief evaluatieonderzoek Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen. Source originates from internal
Sharepoint platform (not publicly available) of the Green Metropolitan Region.
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is most explicit in the existence of The Economic Board since 2015, which focusses on cross-boundary
collaboration in the sectors of energy, health and high tech. In the intermunicipal collaborations of the
City-Region and Joint Body, collaboration with non-governmental knowledge holders was also present
for specific themes, such as the sectors of mobility and ground, road and hydraulic engineering. These
connections were often already aimed at sustainability, for example for stimulating a circular economy
(Stuurgroep Versterking regionale samenwerking, 2020b). Compared to its predecessors, however, the
GMR has helped develop the transdisciplinary capacity because it now also includes connections with
knowledgeholders about nature development. One example is the collaboration with the Wageningen
University & Research (WUR) for the study and knowledge sessions about what the Arnhem-Nijmegen
region might look like a hundred years from now in the context of climate change (GMR 2120, n.d.). It
includes ten perspectives on this future, including for example ‘adjusted living nearby the dynamic

rivers’ and ‘nature-inclusive agriculture has priority over urban expansion’.

Two key factors of change are identified as explanatory for this development. The first factor
reflects resource distribution, and is simply that the resources created with the GMR for regional
collaboration for nature development have formed a foundation for transdisciplinary exchange on nature
and biodiversity. With the priority of the Green-blue framework, there is now a platform to discuss the
development of nature and landscape in the region, where there was not before. This has to do with
budgets to pay for studies and meetings to exchange knowledge, but even more so with the actors in the
GMR who are able to make informal and formal connections with knowledgeholders. The second factor
is related to actor constellation and values and paradigms. Since there is no strategy for transdisciplinary
governance in place in the GMR, the efforts to support transdisciplinary knowledge exchange are
dependent on voluntary and personal initiative of actors working in the policy arrangement. The
‘intermediate’ character of the GMR as a network governance organisation also offers a favourable
position to organising cross-organisational collaboration, used by actors in the GMR to take part in or
organise innovative events and collaborative groups (Interview 1). However, since these initiatives are
mostly up to individual actors’ perspective on what their job entails and whether they contribute to the
regional development with knowledge production, this also points to the fragility of these endeavours

and the possible stabilisation of the capacity for transdisciplinary governance.

A factor of stability that observations showed during the research period, was one related to
power relations and the formal rules dictating the mandate of the GMR. Through the network of the
Green-blue framework, the GMR was asked to be a partner and sign in on a grant application for
transdisciplinary research by the Radboud University and the Naturalis Biodiversity Center, among
other actors, into biodiversity and the urban-rural relationship. Though there was a willingness to join,
the research project would span over a period of six years, which would exceed the 3-year time frame
set in the Regional Agenda. Due to this limited timeframe in the mandate and the caution also at the

administrative level to not cross this timeframe and spend resources on initiatives other than directly
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mandated, the GMR was not able to sign the grant application. Though this is just one example, it does
reflect a more general tension between entrepreneurship and formal transparency in regional
collaboration. This was also noted by the evaluation report: “there is a tension between on the one hand
the wish and necessity of the governments to be transparent about e.g. decision-making and resource
distribution. On the other hand, it takes a entrepreneurship and seizing opportunities that require a certain
speed, informal communication and relationship-building” (Hugenholtz & Opdam, personal
communication, 2023)°. As the report argues, this tension is inevitable, and so continuous reflexivity on
the vision and role of the GMR and the boundaries and usefulness of its mandate is needed to make

well-considered choices that support regional development, including that of nature and biodiversity.

5.2.5. Anticipatory governance
This final subsection discusses the findings on the capacity in the biodiversity policy arrangement for

anticipatory governance, i.e. the extent to which the policy arrangement attempts to make sense of
uncertain future developments in order to inform current policymaking. The analysis indicates that the
GMR has increased future-thinking and has the competency to increase adaptive governance in the
policy arrangement, it does not yet have adequate negotiation space and anticipatory tools in place for
addressing the contentious implications of transformative change. A factor of change is related to power
relations and resource distribution, while two stabilising factors reflect programmatic discourses,

sociocultural values, resource distribution, power relations and informal rules of the game.

The absence of organisational strength in the Joint Body led to the wish for a shared and more
coherent, long term vision on the development of the region (Kring Gemeentesecretarissen regio
Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2019). The establishment of the GMR has enabled the region to collaborate with
other governmental layers such as the province in order to formulate vision documents such as the
Regioarrangement report for 2030 and the urban development strategy for 2040 (Groene
Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2023a; Meer Landschap Meer Stad, 2023). But also beyond these
medium-term programmes, there have been efforts with e.g. the recent collaboration with the WUR for
the vision on the region in 2120, as also mentioned in section 6.2.4. (GMR 2120, n.d.). Moreover, a
collaboration with the College van Rijksadviseurs has led to knowledge exchange through two in-depth
sessions about the future of the landscape and geomorphological system in the region and the main
decisions for this future. Though the continuation of this exercise is currently still under development,
this type of policymaking has already allowed for more focus on ‘backcasting’, scenario-building and
reflection on how current decisions influence future living conditions in the region. While these
developments, as well as the created platforms among municipal actors and other parties through the

GMR, have provided starting points for increased problem-solving capacity, resilience and anticipatory

5 Kwalitatief evaluatieonderzoek Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen. Source originates from internal
Sharepoint platform (not publicly available) of the Green Metropolitan Region.
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governance, it is not yet developed to such an extent that future uncertainties and possible complications

are structurally engaged in current policymaking.

One key factor of change associated with the establishment of the GMR, which has expanded
the capacity for anticipatory governance, is the position of the GMR to initiate debates on structural
choices for the long-term regional development. One of the GMR’s tasks, according to Tiemens and
Van den Berg (Interview 15; Interview 16), is to identify challenges in the spatial planning of the region
and put them up for discussion among civil servants and administrators, such as the question of where
new construction of homes should take place in the landscape. The regional level thereby offers a more
neutral space to discuss contentious issues, with the GMR acting from an overarching umbrella position.
These discussions then take place detached from ongoing developments ‘in the now’ at the municipal
level. Indeed, Van den Berg (Interview 16) argues that since “here and now very much reigns” in
municipalities, the GMR has to keep initiating such discussions, otherwise “we will again just think

about how many homes we can build before 2030

Nonetheless, the capacity for anticipatory governance is also stabilised by two factors. The first
factor has both an internal and external character with interrelated programmatic discourses, institutional
influence and sociocultural values, which demonstrate a blind spot for biodiversity in anticipatory
processes. Future-thinking in the policy arrangement is applied mostly to the topics of climate change
and water, in particular flood protection. This makes sense, of course, in the context of the great rivers
that flow through the Arnhem-Nijmegen region and the strong culture of flood risk management in the
Netherlands. In the province of Gelderland and water authorities, foresight processes for 2050 and
beyond are used for climate adaptation, flood prevention through e.g. dike reinforcements and water
quality (Interview 5; Interview 6; Interview 8). Conversely, biodiversity and nature conservation, and
the effects of biodiversity loss in extension, may be considered to be a blind spot in the future-thinking
in the policy arrangement. This is the case within the discourses of the policy arrangement and GMR
itself, but this is also caused by a lack of attention at other institutional levels and in societal debate.
Zandstra (Interview 5) indeed observes that in the provincial policy domain for nature conservation,
future-thinking is not a priority, and nature policy towards 2050 is only sparsely talked about. He
emphasizes that they put more work into processes, and taking it day by day, than into goals and
ambitions for the long term. This may possibly be explained by the broader sociocultural and political
lack of value and vision for nature in the Netherlands. The capacity of the policy arrangement to avoid
falling from ‘crisis to crisis’ (Interview 15) is further limited by the second factor of stability, related to
resource distribution, power relations and informal rules. Analysing future uncertainties is only the first
step in anticipatory governance. Next, the governance structure requires institutional space and
(innovative) methods to make decisions about which scenario for regional development to pursue and
where responsibilities lie for the implications of choosing a scenario. Such decisions, especially when

they involve a system-wide reorganization as needed for transformative change, are tough and politically
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informed. In the routines of interaction in the GMR, however, such tough decisions about conflicting
spatial claims are not always made, for example about whether the GMR can actually accommodate
both economic growth and a good living quality. This restraint is also detected in the tension between
“’keeping current collaboration fun’ and the ‘necessity to act in a decisive and powerful manner’”
(Hugenholtz & Opdam, personal communication, 2023)°. Preserving both aspects while anticipating
and shaping a more sustainable future will require structural and open discussions between actors in the
policy arrangement, accompanied by tools for incorporating and adequately negotiating inevitable

friction.

5 Kwalitatief evaluatieonderzoek Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen. Source originates from internal
Sharepoint platform (not publicly available) of the Green Metropolitan Region.
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6. Discussion
The purpose of this chapter is to offer reflections on both the methodology used in the research and on

the connection between the research’s findings and scientific debates. Subsection 6.1. elaborates on the
merits and limitations of the methodological choices made in the research. Subsection 6.2. in turn
explores the meaning of the findings and their importance for the theoretical bodies of literature that this
research is embedded in, as well as the bodies of literature that may offer complementary insights into

this research’s outcomes.

6.1. Reflection on methodology
The research strategy for the current study was characterised by a qualitative case study with methods

of desk research, semi-structured interviews and observations. This choice of research strategy proved
highly suitable for the research object and aims. It allowed for an in-depth exploration of the formal and
informal, but also of the agency- and structure related aspects of the transformative governance capacity
in the biodiversity policy arrangement in the region. In particular, the merge of different types of data
contributed to the meaning and legitimisation of the findings. This was further strengthened by the long-
term embeddedness of the researcher within the policy arrangement, which allowed the researcher to
gain in-depth knowledge about governance processes and context and thereby assess the different sides
and arguments to phenomena related to transformative governance performance. Of course, this also
necessitated continuous reflection on how the researcher’s ‘insider-position’ affected the research

process and findings, in order to minimize bias.

Aside from its benefits, the methodology also had a few limitations in its execution. First, the
combination of the relatively large sizes and complexities of the conceptual framework, case study and
the methodology was experienced as demanding for the time and space usually allotted for a Master
thesis. The exploration of the development of the transformative governance capacity, including its two
components and their five constituent elements, and the key factors involved in this development,
required extensive data collection and analysis. At the same time, there were data gaps for certain
elements in the research object, which means the methodology at times lacked efficiency. One example
of such a data gap is the lack of information about the efforts for sustainable mobility behaviour in the
collaborative governance structure previous to the GMR. Though these efforts are part of the policy
arrangement’s performance in addressing the indirect drivers, data about this was lacking because the

data collection mostly focussed on governance directly targeted towards nature and biodiversity.

Two other limitations in the methodology, which also explain the abovementioned inefficiency,
are related to choices made in the operationalisation and their influence on the data collection and
analysis. While the interviews provided invaluable data about the development of the transformative

governance capacity and the explanatory factors, the interview guide was based on a different conceptual
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framework than the one eventually used in the data analysis. This has possibly slightly reduced the
usefulness of the interview data. Another limitation is that although careful attention was devoted to the
operationalisation of the theory, the variables for the transformative governance performance and
transformative institutional capacity may have benefited from more specification, e.g. with sub-
variables for economic and technological drivers. This might have helped to collect but especially to
code and analyse data in a more focussed way, also with regard to the most prominent indirect drivers
for this particular case study. This limitation is arguably justifiable, however, because this research
provides one of the first empirical explorations of transformative biodiversity governance, while its

elements have not yet been extensively operationalised in the literature.

6.2. Reflection on theory and findings

6.2.1. Contributions to scientific debates
This research contributes to scientific literatures in a few different ways, namely empirically,

theoretically and conceptually. The empirical contribution pertains to how the research has applied
theory to a case, i.e. regional collaborative governance in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region, which has not
often been studied before. Theoretically and conceptually, the research has offered new insights through
its interweaving of different literatures in the conceptual framework and its subsequent examination in
an empirical case study. The current subsection discusses the resulting input of this endeavour for the

different bodies of literature that the research is embedded in (see chapter 2).

First, the findings of this research have provided empirical insights for the scientific debates on
city-regional environmental and biodiversity governance. They underscore the perspective in the
scientific debate that city-regions and their governance are embedded in larger ecosystems (nearby and
far away) and institutional contexts (Seto et al., 2012b; Wilkinson et al., 2013). The embeddedness of
city-regional governance in its societal and institutional context was an important theme in the findings,
as the multilevel governance of the GMR appeared highly dependent and reactive to developments
within and outside of the regional policy arrangement. The research moreover offers a reflection on the
governance challenges for urban governance of biodiversity, as described by Puppim de Oliveira et al.
(2011). The findings confirm the challenges listed by the authors, such as how biodiversity concerns are
not well-understood or mainstreamed and there is a lack of proper instruments at the city level to deal
with biodiversity. The findings also further specify the challenges related to coordination among
different levels of government and the lack of enforcement of biodiversity action of national
governments towards the urban level. Though coordination has improved with the establishment of the
GMR, factors related to the positionality of the GMR and its internal governance structure also illustrate
how the impact of this coordination is eventually determined by sow this coordination is organised.
Furthermore, the findings indicate stabilisation in the effectiveness of city-regional biodiversity

governance not only because of a lack of enforcement, but in particular also due to existing path
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dependencies, complexity and a lack of clarity and resources for biodiversity level maintained at the

national and provincial level.

Regarding the literatures on city-regional biodiversity governance and collaborative
governance, the current research has also contributed to the gap of knowledge about the effectiveness
of collaboration at the city-regional scale (Gibbs & Lintz, 2015; Koontz et al., 2020). Though causal
chains between collaborative governance processes and social and ecological outcomes remain difficult
to grasp, especially in the teeming network of actors, rules and discourses surrounding the GMR, the
findings offer knowledge on how these chains take place in practice and what factors are decisive in the
(transformative) effectiveness of city-regional governance. For example, the research discussed how the
GMR’s participation in transdisciplinary biodiversity research was inhibited by the power relations and
formal rules reflected in the tension between entrepreneurship and formal transparency in the regional
collaboration. Overall, the findings show that while collaborative governance at the city-regional scale
is no silver bullet for solving environmental problems, it does to a significant extent confirm its creation

of institutional capacity and space for sustainability and transformative biodiversity action.

Existing literature on DI and the PAA have proven to be important building blocks for the
theoretical and conceptual foundation of the research. In return, this research has contributed to these
literatures by applying their ideas about analytical dualisms and dynamic policy processes to an
empirical case and by converging the PAA as an explanatory framework with the theory on
transformative governance in the conceptual framework. The findings from the case study demonstrate
the influence and interaction of both aspects of the dualism of structure and agency (Giddens, 1984).
Within the biodiversity policy arrangement, both structural aspects, such as political (in)stability and
value systems, and agency-related aspects like individuals’ actions have been found to either stimulate
or stabilise transformative governance capacity. One reflection on this that surfaced during the analysis
is that individuals’ actions and beliefs are decisive for the effectiveness of biodiversity governance,
despite the major impact of structural aspects. This is especially true in the relatively small, informal
and voluntary network governance of the GMR, which at the same time has a central position in relation

to the city-region’s output for biodiversity loss and restoration.

Lastly, the research contributes to the scientific debate on transformative biodiversity
governance by expanding Visseren-Hamakers & Kok’s (2022) framework into transformative
governance capacity (cf. Dang et al., 2016). Integrating this concept with the PAA led to a
comprehensive framework for assessing the successes and challenges of applying transformative
governance in practice. The case study revealed that adopting transformative governance approaches
improved performance in addressing indirect drivers of biodiversity loss, such as through the GMR’s
integrative approach to adjusting development policies and phasing out unsustainable economic

activities (thereby supporting the hypothesis illustrated in Figure 4; Visseren-Hamakers & Kok, 2022,
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p- 11). However, the research also raises a few points of attention about the framework, particularly the
need to focus on the materiality of governance performance — how well the policies are implemented
beyond vision documents, intentions and discourses. This is especially relevant at the generally abstract
level of policymaking at the GMR. To better capture this, the framework might benefit from
incorporating insights from implementation theory (e.g., Hill & Hupe, 2002; Howlett, 2018) and further
refining the variables for transformative governance performance, potentially through (action) research

in specific contexts.

6.2.2. Reflections from other bodies of literature
This research has created and applied a conceptual framework that was based on the theories of

transformative governance and the PAA to the case study of the Arnhem-Nijmegen region. Other
theories however also provide valuable perspectives on the analysis and its findings. One of these
perspectives is that of the Multiple Streams Framework (MSF; Kingdon, 1984/2014), which is part of a
broad tradition of research on policy dynamics theories. The MSF starts from the assumption that
policymaking is not a linear process but is instead determined by ambiguity and irrationality (Koebele,
2021). The framework identifies three streams in the policy process, namely the problem stream, the
policy stream and the politics stream. When coupled, these streams can possibly open up a policy
window for agenda-setting and policy action with the help of policy entrepreneurs — actors who dedicate

their resources to advocate for a certain policy output (Kingdon, 1984/2014).

An interesting exercise for reflecting on this research’s findings by means of the MSF is to zoom
in on the GMR’s (potential) role as a policy entrepreneur for transformative biodiversity governance.
The GMR can be seen as a central hub in a multilevel governance structure, which can employ both its
resources for coalition building and its intermediate position to frame issues and draw from
developments in the policy solutions, problem conceptions and politics. On the other hand, this
entrepreneurship and its transformative capacity is also nuanced by the GMR’s internal governance
structure and its interrelations with other actors and societal and institutional developments. The latter
aspect highlights the two-way relationship between policy entrepreneurship and the three policy streams.
Developing this perspective further, specific situations of change or stabilisation of the transformative
governance capacity can be analysed according to the policy processes, including the three streams and
the aspect of agency in the policy entrepreneurship which have caused these situations. The
transformative institutional capacity can then be applied to the policy process and the transformative
governance performance relates to the policy output that may emerge out of the opened policy window.
In this way, the MSF contributes to the current research’s findings by offering alternative perspectives
on the policy dynamics as they took place over time, akin to process tracing research. The situations for
each of the categories of indirect drivers can be studied, or the more specific developments such as the

adoption of the task of the agricultural transition. Indeed, for the agricultural transition, while the
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problem stream was already there during the establishment of the GMR, the other two streams as well
as the GMR’s role as a policy entrepreneur were not sufficiently developed enough for the regional
collaboration to pick up this task. As of 2023, however, a few factors had changed which led to the
opening of the policy window. Namely, the Green-blue framework had been developed to such an extent
that it necessitated the adoption of the task (policy stream), the GMR had proven its position as a more
neutral, collective entity (policy entrepreneur) and the legitimisation of the societal and institutional

context (politics stream).

A second reflection is provided by a consideration of the findings from a justice and equity lens.
This research has focussed on transformative biodiversity governance and its aim to support ecocentric,
compassionate and just sustainable development (Visseren-Hamakers & Kok, 2022). Building on this
aim, Pickering et al. (2022, p. 155) state that “efforts to pursue transformative biodiversity governance
need to acknowledge social-ecological complexity, expose existing conditions of injustice and embrace
opportunities to overcome them”. This is needed, because negative impacts of biodiversity loss are
unevenly distributed, often to the disadvantage of human and more-than-human communities who are
least responsible for environmental degradation. The large environmental impact of city-regions like the
Arnhem-Nijmegen region often burdens marginalised communities locally (e.g. threatened bird species
in the region), far away or in the future. Therefore, justice and equity concerns should form a major
component of city-regional transformative governance. Environmental justice theory identifies three
dimensions: distributive justice (unequal distribution of benefits and burdens), procedural justice
(inclusive decision-making), and recognition (acknowledgment of diverse values) (Schlosberg, 2007,

Pickering et al., 2022).

While sustainability has been further institutionalized through the GMR, there remains
insufficient focus on the unequal impacts of urbanization. The expanded governance structure has
somewhat improved procedural justice by involving environmental organizations, but many affected
parties, such as marginalized animal species and future generations, remain underrepresented (Arcari et
al., 2021; Seto et al., 2012b). Recognition has improved with more emphasis on nature's intrinsic value,
but biodiversity and environmental justice are still underappreciated in the policy arrangement and its
institutional context. The justice and equity perspective thus further refines the analysis of the
transformative governance capacity, an exercise which may help further develop this research’s
conceptual framework in future research. It also highlights the importance of efforts of city-regional
governance to concretise for their policies not just why and how, but also for whom transformative

biodiversity action should be taken.
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7. Conclusion and recommendations
This final chapter wraps up the research project by summarising the findings and answering the central

research questions. The chapter subsequently presents recommendations for further research, as well as
practical recommendations which may help actors put transformative biodiversity governance into

practice.

7.1.  Conclusion
Does city-regional collaboration deliver on its promise for transformative biodiversity governance? In

order to explore this issue, this research set two central aims. The first aim was to analyse how the
transformative governance capacity of the biodiversity policy arrangement in the Arnhem-Nijmegen
region, including the components of transformative governance performance and transformative
institutional capacity, had developed as a result of the establishment of the GMR in 2021. The second
aim was to explore which internal and external factors could explain the level of change or stability in
this development. Combining both aims resulted in the following main research question: How has the
establishment of the Green Metropolitan Region Arnhem-Nijmegen in 2021 influenced the
transformative governance capacity of the biodiversity policy arrangement in the region, and how can
this be explained? The text below first offers a general answer to the research question, after which each

of the research’s four sub-questions (see 1.2.2.) will be briefly answered.

Overall, the establishment of the GMR has positively contributed to the transformative
governance capacity of the biodiversity policy arrangement. However, impediments in the internal
governance structure and the GMR’s dependence on its mandate, other actors in the policy network and
societal trends and developments has meant that the policy arrangement’s transformative capacity is
restricted. The GMR has thus encouraged a pofentially transformative contribution of the policy
arrangement to biodiversity action (as opposed to non-transformative or fully transformative
contributions), as it has led to an increased adoption of transformative governance approaches and it has
strengthened the policy arrangement’s performance in addressing some of the indirect drivers of
biodiversity loss. The findings thus show that collaboration provides a valuable basis for transformative
governance for biodiversity with the added circle of influence, which at least partially confirms the
hypothesis that collaborative governance dynamics foster structural change for sustainability and
biodiversity. The transformative governance capacity has mostly improved due to the ‘soft’ elements of
collaboration, the set-up of the GMR and the increased attention and resources for nature, which add
institutional capacity in a way that goes beyond the capacity of other established actors in the policy
arrangement. At the same time, the GMR is a product of its time and institutional context. It not only
formally and informally acts as an extension of municipal policymaking, but is also highly reactive and

reliant on political and societal developments. In this force field, the collaborative governance of the
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GMR has thus far had limited power to materialise its good intentions and prioritise transformative

biodiversity action.

The first component of transformative governance capacity is that of transformative governance
performance, analysed through the five categories of indirect drivers. The GMR has contributed in some
variables, e.g. through the institutionalisation of infill development, agenda-setting for nature and
circular economy. However, the GMR's impact is also constrained as its limited role and resources often

cannot compete with counteracting institutional and societal forces of stability.

Key internal and external factors explain the GMR’s role in this development. Factors of
stability can be grouped into clusters related to power relations between municipalities and the GMR,
limiting governance processes, prevailing social paradigms and institutional and economic path
dependencies. The clusters involving factors of change include resource mobilisation, the GMR’s

intermediate position, facilitating political and societal debates and demographic pressure.

The second component of transformative institutional capacity shows relatively more
progression due to the GMR’s natural position to promote transformative ‘ways of working’, though the
impact of this is contingent on the policy arrangement’s performance in addressing the indirect drivers.
The GMR has structurally advanced integrative and adaptive governance approaches and to a lesser
extent has also contributed to inclusive, transdisciplinary and anticipatory governance. Challenges

persist, however, as these approaches are unfinished projects or not automatically part of policymaking.

Factors of change and stability in the transformative institutional capacity roughly mirror those
for transformative governance performance, thereby further underlining their importance to the overall
transformative governance capacity. The clusters reflecting stability include the GMR-municipality
relations, the internal culture and processes of the GMR and the GMR’s reliance on the institutional
context. Change is driven by external institutional nudges, demographic and societal developments, the
internal resources, structure and individuals’ efforts in the GMR and finally, the intermediate yet

collective character of the GMR.

7.2. Recommendations for further research
This research has provided insights into how and why transformative governance capacity for

biodiversity action develops as a result of the establishment of an expanded collaborative governance
structure. The conceptual framework may serve as a starting point for further exchange of transformative
governance theory with practice, either through desk research or by applying the framework to different
cases with independent variables other than the expanded collaborative governance structure studied
here. One way of doing so might be to perform a multiple case study, in which the development of the
transformative governance capacity and the determining factors of change and stability are compared

and thereby tested for generalisability.
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Specifically for research into the transformative governance capacity of biodiversity policy
arrangement in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region, further research may focus on one or a few of the aspects
of transformative governance capacity. While the current research used a helicopter-view perspective
on transformative governance, it would be interesting to produce more in-depth insights into the policy
dynamics involved in aspects such as the performance on demographic drivers or the adaptive
governance approach of the GMR. Another recommendation would be to expand empirical knowledge
on the indirect drivers of biodiversity loss that the Arnhem-Nijmegen region contributes to. Given the
complexity of gathering data on this, one might attempt to design a mixed method strategy and
specifically measure e.g. (part of) the impact of housing construction in the region on biodiversity in
faraway ecosystems through building materials’ production chains, and the accompanied effectiveness
of governance for circularity in this sector. Finally, future research might follow up the current
explorative research with (action) research into how the transformative governance capacity might be
improved — what does the alternative of a transformative policy arrangement actually look like, in a
demarcated organisation or policy arrangement? The factors of change and stability identified in the
current research could offer a foundation, with which the circle of influence and the levers for change

might be mapped.

7.3.  Practical Recommendations
In the Arnhem-Nijmegen region, biodiversity is just one of many interests that demand attention in space

and governance. Fostering transformative change for biodiversity therefore requires an increase in
weight for nature and biodiversity on the political scale with other interests such as economic growth
and housing construction. However, before such weight can be reached, it is necessary to create
awareness about what biodiversity and the city-region’s relation to biodiversity actually involves. A first
step that the GMR might take, therefore, is to enhance knowledge in the internal organisation as well as
the broader collaborative structure of the region about biodiversity: what it entails, the services it
provides to us and how a city-region like the Arnhem-Nijmegen region contributes to both the direct

and indirect drivers of biodiversity loss.

Secondly, those involved in the biodiversity policy arrangement, and specifically those close
the GMR, might reflect on the research findings and the role of the region for biodiversity. A next step
could thus be to create a learning space or even a strategy with the goal of generating open discussions
about the region’s focus on the indirect drivers of biodiversity loss and its adoption of transformative
governance approaches. This space might assist the GMR in the further development of its relatively
young but adaptive organisation. For this purpose, the findings can be read like a discussion paper, as
others might have additional or different explanations as to why the transformative governance capacity
has developed or stabilised. In any case, the clusters involving the factors of change and stability form

relevant discussion points as they facilitate or do not facilitate the elements of transformative governance

68



capacity. The recommendation would be to optimise or phase out the internal factors which are within
circle of influence for the GMR, while the GMR’s position relative to and reaction to the external factors

outside of the circle of influence might also be considered.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: The indirect drivers and the operationalisation of transformative
governance performance

Indirect drivers that
affect nature and its
contributions to people

Elaboration

Variables analysis 1:
transformative governance
performance

Sociocultural values
and behaviours

People’s goals, values and
paradigms with regards to
nature determine their
practices. Environmental value
systems range from
anthropocentric (human-
centred, instrumental value of
nature) to non-anthropocentric
and bio- or ecocentric (nature-
centred, also intrinsic value of
nature) worldviews (Kronlid &
Ohman, 2013).

The efforts of the policy
arrangement to confront
unsustainable values and
behavioural patterns and
prioritize ecocentric,
compassionate and just norms
and values.

E.g.: Setting up a campaign
which engages citizens and
creates awareness about the
importance of biodiversity
and/or which enables
behavioural changes that
contribute to biodiversity
conservation.

Demographic drivers

Demographic drivers refer to
population dynamics,
migration, urbanisation and
human capital, which includes
education and knowledge
systems. These aspects shape
spatial and economic patterns
that affect ecosystems and
biodiversity in a complex but
often degenerative way.

The efforts of the policy
arrangement to halt or minimize
aspects of demographic
processes that cause
environmental degradation and
biodiversity loss while also
ensuring just development for
human communities.

E.g.: Reducing impacts of
urbanisation processes on
biodiversity through
densification near public
transport hubs within existing
city borders while ensuring the
creation of a healthy, green and
inclusive living environment for
city inhabitants.

Economic and
technological drivers

Sectoral shifts, material and
financial flows and standards
and the arrangement of the
(international) trade system,
including concentrated
production and spillover
effects in supply chains, all
have important and often
damaging implications for
nature and biodiversity

The efforts of the policy
arrangement to change supply
chains, financial flows and
technologies and to phase out
sectors and technological
processes that have harmful
impacts on biodiversity. Instead,
the policy arrangement enables
and stimulates technologies and
economic activities that
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(Mehring et al., 2019). These
economic drivers dictate the
technological processes of
innovation and intensification
that have control in sectors like
agriculture, energy and the
manufacturing industry and
which directly or indirectly
affect nature. At the same time,
indigenous and local
knowledge and practices play a
key role in sustainable resource
management but are being
neglected and lost.

contribute to a just, sustainable
and eco-centric relationship with
nature.

E.g.: Identifying and reforming
environmentally harmful
subsidies or forming beneficial
tax policies for conservation or
regenerative farming methods
that restore ecosystems.

Institutions and
governance

Governance and
(governmental) institutions
cause impacts on biodiversity
through policy processes for
socioeconomic and spatial
development and nature
conservation, as well as
through interactions between
(global) governmental layers
and the market or other non-
state actors like local
communities. Governance
influencing nature includes,
among other things,
certification, collective
property systems and policy
instruments like property and
resource-use rights,
investments and subsidies.

The efforts of the policy
arrangement to regulate and
change the design of and power
relations in governance
structures and institutions so as
to support governance
processes, instruments and
policies or other outputs which
hold transformative values and
which contribute to biodiversity
conservation, sustainable use
and restoration.

E.g.: Systematically requiring
all landscape management plans
produced or outsourced by a
governmental organisation to
contain effective and inclusive
measures for biodiversity
restoration.

Conflicts and epidemics

Sociopolitical and socio-
environmental conflicts and
outbreaks of infectious
diseases are interlinked with
biodiversity and biodiversity
conservation in complex,
reciprocal ways. Such events
may destabilize socio-
ecological systems, for
example because of a political
climate hostile towards
conservation, natural resource
scarcity and unequal
distribution or invasive hosts
or pathogens in natural
ecosystems (Pfiffle et al.,
2015).

The efforts of the policy
arrangement to resolve and
minimize conflicts and
epidemics at the source and to
reduce potential conflicts and
their negative impacts for
biodiversity and conservation
through robust and integrated
governance approaches.

E.g.: Active spatial planning
that prohibits intensive poultry
farming nearby areas for
birdlife to prevent the spread of
epidemic diseases.

Note. Adapted from IPBES, 2019.
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Appendix 2: The transformative governance approaches and the operationalisation of
transformative institutional capacity

Focused on addressing the indirect drivers

Transformative Variables: transformative institutional capacity
governance

approaches

Integrative The extent to which governance in the policy arrangement has
governance been integrative, i.e. governing issues to ensure local solutions

also have sustainable impacts elsewhere. This includes
strategies with a combination of governance instruments,
coordination across sectors, issues, governance levels and
places and an integration of sustainability or specifically
biodiversity concerns into different sectors.

Inclusive governance

The extent to which governance in the policy arrangement has
been inclusive, i.e. empowering and emancipating
underrepresented rights-, knowledge- and stakeholders who
represent sustainable values that underpin transformative
change for biodiversity.

Adaptive governance

The extent to which governance in the policy arrangement has
been adaptive, i.e. enabling reflexivity and adjustments in
governance processes in order to reflect the complexity and our
evolving knowledge of environmental and transformative
change. This governance approach is characterized by dialogue,
iterative learning, feedback loops, polycentricity and
stakeholder diversity, which all contribute to the increased
prioritization of transformative sustainability values and actions
and the resilience of this process over time.

Transdisciplinary
governance

The extent to which governance in the policy arrangement has
been transdisciplinary, i.e. recognizing multiple knowledge
systems and incorporating often underrepresented knowledge
types that support sustainable and equitable values. A
transdisciplinary process of knowledge production thereby
entails collaboration among policymakers, civil society, market
actors and scientific disciplines and produces actionable and
legitimate knowledge outcomes that foster transformative
change.

Anticipatory
governance

The extent to which governance in the policy arrangement has
been anticipatory, i.e. employing the precautionary principle to
govern uncertain future developments in present governance.
As great uncertainty exists regarding environmental change and
transformations, especially in terms of powerful emerging
technologies, anticipatory approaches require scenario-building,
foresight processes and addressing the political and contentious
implications transformative governance might have for the
future, for example through determining accountability and
liability and ensuring compensation (Burch et al., 2019).

Note. Adapted from Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2019; Visseren-Hamakers & Kok, 2022.
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Appendix 3: The operationalisation of the four dimensions in the PAA

Actors

The dimension of actors relates to the players involved in a policy domain who, on the basis of beliefs,
interests and organisational limits and possibilities, interact with each other and work towards certain
policy goals (Van Tatenhove et al., 2000). The actor dimension is often regarded as the most logical
entry point into policy analysis, since it is through actors that the other dimensions of the policy
arrangement materialise in practice (Liefferink, 2006). Actors can include individuals as well as larger
entities such as governmental organisations, companies or organisations in the civil society sphere. In
this research, this dual interpretation is also used to enable the analysis of the role of individuals as well

as entities like the GMR or the province of Gelderland.

The actor dimension is operationalised into three variables, namely actor constellation,
interaction patterns and actor coalitions. Inspired by Wiering and Arts (2006), these variables are chosen
because they give a comprehensive view of the actor dimension and because they represent aspects of
agency in the policy arrangement which are key to transformative governance capacity and its
development. The variable of actor constellation refers to the set of actors who are involved in the
biodiversity policy arrangement in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region. Within an actor constellation, a
distinction can be made between people and organisations who are central and more peripheral to the
processes of agenda-setting, policymaking and implementation (Liefferink, 2006). Crucial to the actor
dimension is not only who is involved, but also how these actors interact and are dependent on each
other. The second variable helps indicate changes or stabilisation in the interaction patterns in terms of
the quantity and character of interactions, and whether these have contributed to the transformative
governance capacity of the biodiversity policy arrangement. Finally, the variable of actor coalitions
revolves around the interests of actors as they form groups with others who have roughly the same
normative ideas and policy goals (Van Tatenhove et al., 2000). Different coalitions have contrasting
ideas and may clash with one another within the policy arrangement in their advocacy for certain policy
outcomes. Actor coalitions are analysed in this research for their development over time in supporting

or hindering governance efforts for transformative change.

Power and resources

Within a policy arrangement, actors engage in policy processes, interact and negotiate with each other
on the basis of the assets and power available to them. The second dimension of power and resources is
meant to indicate how resources are distributed and what consequences this has for the power structures
in the policy arrangement (Van Tatenhove et al., 2000; Wiering & Arts, 2006). The issue of power is

crucial to the current research, since transformative governance is an inherently political endeavour that
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leads to structural and often major changes in power relations. The dominant power system is ruptured
as ecocentric, compassionate and just values and outcomes are prioritised in policy processes over the
currently institutionalised interests in unsustainable practices (Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2022). Here,
the power and resources dimension is studied in terms of any shifts or stabilisation in the balance of
resource distribution and how these have impacted the power dynamics that enable transformative

governance capacity in the policy arrangement.

In order to analyse the influence of both what resources are available in the policy arrangement
and which interdependencies these resources create among the actors, two variables are appropriated for
this dimension: resource distribution and power relations. Resource distribution refers to the resources
that actors have (or do not have) access to and mobilise in order to work towards their policy goals.
Important resources in this research’s case study include e.g. money, personnel, land ownership,
expertise, and political legitimacy. Not only the availability of resources, but also the extent to which
actors can or want to use them is considered (Wiering & Arts, 2006). After all, actors base their decisions
to mobilise resources on various grounds that are not exclusive to resource availability, including certain
rules of the game, interests and discourses. The variable of power relations indicates the dynamics and
interdependencies between actors that result from the asymmetrical distribution of resources. It
highlights the reproduction of social and political structures of unequal power division within a policy
arrangement (Van Tatenhove et al., 2000). The power relations are also studied through the power
positions, social networks, qualifications and decision-making authority and (conceived) responsibilities
that actors have to exercise certain tasks. These aspects are especially relevant in the current research
given the multi-level and collaborative character of the city-regional biodiversity policy, where

resources and responsibilities are divided among a diverse set of actors.

Rules of the game

Whereas the power and resources dimension can be regarded as the scale of distribution, the rules of the
game form the institutional framework in which this scale is allowed to move. They describe which
actors can be involved and how the political game should be played by delineating the organisation,
possibilities and constraints of the policy domain (Van Tatenhove et al., 2000). As actors draw upon
these rules to guide their engagement in policy processes, their work is legitimised by the rules. At the
same time, actors may, if their position and the circumstances allow it, be able to change the rules and
thereby the norms that are legitimate in the policy arrangement. For the case study in this research, the
rules of the game are analysed in terms of their substantial and organisational role in the development
of the transformative governance capacity. Particular attention is given to the extent to which actors can
conversely influence the rules of the game, since an important aspect of transformative governance is
that governance regimes and their power systems themselves are also transformed to embed and support

sustainable norms and values (Patterson et al., 2017; Visseren-Hamakers et al., 2022).
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The analysis of the rules of the game is carried out with the help of the two variables that make
up the dimension: the formal and informal rules in the policy arrangement. The variable of formal rules
includes the rules of the political game that are fixed in (legal) texts or documents and are legitimised
by an administrative authority (Van Tatenhove et al., 2000). They can be either substantive or
organisational in nature, with the former referring to legislation and the latter to the procedures followed
by actors in policy processes (Giddens, 1984; Wiering & Arts, 2006). In this research, legislation is
understood as the laws and regulations among the partners in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region that are
directed at biodiversity and sustainability more broadly. Importantly, whether transformative discourses
are transposed into legislation is one of the key indicators of transformative governance capacity. The
procedures, on the other hand, stipulate how collaboration, decision-making and other policy processes
are to be legitimately realized in the biodiversity policy arrangement in the region. The informal rules
pertain to the predominant political culture that exists within the policy arrangement. They generate
specific ‘routines of interaction’ (Liefferink, 2006, p. 56) and thereby colour policy processes with
unspoken customs, attitudes and norms about how the political game should be played. Examples of
informal rules are the extent to which there is hierarchy in decision-making processes, or whether
informal consultations are accepted in the making of a programme (Wiering et al., 2017). In terms of
informal rules, the case study will focus on the development of the political culture and accepted customs
associated with the biodiversity policy arrangement in the region, and how these aspects have impacted

the transformative governance capacity of the policy arrangement.

Discourses

The dimensions of actors, power and resources and the rules of the game describe the organisational
aspects of policy arrangements (Van Tatenhove et al., 2000). The policy processes that result from the
interaction between these dimensions are given meaning with the fourth, substantive dimension of
discourses. Discourse can be defined as a set of ‘interpretative schemes’, including philosophical
paradigms and values, ideas, plans, formal policy concepts and buzzwords (Van Tatenhove et al., 2000).
Examples of discourses are ecocentrism, neoliberalism, sustainable development or nature-based
solutions. Through language, actors reproduce and deliberate their views in policy processes, either
supporting dominant discourses or negotiating against them. Since discourses hold views on what is true
and good, and false and bad, discursive negotiations determine what is right and on the basis of that,
power is distributed in the policy arrangement (Panizza & Miorelli, 2013). In this research, the discourse
dimension is studied in terms of how discourses have influenced, through their negotiation by actors in
policy processes, the transformative governance capacity in the biodiversity policy arrangement. The
connection between discourse and power relations is important here, since transformative governance
requires a shift not only in the dominant valuation of nature and the positions of actors and institutions

on biodiversity, but also a shift in the power structure that results from these discourses.
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Discourses occur on different levels of abstraction within the policy arrangement (Liefferink,
2006; Schmidt, 2008), which is why this dimension is operationalised into two variables: values and
paradigms, and programmatic discourses. Values and paradigms relate to the fundamental ideas
regarding society and how it is or should be organised through the relations between government, market
and civil society (Liefferink, 2006). Moreover, it includes environmental value systems (e.g.
anthropocentric or ecocentric) and normative ideas about what generally is the right strategy in terms of
sustainability transitions and transformations, or more specifically in terms of nature or biodiversity
conservation. In this research, this variable is employed to analyse how these worldviews have entered
into the policy arrangement and what impact they have had on the transformative governance capacity.
As opposed to the fundamental nature of values and paradigms, programmatic discourses can be seen
as foreground in the policy arrangement (Schmidt, 2008). In the case study, programmatic discourses
convey the substantive ideas that actors have about nature and biodiversity in the policy arrangement at
stake. They may concern problem definitions, the perceived causes of policy issues or the threats and
possible solutions to these issues, all either illustrated in textual policies and plans or in daily interactions
among the actors. In the current research, the programmatic discourses are analysed in terms of their

role in changing or stabilising the transformative governance capacity.
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Appendix 4: Review of the context of the regional collaborative governance structure

Research has shown that much diversity exists between metropolitan regions in terms of their
conceptualizations and institutional forms (Fricke, 2017; Gibbs & Lintz, 2015). Such diversity in city-
regional governance can also take place within the same region over time. This is exemplified in the
Arnhem-Nijmegen region, which includes 18 municipalities and is situated in the east of the Netherlands
(see Figure 1 in the first chapter). While 17 of its municipalities are located in the province of Gelderland,
the region’s southernmost municipality of Mook and Middelaar is located in the province of Limburg.
This appendix elaborates on the context of the regional collaborative governance structure in the region
Arnhem-Nijmegen and in doing so provides a first empirical basis for the findings. It first gives a short
account of the previous forms of the regional intermunicipal collaboration, which serves as the central
element in this research’s case study. This subsection enables us to put into historical context the choices
made in the collaborative processes of the Green Metropolitan Region Arnhem-Nijmegen (GMR),
regarding policymaking in general and for nature and biodiversity policy specifically. The second
subsection in this chapter provides a summary of the ambition and organisational structure of the GMR,
so that the results from the case study can be explained and understood following a baseline knowledge

of the institutional context of the regional collaborative governance structure.

Dutch municipalities explained

In the Netherlands, the municipality forms the third tier of public administration after the national
government and the provinces. An additional fourth layer of government is assigned to the regional
water authorities, who govern issues of regional water quantity and quality. Public bodies that
organise regional collaboration, such as the Green Metropolitan Region Arnhem-Nijmegen, are
generally situated in between the levels of the municipality and the province.

The municipality is responsible for a broad range of public services at the local level, such as spatial
planning, social security, issuing official documents and other matters that directly affect local
residents (Palstra et al., 2017). It is governed by the municipal council and the college of mayor and
aldermen. The council exists of representatives from political parties who are elected by the
inhabitants of the municipality every four years. Its responsibility is to pass regulations and oversee
their implementation by the college of mayor and aldermen. The college is appointed by the council
and holds executive power in the day-to-day administration of the municipality, with areas of policy
(e.g. public housing or sustainability) divided among the aldermen’s portfolios. Also part of the
college is the municipal secretary, whose function is to translate the college’s decisions to the civil
service level, which is made up of employees who work daily to provide public services to
inhabitants.
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Previous forms of regional collaboration

The history of the current cooperation in the Arnhem-Nijmegen region dates back to 1988, when the
Hub Arnhem-Nijmegen (Knooppunt Arnhem-Nijmegen) was appointed in order to fortify the regional
and national spatial development and economic competitiveness (Groene Metropoolregio, personal
communication, 2022)”. In 2006, this collaborative body was converted into the City-Region
(Stadsregio), otherwise called Plus-region (Plusregio), which was supported financially and legally by
the national government after a change in national law that stipulated that the seven bigger city-regions
are obliged to form a collaborative governmental layer. The City-Region involved the most extensive
form of regional collaboration this region has had to date, with administrative powers divided among its
general and daily management boards and a supporting staff that grew from around 22 to almost 40 full

time employees (FTE) in 2015 (Groene Metropoolregio, personal communication, 2022)8.

These powers were however revoked when the Dutch cabinet liquidated all City-Regions in
2015 in order to adhere to the principle that says there should be only three administrative layers of
government: the state, provinces and municipalities (Spies, 2012). Voluntary regional collaboration was
still allowed, though, so the municipal boards of the Arnhem-Nijmegen region decided to set up a Joint
Body (Gemeenschappelijk Orgaan). It comprised a governance structure that was significantly ‘lighter’
than that of the City-Region, with no legal status and only a few people employed part-time to organise
the regional consultations (Groene Metropoolregio, personal communication, 2022)°. The collaboration
was aimed at structurally improving the business climate both nationally and internationally through the
themes of housing, mobility and sustainable economic development (Regeling Gemeenschappelijk
Orgaan Arnhem Nijmegen City Region [Regulation], n.d.). Within the last theme, the Joint Body was
closely associated with the triple-helix organisation of the foundation The Economic Board region
Arnhem-Nijmegen (Stichting The Economic Board Regio Arnhem-Nijmegen), also established in 2015.
Feeling that the potential of the region remained untapped in the face of urgent problems and that
democratic transparency and legitimacy was lacking within the structure of the Joint Body, in 2019 the
municipal boards started the orientation on how collaboration could be strengthened (Regio Arnhem-
Nijmegen, personal communication, 2020)!°. This resulted in the instalment of the region’s current
collaborative governance structure on January 1%, 2021: the Green Metropolitan Region Arnhem-

Nijmegen.

7 Factsheet regionale samenwerking in de regio Arnhem-Nijmegen. Source originates from internal Sharepoint
platform (not publicly available) of the Green Metropolitan Region.

8 |bid.

% Ibid.

10 Regio Arnhem-Nijmegen: Bedrijfsplan versterkte regio. Source originates from internal Sharepoint platform
(not publicly available) of the Green Metropolitan Region.
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The goal and organisational structure of the Green Metropolitan Region

The central ambition underlying the GMR is to create a balance between its growing urban network and
the quality of its living environment: ‘green growth’ (Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2022).
As Figure 9 (Stuurgroep Versterking regionale samenwerking, 2020b, p. 5) shows, the region has
experienced major urban expansion, accompanied by an increased demand on the region’s facilities,
mobility network, economy and its available space. Even more growth is expected in the upcoming
years, too, with a housing demand of approximately 35.000 extra homes before 2030. The region aims
to govern this growth at the same time as it aims to protect its quality of life, including aspects of nature
and landscapes, recreation and culture and cultural heritage that form an important part of the identity
of the region. In this sense, the region seeks to distinguish itself from other metropolitan areas such as
the Randstad in the West of the Netherlands by explicitly focussing on a green and sustainable form of

urban growth (Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2022).

Figure 9

The development of the region from 1950 to 2010

Note. From Stuurgroep Versterking regionale samenwerking, 2020b, p. 5.

In terms of administrative powers, the GMR (2021-current) can be situated somewhere between
the previous regional governance structures of the City-Region (2006-2014) and the Joint Body (2015-
2020). The GMR is not a fourth governmental layer since the municipal Colleges of Mayor and
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Aldermen retain administrative authority and transfer no administrative powers to the Region, except
for the power to grant a fixed subsidy to the Foundation of the Economic Board (Gemeenschappelijke
Regeling Regio Arnhem-Nijmegen [Regulation], n.d.). Nonetheless, unlike the previous Joint Body, the
Region is a formal legal entity, and is given mandate as a public body to organise collaboration in the
spatial domain on behalf of the municipalities. It is a collaboration of the colleges, which means that
regional policymaking is co-created and approved by the college members in the regional board and
then has to be adopted by the colleges of the municipalities. With more significant regional policymaking
(e.g. a region-wide spatial development programme), the municipal councils are also directly asked to

submit a position and to adopt the policy.

As also illustrated in the organisation chart in Figure 10 (Stuurgroep Versterking regionale
samenwerking, 2020a), the GMR is headed by the regional board, which entails a three-person Daily
Board (Dagelijks Bestuur) and a General Management Board (4/gemeen Bestuur). The latter consists of
18 members, with one member (often the mayor) from the Colleges of Mayor and Aldermen of each
municipality, who in turn elect from among their number the members of the Daily Board (Regio
Arnhem-Nijmegen, personal communication, 2020)!!. The regional board is supported by the regional
advisory committee (regioagendacommissie), which consists of 40 council members from within the
region and which forms the coordinating and communicative link between the regional board and the
municipal councils (Regio Arnhem-Nijmegen, personal communication, 2020)'2. Based on the
parameters set by the regional advisory committee, the regional board decides on the direction,
organisation and output of the regional collaboration at the administrative level in which they operate.
The administrative level is connected to the civil service level mainly through the regional office, which
organise and execute the collaborative processes between municipalities. The regional office consists
both of employees who arrange the regional collaboration (e.g. the managing director, financial
controller, public affairs and communications advisors) and employees who work on one or more of the

five regional ‘tasks’, or programmes (opgaves).

11 Regio Arnhem-Nijmegen: Bedrijfsplan versterkte regio. Source originates from internal Sharepoint platform
(not publicly available) of the Green Metropolitan Region.
12 |bid.
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Figure 10

Organisation chart of the Green Metropolitan Region Arnhem-Nijmegen
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Note. This chart is a non-exhaustive representation of the organisation, meaning not all relationships and parties are
illustrated here. Nonetheless, the figure is meant to capture the most relevant and central aspects of the organisation. For the
dutch version of this organisation chart, see Appendix 5. Adapted from Stuurgroep Versterking regionale samenwerking,
2020a.

The programmes, explained in more detail in Table 3 (Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-
Nijmegen, 2022), align with the purpose-driven approach to the regional collaboration as stipulated in
the Regional Agenda. The Regional Agenda is a multi-annual report that represents the mandate for the
regional collaboration and that describes the costs and the progress of the joint ambitions under each of
the programmes (Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2022). For a time span of three years,

municipalities ‘sign in’ on the programmes on a voluntary basis, which means that while some
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municipalities participate in and pay commission for all programmes, others are absent in one or more
of the policy themes of regional collaboration. Each programme contains a variety of priorities
(speerpunten) which represent projects or themes that municipal officials collaborate on and which at
the same time make up building blocks for integrative, cross-programme discussions for area-oriented
development. For example, the priority of the ‘Green-blue framework’ (Groen-blauw raamwerk) under
the programme of Recreational Region involves the ambition of improving and expanding the network
of nature and landscape throughout the region. This ambition is taken up in its own right by connecting
it to national programmes and funds specifically for that cause, but is also plugged into regional plans
for urban development, such as the urban development strategy (Verstedelijkingsstrategie; which falls

under the programme of the Green-growth Region).

Table 3

The 5 programmes of the Green Metropolitan Region Arnhem-Nijmegen

Programme (opgave) | Goal of the programme Priorities (speerpunten)
Connected Region To structurally ensure the regional and urban e Area-oriented corridor-approach
accessibility by creating a more efficient use of e  Regional (high-)speed bike path
(Verbonden Regio) existing infrastructure and stimulating the use of network
bikes and (high-quality) public transport. e  Hubs and nodes
e  Behavioural approach sustainable
mobility
e  Traffic safety
Productive Region To maintain and attract innovation and economic e  Stimulating entrepreneurship
] ] activity in the clusters of Health, Hightech & Small and Medium-sized
(Productieve Regio) | Eperoy and beyond at different levels of Enterprises (SMEs)
entrepreneurship and to strengthen the qualities e  Human Capital: education and
and sustainability of work sites in the region. labour market
e  Development ‘Health, Hightech
& Energy’
e  Future-proof work sites
Circular Region To strengthen the region’s position as a e  Circular construction and
sustainable and circular top region by developing infrastructure
(Circulaire regio) toolboxes for the energy transition, circular e  Circular economy: resources and
construction, economic chains and climate chains
adaptation. e  Water and climate adaptation
e  Transition to sustainable energy
Recreational Region To maintain and improve the quality of life e  Sustainable tourism
alongside the region’s urban growth by e  Vibrant inner cities and strong
(Ontspannen regio) coordinating collaboration for a sustainable centres
tourism and cultural sector and for the region’s e  Green-blue framework
valuable nature and landscape (corridors). e  Strong cultural infrastructure
Green Growth Region | To direct the prospected urban expansion in the e  Abalanced living: Speeding up
o region by organising collaboration for meeting home construction
(Groene groeiregio) the housing demand in the short term and to e Living environment: Connecting
integrate the programmes and multiple spatial spatial programmes

claims in order to pursue the region’s core vision
of green growth in the longer term.

Note. Adapted from Groene Metropoolregio Arnhem-Nijmegen, 2022.
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Each programme is appointed an administrative representative (bestuurlijk opdrachtgever) from
one of the municipalities’ College of Mayor and Aldermen, who politically represents the programme
and its ambitions. The representative keeps in close contact with the programme-manager, whose
function is to the oversee the processes and link them with political and administrative matters. The
programme-manager leads the programme-team, which consists of a process-supporter and the priority-
coordinators, who in turn steer and engage in the substantive discussions on their respective priorities.
For matters of civil service capacity for collaboration, the programme-manager consults the
programme’s civil service contact person (ambtelijk opdrachtgever), who is one of the 18 municipal

secretaries and who has knowledge on the internal business operations of the municipalities.

The governance structure of the GMR serves the regional intermunicipal collaboration through
varying meeting structures. At the administrative level, the general and daily management boards and
the regional advisory committee meet regularly following a fixed schedule. Moreover, the meeting and
networking events Region Meets (Regio Ontmoet) and Region Consult(s) (Regio Overleg(t)) and the
annual Regional Congress provide opportunities for municipal administrators and officials to formally
and informally discuss current affairs in the regional collaboration. Meeting structures among the five
programmes differ considerably but generally consist of an administrative meeting team (bestuurlijk
overlegteam) for the programme and different meeting structures at the civil service level for each
priority. In the administrative meeting teams, the municipalities’ College members that have the theme
of the programme (e.g. culture and nature/landscape or housing) in their portfolio discuss progress
within the programme. The meeting structures at the civil service level bring together employees from
the regional office and municipalities and where applicable also people from the three regional water

authorities operating in the region, the province of Gelderland and market or civil society organisations.
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Appendix 5: Organisation chart in Dutch
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Appendix 6: Coded materials from desk research

Document Organisation Moment of Source
publication
(before,
during or
after
establishment
of GMR)
Regionaal Plan City-Region Before https://media.gelderland.nl/
2005-2020 (2006) Arnhem-Nijmegen Regionaal plan_2005_2020
and province of _Regio_Arnhem_Nijmegen
Gelderland _110eec8c84.pdf
Streekplan Province of Before https://commissiemer.nl/pro
Gelderland (2005) Gelderland jectdocumenten/00002100.p
df
Strategisch Plan The Economic Before https://theeconomicboard.co
2020-2025 (2020) | Board m/kennisbank/
Uitvoeringsprogra | Province of Before https://www.gelderland.nl/th
mma Biodiversiteit: | Gelderland emas/natuur/biodiversiteit
Strategie voor een
groener Gelderland
(2021)
Regeling Overheid.nl: Local | Before https://lokaleregelgeving.ov
Gemeenschappelijk | laws and erheid.nl/CVDR404024
Orgaan Arnhem regulations
Nijmegen City
Region (2015-
2020)
Een gezonde Water authority of | Before https://www.vallei-
leefomgeving: ruim | Vallei and Veluwe veluwe.nl/actueel/actuele-
aandacht voor thema/biodiversiteit/
biodiversiteit —
Beleidskader
biodiversiteit
(2020)
Ruimte voor Municipality of Before https://arnhemspeil.nl/docs/
biodiversiteit: Arnhem 2021-02-02-gemeente-
Biodiversiteitsagen arnhem-ruimte-voor-
da Arnhem (2021) biodiversiteit-
biodiversiteitsagenda-
arnhem-2021-2025.pdf
Discussienotitie Circle of municipal | During Internal SharePoint
regionale secretaries (Kring platform. Also available at:
samenwerking Gemeente- https://apil.ibabs.eu/publicd
(2019) secretarissen regio ownload.aspx?site=zevenaar
Arnhem-Nijmegen) &id=100101139
Contouren voor Steering committee | During Internal SharePoint

versterking van de

expanded regional

platform. Also available at:

95



https://media.gelderland.nl/Regionaal_plan_2005_2020_Regio_Arnhem_Nijmegen_110eec8c84.pdf
https://media.gelderland.nl/Regionaal_plan_2005_2020_Regio_Arnhem_Nijmegen_110eec8c84.pdf
https://media.gelderland.nl/Regionaal_plan_2005_2020_Regio_Arnhem_Nijmegen_110eec8c84.pdf
https://media.gelderland.nl/Regionaal_plan_2005_2020_Regio_Arnhem_Nijmegen_110eec8c84.pdf
https://commissiemer.nl/projectdocumenten/00002100.pdf
https://commissiemer.nl/projectdocumenten/00002100.pdf
https://commissiemer.nl/projectdocumenten/00002100.pdf
https://theeconomicboard.com/kennisbank/
https://theeconomicboard.com/kennisbank/
https://www.gelderland.nl/themas/natuur/biodiversiteit
https://www.gelderland.nl/themas/natuur/biodiversiteit
https://lokaleregelgeving.overheid.nl/CVDR404024
https://lokaleregelgeving.overheid.nl/CVDR404024
https://www.vallei-veluwe.nl/actueel/actuele-thema/biodiversiteit/
https://www.vallei-veluwe.nl/actueel/actuele-thema/biodiversiteit/
https://www.vallei-veluwe.nl/actueel/actuele-thema/biodiversiteit/
https://arnhemspeil.nl/docs/2021-02-02-gemeente-arnhem-ruimte-voor-biodiversiteit-biodiversiteitsagenda-arnhem-2021-2025.pdf
https://arnhemspeil.nl/docs/2021-02-02-gemeente-arnhem-ruimte-voor-biodiversiteit-biodiversiteitsagenda-arnhem-2021-2025.pdf
https://arnhemspeil.nl/docs/2021-02-02-gemeente-arnhem-ruimte-voor-biodiversiteit-biodiversiteitsagenda-arnhem-2021-2025.pdf
https://arnhemspeil.nl/docs/2021-02-02-gemeente-arnhem-ruimte-voor-biodiversiteit-biodiversiteitsagenda-arnhem-2021-2025.pdf
https://arnhemspeil.nl/docs/2021-02-02-gemeente-arnhem-ruimte-voor-biodiversiteit-biodiversiteitsagenda-arnhem-2021-2025.pdf
https://arnhemspeil.nl/docs/2021-02-02-gemeente-arnhem-ruimte-voor-biodiversiteit-biodiversiteitsagenda-arnhem-2021-2025.pdf
https://api1.ibabs.eu/publicdownload.aspx?site=zevenaar&id=100101139
https://api1.ibabs.eu/publicdownload.aspx?site=zevenaar&id=100101139
https://api1.ibabs.eu/publicdownload.aspx?site=zevenaar&id=100101139

regionale collaboration, https://renkum.gemeenteopl
samenwerking commissioned by ossingen.nl/Vergaderingen/
(2020) the Joint Body Raadscommissie/2020/10-
Amhem NlJ megen maart/20:00/Versterking-
City Region Regionale-Samenwerking-
Contourennotitie-1.pdf

10. | Regeling van de Joint Body Arnhem | During Internal SharePoint
gevolgen van Nijmegen City platform. Also available at:
opheffing (art. 12) | | Region https://rheden.bestuurlijkein
Liquidatieplan formatie.nl/Document/View
(2020) /f1£359fb-5453-43b4-b9c0-

dOad4a58e4ac4

11. | Bedrijfsplan Steering committee | During Internal SharePoint platform
versterkte regio expanded regional (not publicly available)
(2020) collaboration,

commissioned by
the Joint Body
Arnhem Nijmegen
City Region

12. | Visie Groene Stuurgroep During Internal SharePoint
Metropoolregio Versterking platform. Also available at:
(2020) regionale https://www.groenemetropo

samgnwerking, olregio.nl/kennisbank/visied
Regio Amnhem- ocument-2021/
Nijmegen

13. | Investeringsagenda | Province of After https://www.groenemetropo
Regio Arnhem- Gelderland, the olregio.nl/kennisbank/bestu
Nijmegen 2022 Green Metropolitan ursakkoord-en-

Region Arnhem- investeringsagenda/
Nijmegen and The
Economic Board

14. | Regionale Agenda | Green Metropolitan | After https://www.groenemetropo

2023-2024 Region Arnhem- olregio.nl/actueel/regionale-
Nijmegen agenda-2023-2024-gereed/

15. | Kwalitatief Al Gilde, After Internal Sharepoint platform
evaluatieonderzoek | Commissioned by (not publicly available)
Groene the Green
Metropoolregio Metropolitan
Arnhem-Nijmegen | Region
(2023)

16. | Tijd voor Water authority of | After https://wrij.bestuurlijkeinfor
biodiversiteit - Rijn en [Jssel matie.nl/Agenda/Document/
Beleidskader 380d886a-7dba-4¢82-8157-
biodiversiteit e4b40b134118?documentid
Waterschap Rijn en =d6cb5081-176b-498¢-
[Jssel (2023)

bcl4-
bd92c55ecdIb&agendaltem
1d=7£336b6c-delc-4efs5-
a911-83b7656d77ae
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https://renkum.gemeenteoplossingen.nl/Vergaderingen/Raadscommissie/2020/10-maart/20:00/Versterking-Regionale-Samenwerking-Contourennotitie-1.pdf
https://renkum.gemeenteoplossingen.nl/Vergaderingen/Raadscommissie/2020/10-maart/20:00/Versterking-Regionale-Samenwerking-Contourennotitie-1.pdf
https://renkum.gemeenteoplossingen.nl/Vergaderingen/Raadscommissie/2020/10-maart/20:00/Versterking-Regionale-Samenwerking-Contourennotitie-1.pdf
https://renkum.gemeenteoplossingen.nl/Vergaderingen/Raadscommissie/2020/10-maart/20:00/Versterking-Regionale-Samenwerking-Contourennotitie-1.pdf
https://renkum.gemeenteoplossingen.nl/Vergaderingen/Raadscommissie/2020/10-maart/20:00/Versterking-Regionale-Samenwerking-Contourennotitie-1.pdf
https://renkum.gemeenteoplossingen.nl/Vergaderingen/Raadscommissie/2020/10-maart/20:00/Versterking-Regionale-Samenwerking-Contourennotitie-1.pdf
https://rheden.bestuurlijkeinformatie.nl/Document/View/f1f359fb-5453-43b4-b9c0-d0a4a58e4ac4
https://rheden.bestuurlijkeinformatie.nl/Document/View/f1f359fb-5453-43b4-b9c0-d0a4a58e4ac4
https://rheden.bestuurlijkeinformatie.nl/Document/View/f1f359fb-5453-43b4-b9c0-d0a4a58e4ac4
https://rheden.bestuurlijkeinformatie.nl/Document/View/f1f359fb-5453-43b4-b9c0-d0a4a58e4ac4
https://www.groenemetropoolregio.nl/kennisbank/visiedocument-2021/
https://www.groenemetropoolregio.nl/kennisbank/visiedocument-2021/
https://www.groenemetropoolregio.nl/kennisbank/visiedocument-2021/
https://www.groenemetropoolregio.nl/kennisbank/bestuursakkoord-en-investeringsagenda/
https://www.groenemetropoolregio.nl/kennisbank/bestuursakkoord-en-investeringsagenda/
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https://wrij.bestuurlijkeinformatie.nl/Agenda/Document/380d886a-7dba-4e82-8157-e4b40b134118?documentId=d6cb5081-176b-498c-bc14-bd92c55ecd1b&agendaItemId=7f336b6c-de1c-4ef5-a91f-83b7656d77ae
https://wrij.bestuurlijkeinformatie.nl/Agenda/Document/380d886a-7dba-4e82-8157-e4b40b134118?documentId=d6cb5081-176b-498c-bc14-bd92c55ecd1b&agendaItemId=7f336b6c-de1c-4ef5-a91f-83b7656d77ae
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https://wrij.bestuurlijkeinformatie.nl/Agenda/Document/380d886a-7dba-4e82-8157-e4b40b134118?documentId=d6cb5081-176b-498c-bc14-bd92c55ecd1b&agendaItemId=7f336b6c-de1c-4ef5-a91f-83b7656d77ae

17. | Recording of Green Metropolitan | After https://doesburg.raadsinfor
General Board Region Arnhem- matie.nl/vergadering/11214
meeting (05-07- Nijmegen 07
2023) -

18. | Biodiversiteitsplan | Municipality of After https://www.rheden.nl/Inwo
2022-2023 Rheden ners/Duurzaamheid klimaat

/Biodiversiteit

19. | Verkenning Wing, After Internal Sharepoint platform
transitie landelijk commissioned by (not publicly available)
gebied Groene the Green
Metropoolregio Metropolitan
(2023) Region

20. | Meer landschap, Green Metropolitan | After https://www.groenemetropo
meer stad - Region Arnhem- olregio.nl/actueel/het-
Regioarrangement | Nijmegen, together regioarrangement/

Groene with Province of

Metropoolregio Gelderland, the

Arnhem Nijmegen | regional

(2023) municipalities and
the water
authorities
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Appendix 7: Template interview guide

Introduction:

e First off, thank you for helping me with an interview.

e Have you been able to read the information letter and consent form and if yes, do you have
any questions? If you have any questions during or after the interview, please let me know.

e Just to repeat, your participation is voluntary. There is always the possibility to momentarily
stop the interview or recording, and you can indicate if you want me to leave out certain
fragments in the transcription.

e Are you okay with me making an audio-recording?

o [ will start the interview with some general questions. After that, we will continue with more
in-depth questions about the different elements of the regional policy arrangement for
biodiversity. These questions mainly concern your own experiences - you can be as honest as
you want to be.

e | will start the recording now, and then we can start.

General questions:

1. Could you please introduce yourself?
2. What is your connection to the Green Metropolitan Region?

a. Were you involved with the previous regional collaborative governance structures?

Discourses:

3. What do you see as the biggest threat(s) to biodiversity?
4. The slogan of the GMR is ‘green growth’ — how does biodiversity fit into this ambition,
according to you?
5. In what ways does your organisation deal with biodiversity?
6. According to you, what is the role of the Green Metropolitan Region for tackling biodiversity
loss?
a. How should this happen?
b. In what way does this already happen?

Actors and coalitions:

7. With whom do you collaborate when it comes to biodiversity, within and outside of your

organisation?
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8. How has the establishment of the GMR influenced the group of people with whom you work
together?

9. What challenges do you experience in the collaboration under the GMR?

10. Are there people or organisations that you are missing in the regional policymaking for

biodiversity?

Power and resources:

11. What capacity do you have within your organisation to address biodiversity loss?
a. Do you notice a difference in this over time?
12. What influence do political processes have on this capacity?
13. What knowledge do you use in policymaking processes for nature and biodiversity?
14. What influence do you think the establishment of the GMR has had, or will have, on your

organisation’s capacity to address biodiversity loss?

Rules of the game:

15. What role does integrative governance play in your policymaking for nature and biodiversity?

16. What role does long term thinking play in your policymaking for nature and biodiversity?

17. To what extent does your policymaking for biodiversity happen in an adaptive way?

18. What atmosphere and culture do you experience in the regional collaborative meeting
structures for nature and biodiversity?

19. Are you happy with the way the regional collaboration is set up now? Would you change

anything about it?
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Appendix 8: List of interviewees

Interviewee | Function Organisation | Date Location
1. | Mathieu Landscape architect and Green May 16, 2023 Physical
Schouten priority coordinator living | Metropolitan
environment and Green- Region
blue framework
2. | Mariken Programme manager Green May 17, 2023 Online
Priist Recreational Region Metropolitan
Region
3. | Ton Senior policy advisor Municipality May 17, 2023 Physical
Verhoeven/ green and climate of Nijmegen
Sanne adaptation/ Junior policy
Verhoeven advisor green and
biodiversity
4. | Employee municipality of Overbetuwe May 22, 2023 Physical
5. | Bram Senior policy advisor Province of May 23, 2023 Online
Zandstra nature Gelderland
6. | Employee water authority of Rijn and Jssel May 23, 2023 Online
7. | Michiel Programme manager Green May 24, 2023 Physical
Hustinx Circular Region Metropolitan
Region
8. | Kees van der | Landscape architect Province of May 26, 2023 Physical
Velden Gelderland
9. | Luc Velhorst | Strategic policy advisor 1Stroom, i.e. May 30, 2023 Physical
spatial planning municipalities
of Duiven and
Westervoort
10. | Huub Lecturer and researcher Radboud May 30, 2023 Online
Ploegmakers | Geography, Planning and | University
Environment
11. | Marcel van Policy advisor Nature and | Municipality May 30, 2023 Physical
den Berg landscape of Berg en Dal
12. | Sven van Director Park Lingezegen | Green May 31, 2023 By
Rijswijk and priority coordinator Metropolitan telephone
MKB and strong cultural | Region / Park
infrastructure Lingezegen
13. | Matthijs Programme manager Green May 31, 2023 Online
Lenis Green Growth Region Metropolitan
Region
14. | Henk van Strategist and deputy Green June 1, 2023 Physical
den Berg director Metropolitan
Region
15. | Harriét Director Green June 1, 2023 Physical
Tiemens Metropolitan
Region
16. | Erik Area coordinator Land Water June 6, 2023 Physical
Riemersma/ | van Maas en Waal en Rijk | authority
Ton Ruigrok | van Nijmegen/ policy Rivierenland

advisor water quality,
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biodiversity and invasive
species

17.

Pieter
Veldstra/
Franka van
Veen

Senior policy advisor
green, nature and
landscape/ Trainee
sustainable development

Municipality
of Renkum

June 6, 2023

Physical
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Appendix 9: General coding scheme

Transformative governance performance

ID Socio_pre

ID Socio_post

ID Demo pre

ID Demo post

ID_EcoTech pre

ID_EcoTech_post

ID_InstiGov_pre

ID_InstiGov_post

ID Confl pre

ID_Confl_post

Transformative institutional capacity

TGA_ Integ pre

TGA_Integ post

TGA_Inclu_pre

TGA Inclu_post

TGA_Adapt pre

TGA_Adapt_post

TGA _Trans pre

TGA_Trans post

TGA_Antic_pre

TGA_Antic_post

Internal and external factors of change and stability

Four dimensions of a policy arrangement: internal factors of change and stability

Act_ActCon

Act_Inter

Act_ActCoa

Pow ResAll

Pow PowRel

Rul Form

Rul Inform

Dis_Progdis

Dis_NorVal

Indirect drivers: external factors of change and stability
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Ext Socio

Ext Demo

Ext EcoTech

Ext InstiGov

Ext Confl

103



Appendix 10: Summary table transformative governance performance

Indirect Factors of stability Development of Factors of change
driver transformative
governance performance
Sociocultural - Internal: Changing sociocultural External:
values and limited values: urbanisation
behaviours mandate - Nature always pressure
(formal rules) placed in a context (demographic)
of multifunctional Internal:
use of space but influence
instrumental value municipal council
even more (formal rules and
important in GMR interaction
- Intrinsic value now patterns)
also Internal: networks
institutionalised for regional
- No explicit goal for nature
value change but conservation
increased exchange (actor coalitions,
creates potential resource
for this distribution)
- Internal: Changing behavioural External: pressure
limited patterns: of traffic
mandate - Focus on (sociocultural,
(formal rules) sustainable economic,
- Internal: GMR mobility demographic)
is not the - Circular economy Internal: Clout to
leading party in through market lobby and set up
changing interventions collective demand
supply and - Limited to (power relations,
demand (power ‘nudging’ market resource
relations) chains distribution, actor
- External: path interaction
dependencies patterns)
in supply
chains
(institutions,
economic and
technological)
Demographic - External: Bioregional planning: External:
drivers ‘water and soil - Discourse of discourse
guiding’ is not ‘water and soil introduced by
a binding guiding’ (water en national
principle bodem sturend) government
(institutions adopted (institutions and
and - Nature governance)
governance) development now Internal: regional
- Internal: tough integral part of vision on green
decisions are regional areas created with
not yet made development Green-blue
(formal rules, framework
(resource
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power
relations)

distribution, actor
interaction
patterns, formal
rules)

External:
urbanisation and
the pressure on
space
(demographic)
External: spatial
planning culture
(institutions and
governance)
External: nitrogen
crisis (economic
and
technological,
institutions and
governance)

Infill development:

Continued and
increased
commitment to
infill development
and
counterbalancing
urbanisation with
nature
development

External: housing
deficit
(demographic)
External:
encouragement of
inner-city
construction by
national
government
(institutions and
governance)
Internal:
discourses of
transformation
and sparing green
countryside
(programmatic
discourses)
Internal: more
attention for
green spaces in
countryside,
inclusive
governance to
meet criticism of
smaller
municipalities
(power relations)

Internal:
limited
mandate
(formal rules)

Lifting recreational
pressure:

Firm agreement on
increasing
recreational green
spaces

New goal of
(re)distributing

Internal:
mobilised
resources and
representation to
participate in
multilevel
governance
(resource
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recreation and
protecting wildlife
sanctuaries

distribution,
power relations)
Internal: intrinsic
value of nature
(values and
paradigms)

Economic and
technological
drivers

Internal:
complexity of
broad welfare
threatens lean
and mean
governance
(informal rules)
Internal:
intrinsic value
of nature not
part of
dominant
discursive field
GMR (values
and paradigms)

Vision for the regional
economy:

Shift from business
climate to broad
welfare with GMR,
but limited to
human welfare

External:
influence of
province of
Gelderland on
including broad
welfare
(institutions and
governance)

External: path

Phasing out unsustainable

Internal: broad

dependency of | economic activities: welfare

existing market - Analysis and influences
interests sustainability choices
(economic) parameters for (programmatic
Internal: lack facilitation of discourses)

of strength businesses with Internal: GMR’s
among local high environmental integrative
governments to impact activities, governance
change but effect likely structure leads to
locations of limited consistency

high (programmatic
environmental discourses,
impact formal rules)
activities

(power

relations)

Internal: no Role of the region in the Internal: detached
procedure on agricultural transition: position and
adding a task - Agricultural capacity of GMR
that falls under transition only (power relations,
two recently part of the resource
programmes regional mandate distribution)
(formal rules) - Increased External:
Internal: collaboration of Legitimisation by
municipal GMR with societal debate on
wariness about province but highly the agricultural

power of the
region due to
institutional
history (power
relations)
External: high
dependence on

dependent on
national and
provincial politics
and resources

transition
(sociocultural,
economic and
institutions and
governance)
Internal: adaptive
regional agenda
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policies and
resources from
national and
provincial
government
(institutions
and
governance)
Internal:
complex
bureaucratic
structure in
province
creates
uncertainty in
collaboration
province-GMR
(formal rules)
Internal: lack

facilitated
addition of task
agricultural
transition (formal
rules)

Internal: the
GMR has
increased
representation of
the region at
provincial level
(resource
distribution,
power relations)

of adaptive
capacity and
decisiveness
among
provincial
actors (actor
constellation)
Institutions Internal: Adjusting development Internal:
and collaboration policies: integrative
governance aimed at policy - Little power to governance for
networks adjust policies and sustainability
instead of regulations (programmatic
regulations - Agenda-setting for discourses,
(formal rules, sustainability in all resource
power its policy areas but distribution)
relations) urban development Internal: actors’
External: still a dominant perseverance
biodiversity process leads to increased
cannot be influence for
valued in nature
monetary terms development
(sociocultural (actor
values and constellation,
behaviours) interaction
Internal: lack patterns)
of resources at External:
municipal level increased
hinder knowledge of
investment in value biodiversity
non-monetary (sociocultural)
aspects
(resource
distribution)
Internal: higher
budgets for
development
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and nature

conservation
regarded as
hindrance
(resource
distribution,
values and
paradigms)
Internal: Increasing conservation External:
collaboration policies: biodiversity as a
aimed at policy - Impact on theme has gained
networks instruments for public attention,
instead of conservation yet there are no
regulations remains small formal norms
(formal rules, - More attention for (sociocultural,
power conservation in institutions and
relations) regional governance)
External: collaboration, but Internal: ‘soft’
executive at an abstract, side of
power is discursive level collaboration:
lacking due to and within existing stimulating and
earlier cuts in policy frames connecting
resources and (resource
organisational distribution, actor
strength interaction
(institutions patterns, power
and relations)
governance)
Conflicts and Conflict management: Internal:
epidemics - Shared platforms increased
expand problem interaction for
solving capacity discourse
exchange and
integrative

decision making
(action interaction
patterns, actor
coalitions,
resource
distribution)
Internal: GMR
more detached
from politics
(power relations)
Internal:
substantive
knowledge leads
to quality creation
(programmatic
discourses, actor
constellation)
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Appendix 11: Summary table transformative institutional capacity

Transformative Factors of stability Development of Factors of change

governance transformative

approaches institutional capacity

Integrative - External: Integration across - External: push

governance complex governance levels: for integrative
bureaucratic - Increased governance
structure in horizontal (institutions and
province collaboration governance)
hinders vertical - Improved and - Internal:
integration appreciated establishment of
(institutions and vertical Cross-
governance) collaboration governmental

- Internal: through networks
absence of GMR, though (resource
‘regional there are distribution)
mindset’ difficulties - Internal:
(programmatic collective,
discourses) united approach

- Internal: benefits vertical
integrative integration
governance can between
be demanding, municipalities
and municipal and other
pace and governments
capacity cannot (actor
always carry coalitions)
investment
needed
(resource
distribution)

- Internal: Integration across - External:
collaboration is | policy domains is a pressure on
often voluntary | central feature in the space
and varies GMR, but it is an (demographic)
across unfinished project - Internal: one
programmes employee
within GMR specifically
(formal rules, aimed at
actor interaction integration
patterns) within GMR

- Internal: (resource
municipalities distribution,
do not (have to) actor
sign in on all constellation)
programmes - Internal:
(formal rules, consistency of
actor sustainability in
constellation) mandate and

- Internal and programme
external: aimed at
structure GMR integration

designed to fit

(formal rules)

109



with municipal Internal:
and supra- adaptive
regional sectoral governance,
policy domains actions to
(formal rules, increase
actor interaction integration and
patterns, experiment
institutions and (formal rules,
governance) informal rules)
Inclusive Internal: Civil society Internal:
governance government-to- | organisations network
government generally more governance
function and included in aimed at
abstract policymaking for building
character of biodiversity after connections
output GMR establishment GMR, (resource
restricts direct but with varying distribution,
inclusion of degrees of success actor interaction
citizens (power patterns)
relations, formal Internal:
rules) regional,
Internal: delay intermediate
in inclusion due position
to agricultural accessible to
transition not organisations
being part of the (power
regional relations)
mandate (formal External: active
rules) civil society for
Internal: nature and
municipalities landscape
do not always conservation
have close (sociocultural)
contacts with External:
civil society politics at
actors yet, so Provincial
GMR has to Executive
wait (actor requests
constellation, inclusion
power relations) agricultural
External: less actors at
inclusion in regional level
meetings due to (institutions and
delays in governance)
provincial
policymaking
(institutions and
governance)
Adaptive Internal: no Set-up GMR: Internal: space
governance procedure for - Adaptive and freedom to
adding a task approach adjust
(formal rules) inherent to governance
Internal: Regional processes (actor
municipal Agenda and interaction
wariness about patterns,
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power of the
region due to
institutional
history (power
relations)
Internal:
experienced
lack of
interpersonal
space to discuss
issues and
challenges
(informal rules)

structure
GMR

Ongoing governance
processes:

- Adaptive
approach for
substantive
output and
organisational
aspects

resource
distribution)
External:
developments in
society and
politics
necessitate an
adaptive
approach
(economic,
institutions and
governance)

Transdisciplinary Internal: Continuation of Internal: Green-
governance investment in tradition of blue framework
transdisciplinary | transdisciplinarity, but offers
research now more in relation foundation for
hindered by to nature conservation transdisciplinary
mandate and exchange on
caution (power nature and
relations, formal biodiversity
rules) (resource
distribution)
Internal:
Individual
actors’ efforts to
stimulate
knowledge
creation (actor
constellation,
values and
paradigms)
Anticipatory Internal and GMR has increased Internal: role
governance external: blind future thinking and and capacity of

spot for
biodiversity
collapse in
future
(programmatic
discourses,
sociocultural)
Internal: lack of
space and
methods to deal
with politics of
anticipation and
current and
future tough
decisions
(resource
distribution,
power relations,
informal rules)

collaborative culture
but follow-up tools for
negotiation of
conflicting interests
often absent

the GMR to
initiate
discussions on
future of the
region and
required
decisions
(power
relations,
resource
distribution)

111



	Colophon
	Preface
	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	1.1. Problem statement
	1.2. Research focus
	1.2.1. Case study
	1.2.2. Research aims and questions

	1.3. Societal and scientific relevance
	1.3.1. Societal relevance
	1.3.2. Scientific relevance

	1.4. Outline

	2. Theoretical Framework
	2.1. Biodiversity and the need for transformative change
	2.2. Sustainability transformations and transformative governance
	2.3. City-regional environmental and biodiversity governance
	2.4. Collaborative governance
	2.5. Discursive institutionalism and the Policy Arrangement Approach (PAA)

	3. Conceptual Framework
	3.1. Key theoretical concepts
	3.1.1. Transformative governance and transformative governance capacity
	3.1.2. The Policy Arrangement Approach (PAA)

	3.2. Conceptual model
	3.3. Operationalisation
	3.3.1. Transformative governance performance
	3.3.2. Transformative institutional capacity
	3.3.3. The four dimensions of the policy arrangement


	4. Methodology
	4.1. Research philosophy
	4.2. Research strategy
	4.3. Research methods for data collection
	4.3.1. Desk research
	4.3.2. Semi-structured interviews
	4.3.3. Participant observation

	4.4. Data analysis
	4.5. Qualitative validity and reliability

	5. Findings
	5.1. Transformative governance performance and the key factors of change and stability
	5.1.1. Sociocultural values and behaviours
	5.1.2. Demographic drivers
	5.1.3. Economic and technological drivers
	5.1.4. Institutions and governance

	5.2. Transformative institutional capacity and the key factors of change and stability
	5.2.1. Integrative governance
	5.2.2. Inclusive governance
	5.2.3. Adaptive governance
	5.2.4. Transdisciplinary governance
	5.2.5. Anticipatory governance


	6. Discussion
	6.1. Reflection on methodology
	6.2. Reflection on theory and findings
	6.2.1. Contributions to scientific debates
	6.2.2. Reflections from other bodies of literature


	7. Conclusion and recommendations
	7.1. Conclusion
	7.2. Recommendations for further research
	7.3. Practical Recommendations

	References
	Appendices
	Appendix 1: The indirect drivers and the operationalisation of transformative governance performance
	Appendix 2: The transformative governance approaches and the operationalisation of transformative institutional capacity
	Appendix 3: The operationalisation of the four dimensions in the PAA
	Appendix 4: Review of the context of the regional collaborative governance structure
	Appendix 5: Organisation chart in Dutch
	Appendix 6: Coded materials from desk research
	Appendix 7: Template interview guide
	Appendix 8: List of interviewees
	Appendix 9: General coding scheme
	Appendix 10: Summary table transformative governance performance
	Appendix 11: Summary table transformative institutional capacity


