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Summary

The concept of self-organisation within urban planning is increasingly gaining attention
among scholars and practitioners. This research contributes to the current academic discussion
by exploring the governance process underlying the organic development of Almere-
Oosterwold, an experiment by the Dutch government that applies the concept of self-
organisation in the development of a large area for the first time.

The research is a single case study. The governance process underlying the organic
development of Almere-Oosterwold was analysed using Emerson et al.’s (2011) integrative
framework for collaborative governance. Data were collected by conducting nine semi-
structured interviews and analysing the content of policy documents and other materials from
official websites linked to the development process.

Although “initiators are responsible for the area’s development while the government
remains at a distance”! (RRAAM et al., 2012: p. 3), the results demonstrate that residents
(initiators) and the government interact to develop the area in three different ways at the plot,
neighbourhood, and area levels. Notably, this research focused on interactions between
initiators and the government at the area level. The results show that a reasonably structured
practice of collaboration between initiators and the government exists at the area level as all
three collaboration dynamics components, principled engagement, shared motivation and
capacity for joint action, of Emerson et al.’s (2011) analytical framework of ICG are present.
However, collaboration analysis highlights criticalities in the principled engagement and shared
motivation components.

The research’s findings suggest that the government has a pivotal role in the organic
development of Almere-Oosterwold. Specifically, initiators are responsible for the area’s
development, but the government intervenes when inhabitants struggle with their initiatives
and acts to avoid governance failure. Moreover, the results highlight that collaboration
between initiators and the government at the area level is a key element of the development
process. Conversely, the principle that “initiators are responsible for the area’s development
while the government remains at a distance” (RRAAM et al., 2012: p. 3) has generated among
many the idea that the organic development of Oosterwold is an individualised, self-sufficient
process. This mismatch causes criticalities in several aspects of collaboration. Finally, the last
section presents recommendations for improving the collaboration between inhabitants and

the government at the area level and for further research.

Keywords: Organic development, self-organisation, Qosterwold, governance process,
collaboration, collaborative governance, spatial planning, urban planning, urban development.

1 Author’s translation from the Dutch language. Unless otherwise noted, all translations are by the author.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

1.1 Preface

Over time, town planning has developed in the Western world as a public authorities’
attempt to respond to the needs and challenges of growing modern cities (Rauws et al.,
2020: p. 195). Since the post World War Il, planners have produced blueprints to direct and
control urban development in cities and neighbourhoods with detailed top-down
regulations (Rauws et al., 2020: p. 196). Thus, public authorities have aimed to provide
certainty for civil society and the market, ensure public goods, services, and liveability, and
protect the property rights of owners, residents, and investors (Savini et al., 2014: p. 3).

The increasing civic involvement in urban development since the 1990s has produced
in the last decades a new approach in spatial planning called “self-organisation”, which is
an “unexpected combination with planning” (Rauws et al., 2016: p. 241). Through
traditional planning, the government defines future spatial configurations from the top
down as a “collective manifestation of intent” (Rauws et al.2016: p. 241) and stakeholders
act under public authorities’ central coordination to realise such configurations (Rauws et
al., 2016b: p. 1054). Conversely, in self-organising approaches, stakeholders act according
to their interests without a government-oriented plan (Buitelaar et al., 2017: p. 171). The
government only sets general rules that define the conditions under which individuals can
act (Moroni et al., 2020: p. 241). However, such framework rules are not prescriptive
regulations but are as generic as possible so that infinite solutions can emerge (Cozzolino
et al., 2017: p. 50). Consequently, in self-organising approaches, future spatial
configurations emerge spontaneously from interactions among individuals acting without
central control or external coordination (Rauws, 2016: p. 4).

Due to the “unexpected combination with planning” (Rauws et al., 2016: p. 241), the
concept of self-organisation within spatial planning has been gaining more attention
among scholars and practitioners in Europe in the latest decades (Rauws et al., 2016: p.
247; Van Straalen et al., 2017: p. 503). Academics refer to self-organisation within spatial
planning to address a changing and unpredictable reality (Savini et al., 2014: p.3).
Considering cities as complex systems in a constant state of adapting to changing
circumstances (Rauws et al. 2016: p. 245), many scholars believe that urban development
cannot be guided by “urban plans” (Alfasi & Portugali, 2007: p. 167; Moroni, 2010: p. 147)
which aim to reach prefixed (future) spatial configurations. Differently, new socio-spatial
configurations emerge from interactions among agents acting according to their interests
(Rauws, 2016: p. 4). Thus, urban development should be based on framework rules that
guide the involved actors in their initiatives rather than planning models that aim to define
the urban form (Alfasi & Portugali, 2007: p. 167; Moroni, 2010: p. 147). Other academics
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emphasise that an autonomous and spontaneous approach to urban development creates
cities that are more dynamic, resilient, sustainable, and better able to address people’s
demands (Urhahn Urban Design, 2010: p. 14). From a different perspective, some scholars
focus on how the direct involvement of people in the development process allowed the
completion of urban interventions, which had been interrupted by the 2008 financial crisis
(Buitelaar et al., 2014: p. 257). Consequently, they emphasise how directly involving
citizens in urban development can reduce public sector responsibility and financial risks
(Buitelaar et al., 2014: p. 255; Buitelaar et al., 2017: p. 171).

1.1.1 Self-Organisation within spatial planning in the Netherlands

Following the introduction to self-organisation in spatial planning, this section refers
to self-organisation as applied in Dutch spatial planning. In the Netherlands, the concept of
self-organisation is at the basis of a new development strategy known as “organic
development” (Buitelaar et al., 2017: p. 171). This new planning strategy has spread as an
alternative to the traditional Dutch planning approach during the 2008 financial crisis
(Buitelaar et al., 2017: p. 171).

The traditional Dutch planning approach develops large areas based on a detailed
blueprint. In this planning approach, municipalities purchase land, provide the necessary
infrastructure, and define building plots to sell to developers and housing associations for
further development (Buitelaar et al.,, 2017: p. 169). This planning approach proved
vulnerable during the 2008 financial crisis (Buitelaar & Bregman, 2016: p. 1281). Due to a
downfall in demand for new houses, offices and retail spaces, many development
programmes were postponed or cancelled (Cozzolino et al., 2017: p. 51). Consequently,
many developers went bankrupt or had to withdraw from the public-private partnership
they had signed with public authorities. Local governments that retained undeveloped land
faced vast interest costs (Buitelaar et al., 2014: p. 255; Cozzolino et al., 2017: p. 51).
Therefore, as Buitelaar et al. (2014: p. 257) highlight, once integrated developments of
brownfield and inner areas had failed or were abandoned, local administrations opted for
organic urban development.

Compared to traditional planning approaches, organic development is more flexible
and capable of managing unpredictable changes (Buitelaar et al., 2014: p. 255). In self-
organising processes, the “end-users” (Buitelaar et al., 2014: p. 248), such as the market
and civil society, are involved earlier and more directly in the development process. They
realise what they need on a smaller scale over time (Buitelaar et al., 2017: p. 171). Thus,
organic development avoids the risks associated with traditional planning (Buitelaar et al.,
2017: p. 171).



Since 2013, the Dutch government has explored the organic strategy by developing a
large-scale greenfield site (4,300 hectares) between the Almere and Zeewolde municipalities
called Oosterwold (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 7). The future
inhabitants (initiators) will organically develop the entire area, providing 15,000 houses and
allocating 20 hectares for office space and 135 hectares for factories by 2030 (RRAAM et
al., 2012: p. 80). For the first time, the future residents will also provide public services
(roads, wastewater purification, energy supply, public greens, and other facilities) that
traditionally are a public administration responsibility (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente
Zeewolde, 2013: p. 5). In addition, they will address negative externalities (inefficient land
use and the underproduction of public greens and facilities) that the municipality manages
in traditional planning (Van Straalen et al., 2017: pp. 506, 508). Thus, this experiment
implies a new division of roles and tasks between the government and initiators compared
to traditional planning (RRAAM et al., 2010: p. 3). Moreover, with such an experiment, the
Dutch government aims to define a new greenfield development strategy to employ
elsewhere in the Netherlands as an alternative to traditional integrative urban
development (RRAAM et al., 2012: p. 26).

Therefore, research on the organic development of Oosterwold is valuable for
understanding the ongoing process. It is interesting to explore the experiment’s results and
the extent to which this development strategy can provide an alternative to traditional
planning approaches so that it can be implemented elsewhere in the Netherlands. Thus,
the following section explores previous research on Almere-Oosterwold to understand

existing knowledge and which aspects of the planning process need to be still investigated.

1.1.2 Literature Review

The first building permission was granted in Almere-Oosterwold (hereafter
Oosterwold) in July 2014. By May 2016, 42 new houses had been built. In addition, 30-40
new homes will have been built by the end of the year (Cozzolino et al., 2017: p. 57). Since
2016, several studies have been conducted on Oosterwold because of the programme’s
experimental nature.

Cozzolino et al. (2017) focus on the scope and functioning of framework rules in the
organic development of Oosterwold theoretically and empirically. Theoretically, the
authors highlight the novelty of framework rules in a self-organising approach to urban
planning compared to traditional approaches. Traditionally, the government leads planning
development from the top down through detailed blueprints within a specific timeframe.
Conversely, self-organisation in urban development allows future inhabitants to realise
their ambitions without zoning plans or strict regulations and incrementally over time. They

merely refer to general rules set by the government. These rules are “open enough to
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guarantee broad scope for experimentation ... as generic as possible and applicable to the
whole area at issue (in the sense that they should not refer to any specific situation) ... [and]
focus on permissible and non-permissible actions (in particular, to avoid negative
externalities) rather than on a comprehensive end-state” (Cozzolino et al., 2017: p. 50).
Thus, a new socio-spatial configuration emerges spontaneously and incrementally over
time and unpredictably from initiators’ interactions (Cozzolino et al., 2017: p. 51).

Nevertheless, the authors highlight that, empirically, the framework rules for
Oosterwold still introduce several conditions, as in traditional planning. For example, the
area's total amount of buildable surface is fixed. In addition, the percentage of land for
housing, services, retail and office buildings, water, and green and agricultural areas is set
for each plot (Cozzolino et al., 2017: p. 56). Therefore, what emerges from the development
process is not so unpredictable and beyond planners’ control, as the concept of self-
organisation implies (Cozzolino et al., 2017: p. 56). However, in 2016, the process was still
in the early stages. Therefore, the authors recommend further research as the experiment
proceeds to evaluate its novelty as a planning approach.

From a different perspective, Van Straalen et al. (2017: p. 503) focus on the
challenges encountered by Oosterwold’s initiators in providing public goods and dealing
with negative externalities that, in traditional planning, are managed by public
intervention. The authors illustrate that initiators had struggled with energy and water
supplies, archaeological research on plots, and the free-riders phenomenon regarding
building and managing common roads at the initial development stage (Van Straalen et al.,
2017: p. 507). Consequently, the municipality introduced several regulations to resolve
such issues in 2016 (Van Straalen et al.,, 2017: p. 509). In addition, several initiators
organised themselves in groups as mini-governance to build and manage common roads
and high organisational costs by utility companies (Van Straalen et al., 2017: p. 507)

Due to the introduction of more regulations and the emergence of mini-governance,
the authors conclude that the self-organisation experiment of self-organisation had failed
(Van Straalen et al., 2017: p. 510). First, the emergence of mini-governance to address
collective issues, such as common roads and utility provisions, demonstrates that “the
traditional justification for planning remains” (Van Straalen et al., 2017: p. 510) in the
organic development of Oosterwold. Second, the emergence of mini-governance and the

1

introduction of additional public regulations contrast with the idea of initiators' “total self-

III

control”, which is one of the principles of Oosterwold and had attracted the attention of
many initiators (Van Straalen et al.,, 2017: p. 510). However, the authors recommend
further research into how the government transfers responsibilities to civic initiatives
(mini-governance) and the role of representative democracy in the area’s organic

development (Van Straalen et al., 2017: p. 510).



In contrast with Van Straalen et al. (2017: p. 510), Rauws (2016: pp. 12-13) considers
self-organisation and self-governance (mini-governance) as two different and coexisting
aspects of civic involvement in the organic development of Oosterwold. On a smaller scale,
several initiators can organise themselves into a group to build and manage common roads
due to the framework rules of Oosterwold (Rauws, 2016: p. 13). Thus, forms of self-
governance can arise. However, due to the large dimension of Oosterwold, it is unlikely
that this form of internal coordination will cover the entire area of Oosterwold (Rauws,
2016: p. 13). Therefore, large-scale development of the whole area will emerge due to a
self-organising process despite self-governance on a small scale (Rauws, 2016: p. 13).

Moreover, while this research was being conducted, Karnenbeek et al. (2020)
published a study on wastewater management in Oosterwold as a self-organised
environmental service. The research focuses on the mismatch between the results of self-
organised wastewater purification and the relevant environmental legislation. On the one
hand, policy documents transfer the legal obligation of the municipality and the water
board regarding wastewater management to residents (Van Karnenbeek et al., 2020: p. 12).
Onthe other hand, many individual on-site sewage facilities are deteriorating surface water
quality with environmental and human health risks (Van Karnenbeek et al., 2020: p. 12).

In conclusion, previous research has focused on several interesting aspects of the
organic development of Oosterwold. However, other points require further study. The
following section defines the aspect of the development process of Oosterwold explored

in this thesis.

1.2 Problem statement

This research investigates the complex governance of the self-organised
development of Oosterwold. The study focuses on the roles of different actors involved in
the implementation process and how they interact to develop the area organically. This
study is interesting for two principal reasons.

First, authors have studied the organic development of Oosterwold from different
angles, but they have yet to investigate how the involved actors interact to develop the
area. For example, Cozzolino et al. (2017) focus on the framework rules within which
initiators act according to a self-organising approach. Rauws (2016: p.13) highlights the
difference between self-organisation and self-governance in the organic development of
Oosterwold. Van Straalen et al. (2017) evaluate the capacities of initiators in Oosterwold
to manage tasks traditionally provided by public actors, such as archaeological research on
single plots and building common roads. In addition, Van Karnenbeek et al. (2020: p. 12)
focus on the need for self-organised environmental services to comply with environmental

legislation. Moreover, from a theoretical point of view, Moroni et al. (2020) investigate the
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concept of self-organisation in urban planning, illustrated in Section 2.3.2. Nevertheless,
academics need to focus on the division of tasks and responsibilities among the different
actors involved in the self-organising development of a greenfield site, such as Oosterwold,
and how they interact to develop the area.

Second, during the implementation process, it emerged that the division of roles and
power between different actors in Oosterwold is unclear. On the one hand, the policy
documents state, “[In Oosterwold] the government deliberately keeps itself at a distance
and increasingly places the responsibility for the layout of the area in the hands of the end-
users: the residents and entrepreneurs who will settle in the area” (RAAAM et al., 2012: p.
3). On the other hand, as Van Straalen et al. (2017: p. 509) highlight, the government has
intervened to address issues that have emerged during the area’s development since the
beginning of the process. Consequently, different and contrasting opinions have emerged
among the actors involved in the process. While the local government and several initiators
agree about the need to introduce more rules and protocols to manage emerging
implementation issues (Van Straalen et al.,2017: p. 509), other initiators consider the
government’s intervention to contrast with the idea of total self-control, which attracted them
and many others to Oosterwold (Van Straalen et al.,2017: p. 509). Based on this problem

statement, the research aim and research question are defined in the following section.

1.3 Research aim and research questions

The research explores the governance process underlying the organic development
of Oosterwold as a novel approach to urban development. Specifically, the analysis focuses
on the system context of the organic development of Oosterwold, the actors involved in
the development process, their roles and relevance in the governance process and the
forms of interaction emerging among them. Hence, the analysis allows an understanding
of how the development is progressing and what can be improved to overcome existing
difficulties and conflicts.

With this in mind, the following research question is formulated:

What can be learnt from the organic development of Oosterwold regarding the

governance process underlying the area’s urban development so far?

The following five sub-questions have been formulated to answer the main research
question:

1. What is the system context of the organic development of Oosterwold, as
defined by Emerson et al.’s (2011) integrative framework for collaborative
governance, and how has it influenced the governance process underlying the
area’s urban development so far?

2. Who are the actors involved in the governance process?

10



3. What kinds of collaboration dynamics have emerged among the involved
actors based on Emerson et al.’s (2011) analytical framework of ICG?
What are the results of the governance process so far?
How can the process performance of the collaborative governance underlying
the organic development of Oosterwold be improved?
Each sub-question refers to specific elements of the main topic. Thus, “the sum of the
answers to all sub-questions taken together forms the answer to the main research
guestion” (Van Thiel, 2011: p. 19). Following this definition of the research aim and

questions, the next sections discuss the research’s societal and scientific relevance.

1.4 Societal relevance

The societal relevance of research on the governance dimension of the organic
development of Oosterwold is twofold. First, the study is valuable as it aims to resolve the
pressing problem of conflicts that had emerged during the implementation process among
the involved actors, mentioned in Section 1.2. Policy documents state that in Oosterwold,
the future inhabitants are responsible for developing the area, and the government
maintains a certain distance (RRAAM et al., 2012: p. 3). However, during the
implementation process, the government has had a more active role than that defined in
the policy documents. Consequently, different frictions have emerged between the
government and initiators. Several residents object to more government involvement
because they consider it to contrast with the principles of Oosterwold (Van Straalen et al.,
2017: p.509). Simultaneously, many other inhabitants require more state intervention
because “they [the government] ask residents too much” (Problemen Bij Ontwikkeling
Oosterwold in Almere, 2018).

Second, research on the governance process in Oosterwold and, thus, on the division
of roles and power among the involved actors and their interactions to develop the area is
also interesting as it can provide new insights into the phenomenon of active citizenship
(Boonstra, 2015: p.24) in Dutch spatial planning. Gerrits et al. (2012: p. 2) state that since
the 2000s, Dutch spatial planning has been characterised by a progressive decentralisation
of planning responsibilities to the lower tiers and private actors (market and civil society).
Specifically, citizens have become involved “more directly and earlier in the process” of
urban development (Buitelaar et al., 2014: p. 246). Moreover, for the first time, in
Oosterwold, the future inhabitants are responsible for providing public goods and
addressing negative externalities (Van Straalen et al., 2017: p. 506). Therefore, research on
the governance dimension of Oosterwold is a valuable contribution to understanding to
what extent the government can delegate its traditional planning tasks to civil society and

the market.
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1.5 Scientific relevance

Research on the governance process of Oosterwold is scientifically relevant as it can
contribute to the academic discussion on the concept of self-organisation in spatial
planning. In the Netherlands, Boonstra and Boolens (2011) introduced the concept of self-
organisation in urban development as a new perspective in spatial planning. Subsequently,
Buitelaar and Urhahn Urban Design (2012: p. 4) described organic area strategy, based on
the concept of self-organisation, as an alternative to the traditional integrated area
development. However, before Oosterwold, the organic area strategy had been applied to
renovate inner city areas and brownfield sites (Buitelaar et al. 2014: p. 257; 2017: p. 174).
As an experiment, Oosterwold is the first greenfield site developed using a self-organising
approach. Thus, for the first time, the end-users are responsible for providing public
services, such as public greens, roads, and wastewater purification (RRAAM et al., 2012: p.
5), in place of the government, according to a new division of power and roles between the
state and the future inhabitants. Therefore, focusing on the governance process underlying
the urban development of Oosterwold can provide new insights into the organic area
development strategy.

Thus, this research also contributes to the Dutch government’s attempt to define
organic development as a planning strategy to use elsewhere in the Netherlands.
Investigating the division of roles and power between the government and initiators and
how they work to implement the area will allow an understanding of the process’ potential
successes and failures. Based on these, valuable recommendations for the ongoing process

and organic development as a new area strategy in urban planning will be formulated.

1.6 Reading Guide

Following the research aim and the research’s societal and scientific relevance, this
section defines a reading guide for this dissertation. In addition to this introduction, the
thesis consists of five main chapters. Chapter 2 presents the theories and concepts relevant
to the research, the conceptual framework defined to explore the study object and the
operationalisation of the key concepts identified to conduct this research. Subsequently,
Chapter 3 describes the research methodology, including the research philosophy, strategy,
and data collection and analysis methods. Chapter 4 introduces the case study. Next, Chapter
5 illustrates the research findings. Finally, Chapter 6 relates the key findings to each sub-
guestion and answers the main research question. The chapter concludes with reflections on
the conceptual and methodological approaches followed, the research’s limitations, and

recommendations for practice and further research.
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Chapter 2 - Theoretical framework

This chapter analyses the key concepts and theories valuable for exploring the
governance process underlying the organic development of Oosterwold. First, the concepts
of governance and collaborative governance in public administration and spatial planning
are presented. Next, the chapter focuses on the progressive decentralisation in Dutch
spatial planning of planning responsibilities from the national level to provinces,
municipalities, private actors and civil society. Later, the concept of self-organisation and
organic development strategy in urban development are described. The chapter also
analyses the variants for a governance-oriented analysis of the planning processes of Nuissl
and Heinrichs (2011: p. 47) and the integrative framework for collaborative governance by
Emerson et al. (2011), expanded by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015a). Finally, based on these
concepts and theories, the chapter presents the conceptual framework schematising how
the research problem is explored and operationalises the key concepts used to execute the

research.

2.1 The concept of governance

The term governance is central to this research. The term originated in political
science to describe “a new way of governing” (Rhodes, 2007: p. 1246) compared to the
traditional approach. Traditionally, governments in Western countries provide public
services to citizens through their tiers according to a hierarchical structure (Nuissl &
Heinrichs, 2011: p. 48). In this approach, the relationship between the government and
citizens is one-way (Nuissl & Heinrichs, 2011: p. 48). Due to public sector reforms in the
1980s, the state has had to refer to and collaborate with a network of public, voluntary,
and private organisations that are interdependent in achieving their goals and have a
degree of autonomy from the state to deliver public goods (Rhodes, 2007: p. 1246).
Consequently, the relationship between the state and the other actors (market and civil
society) has become less hierarchical and more collaborative (Capano et al., 2015: p. 312).
Rhodes (2007: p. 1246) defines this “new process of governing” as governance.

Starting from Rhodes and for a long time, governance has been considered the
opposite of the traditional way of governing, defined as government. Rhodes (2007: p.
1246) claims that, by delegating many of its responsibilities to non-government actors, the
state has hollowed its “ability of core executive ... ”. In contrast, non-government actors
have increased their involvement and responsibilities in policy-making processes (Rhodes,
2007: p. 1246). Following Rhodes’ argument, others consider government and governance at
the extreme of a continuum where “stated-centred modes” exists at one extreme and “modes

in which the role of the state is much remote” is at the other (Nuissl & Heinrichs, 2011: p. 50).
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Between these two opposite ways of providing public services, many authors
describe different modes of governing depending on the degree to which the state can
influence a decision-making process (Nuissl & Heinrichs, 2011: p. 50). For example, Figure
1 depicts the schematisation of modes of governing defined by Driessen et al. (2012: p.
146). It focuses on the relationships between the main characters in a policy-making

process: the state, the market, and civil society.

Centralized Decentralized Public—private Interactive Self-governance
governance governance governance governance
S S M——S S M——-CS
/ 7\ AN o N s
$5SS5S N NS
M CS / \ CS M—CS S
M ()
Figure 1 - Modes of governance and key figures (Driessen et al., 2012: p. 146)
— dominant role; «—— equivalent role; - - - background role;

S, central state; s, decentralized state; M, market; CS, civil society.

The arrow (=) represents hierarchical relationships, the double arrow (€ ->) describes
horizontal relationships, and the dashed line (---) presents the background role of some
actors. While centralised governance implies a hierarchical structure at one extreme of the
continuum, at the other extreme, self-governance is characterised by the absence of any
form of hierarchy.

Despite the different relationships among the actors involved in the various modes
of governing, several researchers have recently demonstrated that the government is
always the main actor. Capano et al. (2015: p. 315-316) and Oberg-Odom (2012: p. 206)
claim that the economic crises since the 1990s have demonstrated that the government is
still the central player in all different modes of governing. It decides the modes of governing
to adopt and, therefore, the degree of freedom of other policy actors through the rules of
the game (Capano et al. 2015: p. 315). Moreover, the government helps citizens when they
struggle with civic initiatives (Denters, 2016: p. 244) and intervenes to avoid governance
failure (Capano et al., 2015: p. 315).

Therefore, under such different modes of governing, what changes is not the role of
the government but the strategies and instruments it adopts (Capano et al., 2015: p. 315).
Specifically, strategies refer to different forms of partnership between public and private
actors (Capano et al., 2015: p. 314), and instruments concern contractual agreements that
connect public and private actors in urban development (Tas,an-Kok et al., 2020: p. 2).

Considering the above discussion, this research refers to two key terms: governance
and collaborative governance. The term governance defines all the possible ways the

government, citizens, and other private and public parties involved in decision-making
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interact to provide public services. As Figure 1 illustrates, such interactions depend on the
relationships among different actors and can range from the most hierarchical to the most
collaborative. The term collaborative governance refers to those governance processes
“that engage people constructively across the boundaries of public agencies, levels of
government, and/or the public, private and civic spheres in order to carry out public
purposes that could not otherwise be accomplished” (Emerson et al., 2011: p. 2). Following
these definitions of governance and collaborative governance, the next section considers

the concept of governance in spatial planning.

2.2 Governance discourse, spatial planning, and Dutch spatial planning

As a public affair, spatial planning is also linked to a governance discourse (Nuissl &
Heinrichs, 2011: p. 47). Traditionally, governments in the Western world have managed
services “ranging from health and education to utility services and environmental
protection” (Nuissl & Heinrichs, 2011: p. 48). Following public sector reform, planning
policies have increasingly relied upon civil society, while unilateral government actions
have decreased (Boonstra & Boelens, 2011: p. 101). Therefore, spatial planning has become
“the process of decision-making in a society on the use of land, based on assessing and
balancing competing demands” (Nuissl & Heinrichs, 2011: p. 47).

In this general context, Dutch spatial planning has shifted from a central hierarchical
approach to increased interactions among the government, citizens, and other private
parties to define land-use planning. Specifically, the Dutch government has the statutory
task and responsibility for executing and preparing land-use policy through its three tiers:
the national, the provincial, and the municipal governments (Needham, 2014: p. 91). In
particular, the state has the duty “of ensuring that living conditions and environment are
protected and improved” (Needham, 2014: p. 91). The municipality is responsible for
protecting its citizens' interests (Needham, 2014: p. 91). The province has almost identical
statutory tasks (Needham, 2014: p. 91). Nevertheless, since the 2000s, Dutch spatial
planning has been characterised by a progressive decentralisation of responsibilities from
the national to the lower levels and private actors (Gerrits et al., 2012: p. 2; Boelens, 2015:
p. 24). The Fifth National Policy Document of 2001 reviewed the relationship between the
three tiers of government. The central government would have set fewer rules and
regulations for the lower tiers, leaving more space for local and regional considerations
within planning development (Zonneveld, 2005: p. 431). In addition, since 2013, a new
concept of active citizenship as civic involvement in the public policy process has emerged
and spread (Boonstra, 2015: p. 24). Boonstra (2015, p. 23) defines such a term as “initiatives
based on the strength of community”. This idea was also mentioned in the first annual

King’s Speech given in September 2013:
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It is undeniable that in our current network and information society,
people are more assertive and independent than before. Combined
with the need for governmental retrenchments, this means that the
traditional welfare state is slowly but surely turning into a participatory
society. Anyone who is able to take responsibility for his or her own life
and environment may be asked to do so. When people shape their
future by themselves, they add value not only to their own lives but also
to society as a whole. (Boonstra, 2015: p. 24)

This evolution in Dutch spatial planning towards more decentralised approaches
peaked in 2015 with the launch of specific government policies (Ache & Hospers, 2016: p.
437). For example, with the Agenda stad (Agenda City) initiative, the government aimed to
improve the growth of cities based on a collaboration between responsible ministries,
other local authorities, companies, and civil society organisations (Over Agenda Stad, n.d.).
In addition, based on a public debate, the Wij maken space (We make space) manifesto
focused on improving local networks and citizen involvement, among other topics, for
Dutch planning development (Leeflang et al., 2016: p. 11; 29). The organic development
strategy for urban planning has emerged from this framework of progressive
decentralisation of planning tasks from the national to the lower levels, private actors and

civil society. This new planning strategy is described in the following section.

2.3 Organic Development in urban planning

The organic development strategy applies the concept of self-organisation in urban
development. Thus, this section describes the concept of self-organisation in urban
development and the organic development strategy of Oosterwold. According to the
research aim, the description focuses on the involved actors and their roles and

interactions as key elements of the governance process.

2.3.1 Self-organisation in urban development

The concept of self-organisation introduces a new way in which the government, the
market, and civil society interact in urban development. In the most traditional planning
approaches, the government guides urban development through blueprints towards a
predefined spatial configuration to achieve in a certain amount of time (Rauws et al. 2020:
p. 196), while the market and civil society are the end-users (Buitelaar et al., 2014: p. 248)
of such a process. Conversely, according to the concept of self-organisation, the end-users
are involved in the area’s development directly and from the beginning of the process
(Buitelaar et al., 2014: p. 248). Moreover, they act without any government-oriented plan

(Buitelaar et al., 2017: p. 171). They only have to refer to general rules set by the
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government that are not prescriptive, as in traditional planning, but “open enough to
guarantee broad scope for experimentation ... as generic as possible and applicable to the
whole area ... [and focused] on permissible and non-permissible actions ... rather than on a
comprehensive end-state” (Cozzolino et al., 2017: p. 50). Thus, spatial configurations
emerge on a large scale spontaneously and incrementally from the actions of individuals

III

who operate on a lower scale “without central coordination or external control” (Rauws,
2016: p. 4), according to their “individual intentions” (Rauws, 2016: p. 4).

Figure 2 depicts Cozzolino et al.’s (2017: p. 50) schematisation of self-organisation in
spatial planning. The figure presents the key elements of the process and their
relationships: framework rules, individual actions, time dimension, and emergent order. In
detail, the end-users achieve what they want (actions) in the long term (time dimensions)
by acting within the framework rules defined by the government. At the end of the process,
a new spatial-functional configuration emerges unpredictably from the initiators’

interactions.

FRAMEWORK-RULES

ACTIONS

A+A+ALAFATATALALAFA+ALAL
A+A+A+A+A+A+A+ATA+A+A+AL | €
At-A+A+A+A+A+A+LA+AFA+A-A+
A+A+AFATAHATATATAHATATAT
A+A+A+A+A+A+A+A+A+A+A+A+
A+A+ATATATATATATAHATATAT
A+A+ATATATATATATA+ATATA+
A+A+AFA+AFA+AFA+A+A+AN=

EMERGENT ORDER —

Figure 2 - The interplay among rules, actions, and orders (Cozzolino et al., 2017: p. 50)

A = end-users actions

Moreover, Moroni, Rauws, and Cozzolino (2020: p. 221) claim that self-organisation
is a generic term usually used to identify three urban phenomena: self-building, self-
governance, and self-coordination. Such phenomena are often confused because they “ ...
have in common that they all ... are endogenously generated” (Moroni et al., 2020: p. 221).
However, in each of them, the involved actors interact differently. Specifically, self-building
refers to a situation in which the end-users participate in building their own homes (Moroni
et al.,, 2020: p. 221). The actors involved in the process are the end-users and the
government. The latter defines the rules within which end-users act. Thus, self-building

emerges on the scale of individual plots (Moroni et al., 2020: p. 223). Self-governance refers
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to a group of people having common purposes and acting relatively independently of the
government (Moroni et al.,, 2020: p. 222). Therefore, self-governance emerges on an
intermediate scale. Finally, self-coordination refers to the pattern that results on a large
scale from the actions of the involved actors performing without a government-oriented
plan on a small scale (Moroni et al., 2020: p. 222).

Furthermore, valuable insights for analysing the governance process underlying the
organic development of Oosterwold are derived from the proposal for the adaptive
planning approach by Rauws and De Roo (2016b) which relates the concept of self-
organisation to spatial planning. As in self-organisation, in adaptive planning approaches,
the end-users are responsible for developing cities and their parts as constantly evolving
complex systems (Rauws & De Roo, 2016b: p. 1056). Individuals also act within the
framework rules that the government sets (Rauws & De Roo, 2016b: p. 1056). However,
adaptive planning approaches differ from self-organising approaches in two main aspects.
First, in self-organisation, the framework rules set by the government are as generic as
possible to allow all possible socio-spatial configurations to emerge (Cozzolino et al., 2017:
p. 50). In adaptive planning, the framework rules are also generic, but they guide involved
actors towards preferred development trajectories (Rauws & De Roo, 2016b: p. 1056).
Second, in adaptive planning, the framework rules can be adjusted during the process due
to changing circumstances to facilitate the emergence of socially preferred development
trajectories and avoid those considered problematic (Rauws & De Roo, 2016b: p. 1056).

Moreover, the authors recommend that such changes occur based on democratic
decision-making (Rauws & De Roo, 2016b: p. 1056). Changing the rules of the game while
individuals are already engaged in the development process can be frustrating and cause a
loss of confidence in the process (Rauws & De Roo, 2016b: p. 1068). Thus, to avoid such
problems and consequent conflicts, the authors suggest that all the actors involved in the

process collaborate on the potential changes to be made (Rauws & De Roo, 2016b: p. 1069).

2.3.2 Organic Development of Oosterwold

Based on the concept of self-organisation, the organic development strategy applied
in Oosterwold has introduced a new division of roles and tasks compared to the most
traditional planning approaches. In traditional planning, the government manages urban
development, and inhabitants benefit from its services (Nuissl & Heinrichs, 2011: p. 48). In
contrast, in Oosterwold, future inhabitants are responsible for the area’s development
(RRAAM et al., 2012: p. 3). They realise what they want without any government-oriented
plan (Cozzolino et al., 2017: p. 50). They only have to refer to general rules that the
government sets to regulate the relationships between public and private interests and

facilitate organic development (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p.43). In
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the meantime, once it has delegated its planning tasks to the future inhabitants, the
government remains at a distance from the development process; it only supports
inhabitants in realising their initiatives through the key figure of the area director
(Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 43). The following sections discuss how

the interactions among different actors in Oosterwold can be analysed.

2.4 Analysing a governance process

To analyse the governance process underlying the organic development of
Oosterwold, this research refers to the variants for a governance-oriented analysis of
planning processes by Nuissl and Heinrichs (2011: p. 52) and the integrative framework for
collaborative governance by Emerson et al. (2011). The former helps identify the key
elements for a governance-oriented analysis of urban processes. The latter allows a
comprehensive understanding of the governance process by focusing on interactions

among the involved actors.

2.4.1 Variants for a governance-oriented analysis of planning

Based on previous studies on the governance-oriented analysis of planning practice,
Nuissl and Heinrichs (2011: p. 53) define four essential categories (or variants) that can be
used to explore the governance processes underlying planning processes: actors,
relationships, institutional framework, and the decision-making process (Nuissl & Heinrichs,
2011: p. 53). Specifically, actors refer to individuals and organisations involved in the
planning process and their roles, interests, and resources regarding knowledge, social
abilities, and financial capabilities (Nuissl & Heinrichs, 2011: p. 53). Relationships define the
interactions between actors, such as the political dynamics in which shared purposes are
defined, administrative interactions, contract agreements, and other networks that affect
the decision-making process (Nuissl & Heinrichs, 2011: p. 54). The institutional framework
refers to the formal and informal institutions in which actors operate (Nuissl & Heinrichs,
2011: p. 54). In particular, formal institutions denote “government rules enforced by the
legal system, such as laws, constitutions, ordinances, and local land-use plans” (Buitelaar
etal., 2011: p. 930). Informal institutions refer to conventions, codes of behaviours, values,
and traditions that are part of a community's heritage and form the culture of a community,
such as the planning culture within spatial planning (Buitelaar et al., 2011: p. 930). Finally,
the decision-making process refers to the interactions among different actors to balance
their interests and define common purposes (Nuissl & Heinrichs, 2011: p. 54).

However, since such elements are descriptive, they do not comprehensively allow an
understanding of interactions among different actors. For example, the relationships

variant refers to the political dynamics, administrative interactions, contract agreements,
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and networks characterising collaboration. In addition, the decision-making process variant
generically refers to the interaction among different actors. However, these variants do not
focus on how the involved actors share their interests and define common goals. Neither
of the variants considers aspects such as the trust among the actors involved in the
collaboration, their confidence in and their commitment to the process that also impact
decision making. Thus, once the variables for a governance-oriented analysis of planning
processes have been identified as key elements of the collaboration, this study refers to
the integrative framework for collaborative governance by Emerson et al. (2011),
presented in the next section, to understand the functioning of the governance process of

Oosterwold comprehensively.

2.4.2 Integrative Framework for Collaborative Governance by Emerson and Nabatchi

Among different analytical frameworks used to analyse the interactions among actors
involved in a governance process, this study refers to the integrative framework for
collaborative governance by Emerson et al. (2011), because it is the only analytical
framework that allows a comprehensive investigation into collaborative governance
processes. As Ansel and Gash state (2008: p. 544), analytical frameworks on collaborative
governance have focused on process outputs for a long time. Ansel and Gash (2008, p. 544)
were the first to attempt to conceptualise collaborative processes by focusing on how
involved actors interact to deliver public services. Nevertheless, Ansel & Gash (2008: p. 562)
recognise several gaps in their analytical framework. Such gaps are filled by Emerson et al.’s
(2011) analytical framework of ICG, expanded by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015a), which |
present in the following paragraphs.

The analytical framework of ICG by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015a: p. 26) describes
the collaborative governance process as three nested dimensions represented through

ellipses and circles depicted in Figure 3.
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The outer ellipse represents the system context in which a collaborative governance
regime (hereafter CGR) can emerge (Emerson et al., 2011: p. 5). Once a CGR arises, it
evolves based on collaboration among actors, represented by the collaboration dynamics
dimension (Emerson et al.,, 2011: p. 6). The collaboration dynamics consist of three
components: principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint action.
These components work together by influencing, reinforcing, and supporting each other
throughout the process by following a nonlinear flow (Emerson et al., 2011: p. 6). Such
collaboration dynamics produce the actions that participants in a CGR take to achieve a
common purpose (Emerson et al., 2011: p. 6). In turn, such collaboration actions generate
outcomes, such as whether or not common goals are reached (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a:
p. 29). Finally, the outcomes impact the system context and the CGR (Emerson & Nabatchi,
2015a: p. 29).
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System context

Collaboration among different actors to address a common issue can emerge and
evolve in a context characterised by specific political, economic, social-cultural, and
environmental conditions (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 39). Emerson and Nabatchi
(2015a: p. 41) identify six main conditions that characterise the system context, as
presented in Table 1. Such conditions can enable or constrain the emergence of a CGR.
Once collaboration has begun, these conditions affect the dynamics and performance of

the CGR over time.
Table 1 - System Context (author’s elaboration on Emerson and Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 40-43)

Component Description
Policy and legal | Policy and legal frameworks that can enable and constrain the
frameworks public decision-making process, private actions, and the work of

the CGR (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 41)

Public service or Concerns about the state of public resources or the shortage of

resource conditions

public services can trigger collaboration among different actors
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: p. 40)

Socioeconomic and
cultural
characteristics

Socioeconomic and cultural conditions of people interested in
issues such as the shortage of public services and exploitation of
public resources can influence the emergence and development of
a CGR (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 42)

Network
characteristics

The existence of networks, such as the interdependence between
different organisations and groups facing the same issues, can help
or hinder a CGR (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: p. 42)

Political dynamics
and power relations

Political dynamics and power relations can influence the formation,
development, and performance of a CGR regime (Emerson &
Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 43)

History of conflicts

Conflicts among those participating in the CGR can influence the

process through a lack of trust and make building working
relationships challenging (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 43)

Such conditions recall and develop the key elements identified by Nuissl and
Heinrichs (2011: p. 53) for a governance-oriented analysis of planning processes. For
example, the policy and legal frameworks condition (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: p. 40),
which enables and constrains the actions of public and private actors, is comparable to
Nuissl and Heinrichs’s (2011: p. 53) institutional framework variant. The concerns about
public services and resource conditions, network characteristics, political dynamics and
power relations, and history of conflicts conditions in Emerson and Nabatchi’s (2015a: p.

41) analytical framework of ICG expand Nuissl and Heinrichs’ (2011: p. 53) relationships
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variant. Nuissl and Heinrichs’ (2011: p. 53) actors variant is not mentioned in Emerson and
Nabatchi’s analytical framework of ICG. However, this research considers this concept to
answer sub-question 2. Furthermore, Nuissl and Heinrichs’ (2011: p. 54) decision-making
processes element is developed in its different aspects in the collaborative governance
regime (CGR) of the analytical framework of ICG by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015)

presented in the following sections.

Drivers

Despite the conditions of Table 1, collaboration only arises when specific factors emerge
in the system context (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 43). These specific factors are called
drivers (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 43). The authors identify four drivers that can propel a
collaborative governance regime: uncertainty, interdependence, consequential incentives, and
leadership, synthesised in Table 2. These four drivers work together in varying degrees and

combinations to trigger a CGR (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: p. 48).
Table 2 - Drivers (author’s elaboration on Emerson and Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 44-47)

Component Description

Uncertainty Situations involving doubt and a shortage of information and
resources make facing an issue challenging. Different actors and
groups can collaborate to overcome these uncertainties by sharing
information, risks, and resources (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p.
44)

Interdependence Situations in which individuals and organisations must collaborate
with other individuals and organisations to overcome an issue
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 45)

Consequential Internal factors, such as problems, interests, opportunities, and
incentives external factors, such as threats and situational and institutional
crises, can induce individuals and organisations to work together
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 46)

Leadership Individuals or organisations that can push other actors to initiate a
cross-boundary collaboration to solve a problem (Emerson &
Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 47)
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Collaborative Governance Regime
Collaboration Dynamics

Once a CGR is initiated, the core of the process consists of progressive, cyclical, and
iterative interactions between participants, namely collaboration dynamics. As previously
discussed, these dynamics are conceptualised in the analytical framework by the three
components: principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint actions
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 58). These components describe how the involved actors
interact in a collaborative decision-making process. Each of them is defined in the following

sections.

Principled Engagement

Principled engagement “captures the behavioural interactions among participants”
in a CGR (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 191). This component refers to how participants
in a CGR share their concerns and interests regarding specific issues, define and deliberate
common purposes, and establish how to work together to reach them. More precisely, this
component is characterised by four elements: discovery, definition, deliberation, and

determination. They are briefly described in Table 3.

Table 3 - Principled engagement (author’s elaboration on Emerson and Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 61-63, 192)

Element Description

Discovery Sharing interests and concerns and identifying and analysing
relevant information (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 61, 192)

Definition Efforts to build shared meaning: discussing and defining common
criteria to evaluate information and different scenarios (Emerson &
Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 61, 192)

Deliberation Identifying common purposes (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 62,
192)
Determination Decisions made by participants to reach the deliberated common

purposes (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 62, 192)

Shared Motivation

Shared motivation refers to interpersonal relationships among participants (Emerson &
Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 192). This component defines how the participants in a CGR begin to know
each other and understand their differences by working together once they have defined
common goals and decided to work together. Thus, the more their interests are satisfied by
working together, the more their trust in other participants and collaboration increases, and
the more they are motivated to work together (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 65). Thus,

shared motivation allows participants in a CGR to go beyond the “boundaries that previously
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separated them and commit to a shared path” (Emerson et al., 2011: p. 14). Therefore,
principled engagement fosters shared motivation between participants in a CGR, and, in turn,
shared motivation prompts principled engagement (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 65).
Shared motivation is characterised by four elements: mutual trust, mutual understanding,

internal legitimacy, and commitment, briefly described in Table 4.
Table 4 - Shared Motivation (author’s elaboration on Emerson and Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 64-68, 194)

Elements Description

Mutual trust Trust in the reliability, truthfulness, and abilities of other
participants in the CGR (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 69, 194)

Mutual Participants’ ability to consider, understand, and respect others’
understanding positions (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 66, 194)

Internal legitimacy | Confidence in the reliability and credibility of CGRs and involved
parties in facing common purposes (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a:

pp. 67, 194)
Shared Participants’ dedication to the CGR and its collective purpose and
commitment goals (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 67, 194)

Capacity for joint actions

Capacity for joint action refers to the “functional assets available to the CGR” (Emerson
& Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 195). Besides different participants’ engagement in the CGR (principled
engagement) and their motivation to work together (shared motivation), achieving desired
outcomes is also assured by conditions and elements allowing participants in a CGR to take
effective action (Emerson et al.,, 2011: p. 14). Emerson et al. (2011: p. 14) identify these
elements as procedural and institutional arrangements, leadership, generated knowledge, and

resources. These elements are briefly described in Table 5.

Table 5 - Capacity for joint action (author’s elaboration on Emerson and Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 68-73, 195)

Elements Definition

Procedural and | Procedures and operating protocols within the CGR (Emerson &
institutional Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 69, 195)

arrangements

Leadership The leading roles of participants in a CGR essential in critical

moments such as deliberations or conflicts (Emerson & Nabatchi,
2015a: pp. 69, 195)

Knowledge Sharing and generating information within the CGR (Emerson &
Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 70, 195)

Resources Human, technological, financial, and other resources shared in the
CGR to achieve common purposes (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: pp.
61, 195)
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Collaborative Actions

Within a CGR, collaboration dynamics produce actions, as depicted in Figure 3. These
collaborative actions are intentional efforts undertaken by participants in a CGR to reach
the collective goals set at the beginning of the CGR (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 82).
Thus, these actions are not “ends in and of themselves” (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p.
82) but initiate the change to reach common purposes and target goals (Emerson &
Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 82). Moreover, collaborative actions vary in forms and functions,
depending on the context and goals (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 82). For example,
participants in a CGR can take action in a project by defining new laws or improving policies
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 83).

Outcomes and Adaptations

Collaborative actions produce outcomes that, in turn, can generate adaptations in
the system context and within the CGR itself (Emerson and Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 29).
Emerson and Nabatchi (2015a: p. 29) define outcomes as whether or not participants in a
CGR reach their goals. For example, improving policies (actions) can enhance public goods
and services in a neighbourhood (outcomes). In turn, such outcomes produce changes in
the system context and the CGR to adapt to the new conditions. For example, the
improvement of public goods and services in a neighbourhood (outcomes) can increase
local liveability and, as a consequence, reduce people’s concerns (adaptation in the system

context).

2.4.3 Performance of Collaborative Governance

Emerson and Nabatchi (2015a: p. 185) refer to the concepts of process performance
and productivity performance to assess the performance of Collaborative Governance
among different actors in a decision-making process. Process performance refers to the
performance of collaborative dynamics influenced by the system context, prompted by the
drivers, and shaped by the circular interactions of three components of principled
engagement, shared motivation and capacity for joint action (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a:
p. 185), illustrated in Section 2.4.2. Productivity performance refers to the results of the
collaborative decision-making process, such as actions, outcomes, and adaptations
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 185). The authors evaluate such CGR’s results by defining
the CGR's productivity matrix, which assesses each CGR’s output (actions, outcomes, and
adaptations), referring to the different units of analysis (participants, CGR, and target
goals). Thus, the matrix defines nine dimensions of a CGR’s performance productivity,

illustrated in Figure 4:
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Unit of Analysis

Participant Collaborative
Performance Level Organization Governance Regime Target Goals

Level one: actions/outputs  Efficiency Efficacy Equity
(intermediate and end

outputs)

Level two: outcomes Effectiveness External Legitimacy  Effectiveness

(intermediate or end

OULCOIMES)

Level three: adaptation Equilibrium Viability Sustainability

(FESponses (o oOuldomes)

Figure 4 - Dimensions of Collaborative Governance Productivity (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015b: p. 199)

This research refers to level one of the matrix because, based on the literature and
the first interviews, | believed that a collaborative process was in the initial state when |
started the study. Level one of the matrix considers the performance productivity of the
CGR’s actions, referring to participants, the CGR, and the target goals, as described below:
e [fficiency describes how the collaboration has benefitted participants in the CGR
regarding any internal cost reductions or net gains (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015b:
p.727).

e fEfficacy refers to the extent to which the undertaken actions have accomplished
the CGR’s purposes (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015b: p. 729).

e Fquity describes the equitability of the distribution of costs and risks associated
with collaboration among participants in the CGR (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015b: p.
731).

2.5 Conceptual Framework and Operationalisation

This section presents the conceptual framework defined to execute this research. As
van Thiel (2014: p. 26) states, a conceptual framework is a simplified model of the
phenomenon to be analysed. In this model, theoretical concepts of central interest to the
research are chosen from existing theories and assumed to have a causal relationship to
explain the phenomenon object of study (Van Thiel, 2014: p. 29).

Based on the discussion and comparison of the diverse theoretical frameworks and
concepts previously outlined, this study considers Emerson et al.’s (2011) analytical
framework of ICG, expanded by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015a), as the most promising
framework for exploring the phenomenon under investigation. The diverse theoretical
concepts and frameworks analysed in the previous sections allow focusing on different
aspects of the process object of study, such as governance, institutional frameworks,

relationships among involved actors and the decision-making process. However, Emerson
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et al.’s (2011) analytical framework of ICG includes all these theoretical concepts and
details them to consider the diverse aspects of a collaborative governance process. For
example, Emerson et al.’s (2011: p. 6) analytical framework conceptualises the decision-
making process category of Nuissl and Heinrichs (2011: p. 53) through the nested
dimension of the collaborative governance regime. Inside this dimension, collaboration
dynamics produce collaboration outputs. In addition, collaboration dynamics are
distinguished into three components which refer to different aspects of a collaborative
process. Collaborative outputs are distinguished in actions, outcomes and adaptation as
described in Section 2.4.2. Moreover, the causal relationships among the concepts provide
the most comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon under study. Furthermore,
concepts such as system context, collaboration dynamics, and process performance from
Emerson et al.’s (2011: p.6) analytical framework of ICG help answer the sub-questions
explored in this study.

The conceptual framework is designed to answer the research problem restated in
the following sub-questions:

1. What is the system context of the organic development of Oosterwold, as
defined by Emerson et al.’s (2011) integrative framework for collaborative
governance, and how has it influenced the governance process underlying the
area’s urban development so far?

2. Who are the actors involved in the governance process?

What kinds of collaboration dynamics have emerged among the involved
actors based on Emerson et al.’s (2011) analytical framework of ICG?

What are the results of the governance process so far?

How can the process performance of the collaborative governance underlying

the organic development of Oosterwold be improved?

Based on the research sub-questions, the study’s conceptual framework is presented
in Figure 5. In detail, the top box of Figure 5 depicts the concepts used to analyse the system
context in which a governance process can emerge. Sub-question 1is answered by referring
to the following concepts from Emerson and Nabatchi’s (2015a: p. 26) analytical framework
of ICG: policy and legal frameworks that enable and constrain private and public actors’
actions, public services and resources concerns, socioeconomic and cultural characteristics
of initiators, networks, political dynamics, history of conflicts, and drivers. The actors
variable from the variants for a governance-oriented analysis of planning processes by
Nuissl and Hendricks (2011) is also considered to answer sub-question 2 since this concept

is not specified in Emerson and Nabatchi’s (2015a) analytical framework of ICG.
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Besides providing insight into the system context, such concepts define the
conditions that can facilitate and trigger collaboration in a governance process. Thus, they
are linked via causal relationships to the collaboration dynamics as conceptualised by the
three components of principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint
action (in the middle box of Figure 5). Such components help explain the different aspects
of collaboration. Specifically, in the case study, the analysis of each component also
considers the relative elements depicted in Tables 3, 4, and 5. Referring to such concepts
addresses sub-question 3.

Next, | refer to the concepts of collaboration actions, outcomes, and adaptations
from Emerson and Nabatchi’s (2015a) analytical framework of ICG to explore the outputs
of the collaboration dynamics. As depicted in the lower box in Figure 5, such concepts are
linked to collaboration dynamics and each other through causal relationships. Specifically,
as a result of collaboration, actions are the efforts undertaken by the participants to
achieve their common purposes. These actions generate outcomes, such as whether or not
collective goals have been reached. Subsequently, such outcomes impact the collaboration
governance regime, defined by collaborative dynamics and collaborative actions, and the
system context producing the “adaptation” of such systems. These concepts are used to
answer sub-question 4.

Finally, sub-question 5 is answered based on the functioning of collaboration
dynamics, collaboration outputs, and the perceived productivity of collaborative actions,
defined through the concepts of efficacy, efficiency, and equity from the CGR productivity
matrix by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015b: p 199).
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Figure 5 —Conceptual framework (author’s elaboration) based on the analytical framework of ICG by Emerson
and Nabatchi (2015: p. 26)

After identifying the key concepts valuable for executing this research, |

operationalised them. In other words, | translated each key concept into entities that can
be observed in the real world (Van Thiel, 2014: p.43). Table Al in Appendix A gives the real

entities used to investigate each concept. The following chapter describes the methodology

| used to collect and analyse the data related to these entities.
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Chapter 3 — Methodology

This chapter discusses the methodology used to execute the research. First, the
chosen philosophical paradigm is presented. Next, the research strategy and data
collection and analysis are explained. Moreover, the steps taken to ensure the study’s
reliability and validity for sound scientific research are described. Finally, the ethical aspects

of the study are examined.

3.1 Research Philosophy

The choice of the philosophical paradigm was central to executing this research. As
the research focused on the governance process underlying the organic development of
Oosterwold, the interactions among the actors involved in the development process are of
interest. However, being such interactions based on the observation and experience of
human agents and their perception of the real world, there is no unique way to conduct
this kind of research (Moses & Knutsen, 2012: pp. 1, 9). Guba and Lincoln (1994: p. 108)
identify four theoretical perspectives to study social phenomena. Such perspectives differ
regarding the aspects defined as ontology, epistemology, and methodology (Guba &
Lincoln, 1994: p. 108). Ontology indicates the inquirer’s approach to the research object.
Epistemology refers to the interaction between the inquirer and the object of study. The
methodology defines the methods used to investigate what can be known about the
research object (Guba & Lincoln, 1994: p. 108). The four theoretical perspectives are

positivism, postpositivism, critical theory, and constructivism (depicted in Figure 6).

Item Positivism Posipositivism Critical Theory et al Constructivism
Ontology naive rcalism— critical realism— historical realism— relativism—Ilocal and
“real” reality but “real” reality but only  virtual reality shaped  specific constructed
apprehendable imperfectly and by social, political, realities
probabilistically cultural, economic,
apprehendable ethnic, and gender
values; crystallized
over time
Epistemology  dualist/objectivist; modificd dualist/ transactional/ transactional/
findings true objectivist; critical subjectivist; value- subjectivist; created
tradition/community;  mediated findings findings
findings probably
troe
Methodology experimental/ modified expern- dialogic/dinlectical hermeneutical/dialectical
manipulative; mental/manipulative;
verification of critical multiplism;
hypotheses: chiefly  falsification of
quantitative hypotheses; may
methods include qualitative
methods

Figure 6 - Fundamental scientific paradigms in Qualitative Research (Guba & Lincoln, 1994: p. 109)
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These theoretical perspectives vary along a continuum from positivism at one
extreme to constructivism at the other. The positivist perspective assumes that an external
reality exists (ontology), driven by immutable natural laws and mechanisms, such as causal-
effect law. The researcher examines reality in an objective way (epistemology) and uses
traditional natural science methods (experiments, statistics, etc.) to gain knowledge about
it (methodology; Guba & Lincoln, 1994: p. 110). Conversely, constructivism assumes that
many realities exist as mental constructions of individuals and groups, depending on their
social experiences (Guba & Lincoln, 1994: p. 110). Thus, many realities exist as individuals
and groups act in a particular social context instead of a unique reality. However, this does
not mean that one reality is more or less true than others. All reality constructions are true
(Guba & Lincoln, 1994: p. 111). From this theoretical perspective and an epistemological
point of view, “the investigator and the object of investigation are assumed to be
interactively linked so that the ‘findings’ are literally created as the investigation proceeds”
(Guba & Lincoln, 1994: p. 111). Finally, methodologically, what can be known results from
the interactions between the researcher and the respondents participating in the research
(Guba & Lincoln, 1994: p. 111).

Considering the above discussion, | conducted this research using a constructivist
perspective. To understand the interactions between different actors involved in the
governance process, | focused on the actors' experiences, perceptions, and opinions.
Hence, ontologically, | assumed that reality exists as individuals’ mental constructions and
depends on individuals’ social experiences. Epistemologically, to know what can be learnt
about the phenomenon under study, | interacted with the actors involved in the
development process. Thus, findings emerged as the investigation proceeded (Guba &
Lincoln, 1994: p. 111). Therefore, the chosen methodology was based on dialectical
interchanges, such as semi-structured interviews, between me, as a researcher, and the
involved actors. Moreover, due to “the ontological diversity and complexity” (Moses &
Knutsen, 2012: p. 10), | also used other sources for my research, as detailed in section 3.3.1.
Following this definition of the philosophical paradigm, such as the theoretical perspective

to execute the inquiry, the next section discusses the research strategy.

3.2 Research Strategy

Based on the research’s aim, | chose a single case study as the research strategy for
two key reasons. First, the organic development of Oosterwold is unique because it is an
experiment in urban planning. Second, focusing on a single case study should have allowed

IH

me to study the phenomenon under investigation “in very great detail” and, thus, have a

“richly detailed and extensive description” of the process (Van Thiel, 2014: p. 86) to answer
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the formulated research questions better. The following section describes how data

regarding the phenomenon object of study has been collected and analysed.

3.3 Data Collection and Analysis
3.3.1 Data collection

| collected data using the content analysis of existing documents and semi-structured
interviews. Analysing existing documents enabled me to gather valuable information about
the process, although they had not been produced specifically for this research (Van Thiel,
2014: p. 102). Such documentation comprises policy documents concerning the organic
development of Oosterwold, newsletters (from 2016 to 2021) and annual reports from the
official Maakoosterwold website, pages from the Platform Oosterwold website, and other
relevant materials obtained from the internet. The policy documents included Land goed
voor initiatieven (RRAAM et al., 2012) and Intergemeentelijke structuurvisie (Gemeente
Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde), which define the strategy and vision for the organic
development of Oosterwold. Maakoosterwold is the website of the Gebiedsorganisatie
(Area Organisation) of Oosterwold, which works on the area’s implementation (Gemeente
Almere et al., 2018: art.2). This website is intended as a valuable resource for developing
the area and sharing knowledge about the development process (RRAAM et al., 2012: p.
194). Platform Oosterwold is the website of Platform Oosterwold, a group of Oosterwold
inhabitants, which was launched with the support of representatives of the Almere
municipality and the area organisation to facilitate interaction among all actors involved in
the process (Platformoosterwold, n.d.-d). In addition, on the Internet, | consulted academic
articles regarding previous research on Oosterwold and video reports by Omroep Flevoland
on issues that emerged during the implementation process.

Semi-structured interviews enabled me to collect data relevant to my research from
the actors involved in the process object of study. First, based on the content analysis, |
identified actors with a significant role in the governance process of Oosterwold and invited
them to participate in the study. However, only some of them accepted the invitation.
Therefore, other participants were contacted through the initial interviewees using the so-
called “snowball sampling” method (Van Thiel, 2014: p. 46). Second, | conducted interviews
following an “interview guide” (Van Thiel, 2014: p. 94) formulated based on the conceptual
framework defined in the theoretical section. The interview guide allowed me to focus on
topics of interest for my research (Galletta & Cross, 2013: p. 24). Simultaneously, the guide
allowed respondents to express their points of view without too many restrictions (Cohen
& Crabtree, 2007: p. 353).

Nine interviews were arranged in two separate steps between September 2020 and

December 2021. At the beginning of the research, | conducted five interviews with a project
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manager in the area organisation, a policy adviser at the Zuiderzeeland water board, one
of the first inhabitants of Oosterwold, who is also a member of the core group of Platform
Oosterwold, and two consultants who evaluated the development process between the
summer of 2019 and the summer of 2020 on behalf of the municipality of Almere. At the
end of the research, | conducted four additional semi-structured interviews to validate the
results from previous interviews with respondents and formulate the research conclusions.
Three of these additional interviewees are experts who have conducted or were conducting
research on Oosterwold. These experts were identified from the literature on the organic
development of Oosterwold. | also had an additional interview with one of the first
inhabitants of Oosterwold, who is also one of the promoters of the working group on urban
agriculture.

The Appendices provide further information about the semi-structured interviews.
Appendix B provides data concerning the civil servants, inhabitants, consultants, and
experts | met and the meeting dates. Appendix C presents the guide used to interview civil
servants, consultants, and inhabitants. Appendix D gives the guide used to interview the
experts. Depending on the respondents' answers, some questions partially changed or
were omitted during the interviews. The following section describes how collected data

were analysed.

3.3.2 Data analysis

Data analysis was articulated in several steps and executed using the qualitative data
analysis software ATLAS.ti. First, | transcribed the interviews and checked the transcriptions
with the interviewees to correct potential misunderstandings. | also selected existing
materials relevant to my research, such as policy documents, other official documents, and
newsletters from the Maak Oosterwold website and pages from the Platform Oosterwold
website. Second, | coded these materials to analyse them in the subsequent step. The codes
| used had previously been defined based on the research’s key concepts, their
operationalisation, and research questions (Van Thiel, 2014: p. 143). | also introduced new
codes by dividing the initial codes to observe particular patterns regarding specific themes
better, as explained in Appendix E.a. The codes | used are in Table E2 of Appendix E.b. Third,
focusing on the codes and related quotes, | examined recurring points of view, agreements
and disagreements on specific topics, and individual responses crucial for answering the
research sub-questions (Van Thiel, 2014: p. 148). Fourth, | compared the results of the
experts’ interviews with the results of the interviews with the civil servants, inhabitants,

and consultants.
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3.4 Reliability and validity

For sound scientific research, | also considered the research’s reliability and validity
(van Thiel, 2014: p. 91). Reliability considers the accuracy with which the variables
describing the phenomenon under investigation are observed and measured and whether
the researcher or other researchers can repeat the study and obtain the same results
(consistency). Research validity comprises internal and external validity. Internal validity
concerns the researcher's ability to define appropriate relationships between variables
chosen to describe the phenomenon under study. External validity relates to the research's
capacity to be generalised. However, as Van Thiel (2014: p. 48) observes, the research’s
reliability and validity depend on the chosen research strategy, data collection, and
analysis.

This research’s reliability and internal validity are high, while external validity is low.
Specifically, since the research is based on a single case study, the reliability and internal
validity are high due to the in-depth description of the phenomenon of interest and the
triangulation of data collected from different sources. Conversely, the external validity,
such as the generalisability of the research findings, is low because the study refers to an
experiment in spatial planning.

Nevertheless, low external validity is not a limitation of this research. As Stake (1995:
p. 3) argues, “We are interested in [the phenomenon we are studying] not because by
studying it we learn about other cases or about other general problems, but because we
need to learn about that particular case. We have an intrinsic interest in the case”. Thus, in
this research, “ ... we do not study a case primarily to understand other cases. Our first
obligation is to understand this one case” (Stake, 1995: p. 4). However, as Schoch (2020: p.
246) observes, the study results can provide insights into further studies on the same topic.

When conducting this research, | also aimed to ensure the reliability and validity of
the data collection and analysis. As van Thiel (2014: p.150) states, many consider the
reliability and validity of qualitative research too subjective due to the data sources
(interviews) and high researcher discretion when assigning codes during data analysis and
interpreting the findings. Therefore, to ensure the research’s reliability and validity, |
referred to the interviews guides, as mentioned in section 3.3.1, to lead interviewees in
their reasoning. | also used codes (Appendix E) derived from the theoretical framework to
analyse data. In addition, as van Thiel (2014: p. 150) recommends, the data collected from
the semi-structured interviews were triangulated with information from existing materials

to verify them.
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3.5 Ethical considerations

| also considered the ethical aspects of social research during the study. Bryman
(2012: p. 133) states that ethical considerations concern the relationship between
researchers and research participants. | aimed to ensure ethical considerations by referring
to the five ethical rules for social research defined by Van Thiel (2014: p. 154), discussed in
the following paragraph.

First, | endeavoured to consider the consequences of the study for the interviewees
when using quotes from their interviews to avoid any problems for the respondents.
Second, when | contacted potential participants via email, | identified myself as a
researcher and ensured that the interview candidates were correctly informed about the
research aim so that they could decide whether to participate in the study. Third, | did not
compel potential candidates to participate in the research and tried to put participants at
ease. Thus, before the interview, | distributed the question list to the participants so that
they could prepare themselves for their interview. At the beginning of the interview, |
informed participants that they were not obliged to answer questions if they felt
uncomfortable and that they could ask for clarification if needed. Fourth, | informed the
respondents about the treatment of the information they gave and ensured their answers’
anonymity and confidentiality. Fifth, | asked participants for permission to record and use
the interviews for my research. Finally, | sent the interview transcripts to the respondents
so that they could check and respond to potential misunderstandings and clarify concepts

if necessary.
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Chapter 4 - Case Study: Organic Development in Almere-Oosterwold

This chapter introduces the case study of the organic development of Oosterwold.
First, a concise description of the emergence of the discourse on organic development in
the planning policies for the municipality of Almere is given. Next, the legal framework and
key actors in the process defined in official documents are briefly focused on. The current
state of the development process is also discussed. These elements introduce the system
context in which the governance process of the organic development of Oosterwold has

emerged, which is systematically presented and discussed in the following chapters.

4.1 Organic Development of Oosterwold in the Urban Planning of Almere

This section introduces the case study, describing the site’s geographical location and the
urban policies concerning the municipality of Almere.

Oosterwold is a large area in the east of the city of Almere, on the boundaries
between the Almere and Zeewolde municipalities, in the north wing of Randstad (Figure 7).

It is located on reclaimed land in the Southern Flevopolder (Figure 8).
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Figure 7 - Randstad and the Green Heart (Needham, 2014: p. 99) Figure 8 - The Dutch city of Almere with
the new district of Oosterwold (J.E.
Jansma & Wertheim-Heck, 2020: p. 3)
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The area’s development began in the 1970s using a different planning approach than
the rest of the Netherlands, from which the organic development of Oosterwold derived.
Considering the vast agricultural area in Almere, planners rejected high urbanisation
models and attempted to combine urban functions with rural spaces (J.E. Jansma &
Wertheim-Heck, 2020: p. 5). Thus, the city was developed using a “poly-nuclear layout”
(J.E. Jansma & Wertheim-Heck, 2020: p. 5). Consequently, the relationship between urban
and rural areas has always been a distinctive aspect of Almere’s development strategy
(Gemeente Almere, 2008: p. 10).

In such an environment, favourable political dynamics have gradually supported a
new approach to planning based on end-user initiatives. In 2006, the national government
identified Almere as the core area to satisfy the massive demand for new houses in the
Randstad and signed an agreement with the municipality of AlImere and the province of
Flevoland to realise 60,000 dwellings and 100,000 new jobs by 2030 (Gemeente Almere &
Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 10). In this context, the Alderman Adri Duivesteijn promoted
the Ik bouw mijn huis in Almere initiative (RRAAM et al., 2012: p. 2). Private citizens were
allowed to build their own houses for the first time, while traditionally, municipalities and
developers built dwellings for future inhabitants (RRAAM et al., 2012: p. 18). Based on this
successful experience, in 2009, the decision was made to develop Oosterwold organically
in the structural vision of Almere 2.0. Subsequently, in 2012, the municipalities of Almere
and Zeewolde, the Central Governmental Real Estate Agency (RVOB), province of
Flevoland, and the Zuiderzeeland water board (RRAAM et al., 2012: p. 11) defined the Land
goed voor initiatieven policy document, which defines the strategy for the organic
development of Oosterwold (RRAAM et al., 2012: p. 11). Finally, in 2013, the municipalities
of Almere and Zeewolde approved the Intergemeentelijke structuurvisie policy document,
which details the formal framework for the organic development of Oosterwold (Gemeente
Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 11). The following sections illustrate the main

aspects of the development strategy for Oosterwold.

4.2 Ambitions, principles, and key figures in the development process

This section presents the ambitions, principles, and key figures of the organic
development of Oosterwold, illustrated in the official documents Land goed voor
initiatieven (RRAAM et al., 2012) and Intergemeentelijke structuurvisie (Gemeente Almere
& Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013).

4.2.1 Ambitions and principles
The urban development of Oosterwold is based on the following six ambitions (Gemeente

Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 7):
38



“Oosterwold offers maximum freedom for initiatives”.
“Oosterwold is developed organically”.

“Oosterwold is a continuous landscape”.

“Oosterwold has urban agriculture as a green carrier”.

“Oosterwold is sustainable and self-sufficient”.

S A T o

“Oosterwold is financially stable”.

Ten principles are derived from these ambitions. They regulate the relationships
between public and private interests to facilitate the area’s organic development
(Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 43):

1. “People make Oosterwold”.

2. “People can choose the plots they want according to their preferred

dimension, shape, place, and shape”.

3. “The whole area is a generic plot with a fixed number of square metres for

buildings, public green, pavement, and urban agriculture”.

4. “Inside the area, it is possible to choose among three kinds of plots to realise
initiatives, which are also characterised by a maximum number of square
metres for buildings, public green, pavement, and urban agriculture”.
“Freedom and regulation for buildings”.

“Initiators build infrastructures”.
“Oosterwold is green”.

“Each plot is sustainable and self-sufficient”.

L X N o U

“Each plot is financially self-sufficient”.
10. “Public investments follow the development plan of the initiators”.

These ambitions and principles set the conditions under which the future inhabitants
act (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 43). These rules are as generic as
possible to apply to the entire area (Cozzolino et al., 2017: p. 50), allowing infinite and
unpredictable spatial configurations to emerge (Rauws & De Roo, 2016b: p. 1055),

according to the concept of self-organisation.

4.2.2 Key figures in the development process

The Land goed voor initiatieven (RRAAM et al., 2012) and Intergemeentelijke
structuurvisie policy documents (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013) state
that future inhabitants (hereafter initiators) are the main actors in the development of
Oosterwold. Specifically, initiators develop the area. They can realise the functions they
want (houses, offices, factories, and farms) where they prefer and use the materials they
wish (Ambitions 1 and 2; Principles 1 and 2; Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde,

2013: pp. 20, 44). To achieve these aims, they must use 50% of their plot for urban
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agriculture so that Oosterwold remains a continuous green landscape (Ambitions 3 and 4;
Principles 3,4, 5, and 7; Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: pp. 21, 44). Future
dwellings must also be sustainable and self-sufficient when realising these initiatives
(ambition 5; Principles 6 and 8; Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: pp. 21,
50, 52). Thus, initiators must produce energy using solar panels or wind turbines, collect
refuse, and purify wastewater before it is discharged into surface waters. The initiators
must also realise roads, public green areas, and services traditionally provided by the
government (Principles 1, 6, and 8; Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: pp.
44, 50, 52).

While the future inhabitants develop the area, the local government remains distant
from the development process. In Oosterwold, the local government does not define a
master plan (Cozzolino et al., 2017: p. 49), such as a predefined socio-spatial configuration
that will be reached in a specific time, as in traditional planning approaches (Rauws & De
Roo, 2016b: p. 1054). The government merely sets general rules under which the initiators
act. Once it has delegated its traditional planning responsibilities to the future inhabitants,
the local government supports initiators in developing their initiatives through the
Gebiedsregisseur (area director) (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 60;
Gemeente Almere, 2015, Article 1.37).

The area director is a key figure in the development of Oosterwold. On behalf of the
local government, he aids initiators in developing their initiatives by giving them the
information they need (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 60). He also
evaluates development plans, verifies that the plans comply with the rules (Van Straalen et
al., 2017: p. 509), and helps initiators obtain the necessary building permits (Gemeente
Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 60). The area director signs the Anterieure
Overeenkomst (anterior agreement), under which initiators commit to carrying out their
initiatives according to the submitted and approved development plan at their expense
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, n.d.-a: article 1). The area director also guides
Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold (Oosterwold Area Organisation; Gemeente Almere et al.,
2021: article 1).

The area organisation (Gebiedsorganisatie) has a significant role in the development of
Oosterwold. It is not mentioned in the policy documents Land goed voor initiatieven and
Intergemeentelijke structuurvisie, but it is defined in several agreements among different
parties involved in the organic development of Oosterwold. The cooperation agreement
for public land transfer in Oosterwold (Gemeente Almere et al., 2021: article 2) defines the
area organisation as “an operating unit of parties which is led by the area director and
which is responsible for facilitating and realising the organic development of Oosterwold”.

The area organisation and the representatives of the other planning authorities involved in
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the urban development of Oosterwold prepare the administrative consultation (Gemeente
Almere et al.,, 2021: article 2). This is a periodical meeting established with the
Implementation Agreement (Uitvoeringsovereenkomst) in which the representatives from
the municipalities, the water board, the province and the Central Government Real Estate
Agency make decisions about the development process (R4; RRAAM, 2013). For example,
the administrative consultation defined the need for the local government to execute
archaeological research on the entire area in place of initiators on single plots
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2017). It also evaluated the provision of a sewer system
in the new area of development (Area 1B) when problems regarding wastewater
purification in the first area of development (Area 1A) emerged (Gebiedsorganisatie
Oosterwold, 2019e). Once defined, the administrative consultation’s deliberations are
discussed and approved by the Almere and Zeewolde municipal councils
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2020g; 2021j).

4.3 The organic development in Oosterwold so far: a brief introduction

This section briefly presents the implementation process as occurred so far.
According to the policy document Intergemeentelijke structuurvisie (Gemeente Almere &
Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 72), the urban development of Oosterwold (Figure 9) would
be developed in two phases: Phase 1 and Phase 2 (Figure 10). However, during the
implementation process, the area in Phase 1 (red area in Figure 10) was divided into two
smaller areas to be developed one after the other: 1A and 1B (Figure 11)

(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 3).

A

Figure 9 - Oosterwold. The whole Figure 10 - Oosterwold, phase 1/ red | Figure 11 - Oosterwold, phase
area (Gemeente Almere & and phase 2/  transparent | 1A/ blue, phase 1B/ Pink
Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 9) (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, | (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold,
n.d.-b) 2020a)
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So far, the development process has only involved Area 1A (blue area in Figure 11).
The first building permit in this area was granted in July 2014 (Figini, 2015: p. 126). By
December 2020, 680 new houses had been completed in this area, and many others were
under construction, with 1,277 plots sold for homes and 1,878 residents in Oosterwold
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2021a: p. 8). The final proposal for developing Area 1B
should have been presented to the municipal council in the summer of 2022
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2021j).

Since it is an experiment in urban planning, the urban development of Oosterwold
has been evaluated twice, as stated in the Intergemeentelijke structuurvisie (Gemeente
Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 72). The first follow-up of the strategy and
principles of the organic development of Oosterwold was conducted in 2016
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2016b). The development process was reassessed
between 2019 and 2020, before the development of Area 1B (Gebiedsorganisatie
Oosterwold, 2020d).

The analysis highlights that two stages have characterised the implementation
process and interaction among different actors. Until 2017, initiators predominantly
focused on realising their initiatives on their plots (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2018a).
In 2018, when the first initiators had completed their plots and new initiators were moving
into the area, residents and the government began considering the entire area’s
development and management (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2018a). Due to the urban
development’s novelty, many uncertainties emerged about who was responsible for
providing refuse collection, road management, and common facilities, and the
government’s role once it had delegated its traditional planning tasks to the initiators
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2018a). Thus, collaboration among different actors has
developed over time because of the increasing complexity of managing implementation

issues, as described in the following chapter.
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Chapter 5 - The Collaborative Governance Setting in Oosterwold: Research
Findings

This section presents the findings concerning the governance process underlying the
organic development of Oosterwold. Following the research sub-questions formulated in
Chapter 1, the system context in which the governance process arose, the involved actors,
the collaboration dynamics among them, and, thus, the process performance are
described. The results of this collaboration are also presented. Finally, the findings that
emerged from respondents’ interviews and the content analysis of documents are

validated with the experts’ interviews.

5.1 System context

Analysis using Emerson et al.’s (2011) analytical framework of ICG, expanded by
Emerson and Nabatchi (2015a), reveals that the system context of Oosterwold presents
conditions facilitating interaction and collaboration among different actors involved in the
implementation process. However, some conflicts can also hinder interactions. These

conditions are described in the following sections.

5.1.1 Policy and legal frameworks

The collected data shows indicate that the policy and legal frameworks enabling and
constraining the actions of public and private actors involved in the organic development
of Oosterwold consist of different rules, regulations, and agreements established at the
national, provincial, and local levels. At the local level, two policy documents, a general
zoning plan, and several agreements define a strategy for developing Oosterwold. In 2012,
the Land goed voor initiatieven policy document (RAAAM et al., 2012) introduced the
organic development of a greenfield, such as Oosterwold, which is novel in Dutch planning.
For the first time, future inhabitants (initiators) are responsible for developing a vast
greenfield, while the local government remains distant; it merely supports and facilitates
initiators in their initiatives.

This experimental strategy was subsequently translated into formal frameworks for
public and private actors. In 2013, the Almere and Zeewolde municipalities approved the
Intergemeentelijke structuurvisie based on the 2012 policy document. In 2015, the Almere
municipality approved the Chw bestemmingsplan (zoning plan) of Oosterwold, which
defines the “legal basis to make the desired developments” (Gemeente Almere, 2015:
article 1.3). However, due to the area’s development strategy, such an instrument has the
characteristics of a structural vision (Gemeente Almere, 2015: articlel.3). Thus, it
comprises general rules derived from the ambitions and principles of QOosterwold

presented in the policy documents and briefly illustrated in section 4.2.1.
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In addition, several agreements specifically regulate the tasks and responsibilities of
different actors in the implementation process. For example, with the anterior agreement
initiators sign with the area director, residents commit to developing their plots at their
expense and risk and provide the energy supply, drinking water, wastewater purification,
public greens, and water systems (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, n.d.-a: articles 1, 9, 10).
Other agreements, such as the Implementation Agreement (2013) and Water Agreement
(2018), regulate interactions between planning authorities. The former establishes
administrative consultation among the planning authorities’ boards involved in the
implementation process (RRAAM, 2013). The latter defines the management of
wastewater purification issues (Gemeente Almere et al., 2018).

However, despite the area’s novel development strategy, as a municipal plan, the
organic development of Oosterwold remains within the framework of Dutch planning.
Thus, national and provincial laws still apply. For example, in Oosterwold, private laws set
by the central government regulate relationships between neighbours, such as restrictions
on nuisance (Van Straalen et al., 2017: p. 508). Private regulations, such as the agreements
initiators sign when they purchase land and seek permission to build, also define
relationships between the municipality and future inhabitants (Gebiedsorganisatie
Oosterwold, n.d.-a: article 1). Moreover, initiators must consider regulations regarding
preserving green spaces, soil and underground, archaeological heritage, and wastewater
purification defined at the provincial level (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013:
pp.28 -35). Therefore, when they develop their initiatives, initiators must comply with
these regulations (Van Straalen et al., 2017: p. 505) and apply for the necessary planning
permission (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 65).

Although such policy and legal frameworks imply interaction among different actors
involved in the development process, the results also highlight that many have considered
the organic development of Oosterwold as an individual self-sufficient process that
excludes public actors. Focusing on the initiators’ role, the Land goed voor initiatieven
policy document states, “[In Oosterwold] the government deliberately holds a step back
and place even more responsibilities for the development of the area to the end-users:
residents and entrepreneurs who will move into the area” (RAAAM et al., 2012: p. 3). In
addition, the “people make Oosterwold” (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013:
p. 44), “each plot is sustainable and self-sufficient” (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente
Zeewolde, 2013: p. 52) and “each plot is financially self-sufficient” (Gemeente Almere &
Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 54) principles also appear to emphasise the role of individual
inhabitants in the development process. Consequently, as respondent R2 stated, “ ... at the
very beginning ... the municipality really held back; they did look at Oosterwold in that way

..".Inturn, “freedom ... is an essential rule” (R1) for residents “who are very individualistic
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in their choices” (R3). Each resident has a sewer system (R4), water pond (R4), and system
for producing energy (R3). In addition, “people always complain when new rules are
introduced” (R2).

5.1.2 Public Resources and Service Concerns

Besides the policy and legal frameworks, the collected data highlight that public
resources and service concerns facilitated collaboration among different actors. For
example, as respondent R5 claimed, “ ... at the beginning of the process, people found each
other ... they formed groups to discuss things like roads and electricity... and then they went
to the government or the municipality ”. Thus, at an early stage in the process, the area
director and the municipality supported initiators in discussions with utility companies
concerning energy and drinking water supply (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2016a)
because residents lacked the power, knowledge, or experience to negotiate (Problemen Bij
Ontwikkeling Oosterwold in Almere, 2018). The water board arranged weekly meetings
with initiators to advise them about water purification systems because they lacked
knowledge in this field (R4). Moreover, the local government decided to execute
archaeological research instead of initiators when many residents abandoned their
initiatives due to the uncertainties and high costs associated with archaeological research
(R2; Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2017). Furthermore, most recently, inhabitants and
planning authorities began to collaborate when it emerged that the water purified by
individual sewer systems did not reach the minimum standards, impacting surface water

quality (Platform Oosterwold, 2020b; Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2021b).

5.1.3 Socioeconomic and cultural characteristics of Initiators

The results indicate that socioeconomic and cultural characteristics of people can
facilitate or hinder collaboration among different actors involved in the process. Generally,
people living in Oosterwold are heterogeneous. They include young families with small
children, couples between 50 and 60 years old, artists, musicians, holistic coaches,
journalists, scientists, teachers, and civil servants (Nio, 2020: p. 55). Most of them are highly
educated people (Nio, 2020: p. 55) with a white Dutch background (R3) and a high income
(Nio, 2020: p. 55), who are used to taking the initiative in their professional life (Nio, 2020: p.
55).

Initiators can be divided into two groups based on their availability to collaborate to
address common issues. Many initiators are interested in the ambitions and principles of
Oosterwold, such as living sustainably in contact with nature and building their houses (Nio,
2000: p. 55). They are creative and motivated persons (R3). “They have lots of social

relations within Oosterwold” (R3). They like to share their experiences on Facebook pages
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and in blogs (R3; Nio, 2020: p. 54), which has fostered the emergence of the first working
groups to discuss and address specific issues (R5). Subsequently, when they realised they
needed help from the government to address emerging issues, they approached the
municipality and the area organisation (R5).

Other inhabitants are not interested in the philosophy of Oosterwold. They chose to
live in Oosterwold because of the low price of land for building their houses (R3) or because
they bought their houses from building companies as end-users (Nio, 2020: p. 55). They are
highly individualistic (R3). Therefore, once common roads have been defined, they prefer
to share as little as possible with others (R3). This individualistic approach has also impacted

the collaborative governance of the development process, as described in section 5.1.6.

5.1.4 Network Characteristics

The collected data indicate that networks among initiators and planning authorities
have also facilitated interactions among different actors in two main ways. First, several
networks have been established through policy documents and signed agreements. Based
on policy documents, the area director, as a representative of the planning authorities,
supports initiators in developing their initiative (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde,
2013: p. 60), as described in Section 4.2.2. In addition, the Uitvoeringsovereenkomst Almere
2.0 (Implementation Agreement) sets collaboration among the Real Estate and
Development Company of the government (RVOB), the province of Flevoland, the
Municipalities of Almere and Zeewolde, and the water board for the area’s implementation
(RRAAM, 2013: p. 9). Moreover, the Water Agreement (2018; Gemeente Almere et al.,
2018) defines the interactions among planning authorities regarding water issues (R4).

Second, different networks have emerged among initiators spontaneously. The area
organisation’s handbook, which supports initiators in developing their initiatives, considers
collaboration a significant element in developing the area (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold,
n.d.-c). Nio (2020: p. 20) states that such networks can begin in different ways. For
example, some networks start when initiators choose their plot during the meetings at the
area organisation (Nio, 2020: p. 20). Other networks begin when residents build houses or
common roads (Nio, 2020: p. 20). Thus, such networks are linked to the neighbourhood
dimension (R3). Moreover, networks can also emerge at the area level based on common
interests. Social media, such as Facebook, has enabled people to share and interact with
others with the same interests (R3; R5). In such a way, urban farming, musician, and holistic

groups have emerged (R3).
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5.1.5 Political Dynamics and Power Relations

The research’s findings indicate that operating procedures and funding processes, as
sources of “political dynamics and power relations” (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: p.43), also
entail interaction among different actors. Due to operating procedures, the area director
and area team support initiators in developing their initiatives and evaluate whether they
comply with regulations before granting the required permission (Gemeente Almere &
Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: pp. 20, 69; Gemeente Almere, 2015: article 1.37). In addition,
once the inhabitants of a neighbourhood have defined common roads, these are discussed
with the area organisation and the municipality (Platform Oosterwold, n.d.-c).

Funding processes also entail interactions among different actors involved in the
process. In Oosterwold, the municipality recovers the cost of developing the area from
initiators at the beginning of the process (RAAAM et al., 2012: p. 191). When the future
inhabitants sign anterior agreements with the area director, they pay for land and commit
to providing services traditionally delivered by the government, such as wastewater
purification, roads, and public greens (RAAAM et al., 2012: p. 191). In turn, the area
organisation supports initiators in their initiatives (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente
Zeewolde, 2013: pp. 20, 69). Moreover, revenues from the anterior agreement cover
additional costs incurred by the municipality and water board due to the development’s

experimental nature (R4; Gemeente Almere et al., 2018: article 10).

5.1.6 History of Conflicts

Besides conditions facilitating collaboration in Oosterwold, the results also highlight
several conflicts that can hinder interactions among the involved actors in different ways.
Several tensions between inhabitants and planning authorities have arisen due to unclear
rules and more government intervention. For example, as respondent R5 stated, “In the
beginning, they gave the responsibility to the people. [So], people were building and doing
things. Then, they realised, ‘Oh, by law, we are responsible for those things we gave away!’
”. Thus, as Van Straalen et al. (2017: p. 509) claim, the government has introduced even
more regulations which many initiators consider in contrast with the idea of individual
freedom and self-control that attracted them to Oosterwold.

Other conflicts have emerged among inhabitants. For example, conflicts have arisen
because “ ... in Oosterwold there are different groups with different opinions according to
the lifestyle or whatever ideals in Oosterwold” (R3), and different ideas can generate
contrasts within the same group (R3, R5). In 2016, Van Straalen et al. (2017: p. 507)
observed conflicts regarding the management of common roads and energy and drinking

water supply when only a few hundred people lived in Oosterwold. As Nio (2020: p. 78) and

47



Area Director Werner Brouwer (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2021f) claim, in
Oosterwold, tensions always arise when private interests meet collective responsibilities.
However, these conflicts impact interactions among involved parties differently.
Contrasts between initiators and planning authorities always find a solution, “ ... because
you have to lay at the table ... What is the law? What do you expect? And how do we do
[things] in Oosterwold? ... and if you have that conversation together, you always get a
solution” (R2). In contrast, conflicts among initiators are more challenging to overcome.
Once differences have emerged, several people prefer to reduce contact with their
neighbours as much as possible (R3). In other cases, initiators’ conflicts become objects of

civil litigation (Nio, 2020: p. 30; Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2020i).

5.1.7 Drivers
In the system context described so far, the results demonstrate that collaboration
among different actors began due to specific factors that emerged during the

implementation process. These elements are described in detail in the following sections.

Uncertainty

Uncertainty linked to the experimental nature of the planning strategy is one of the
main factors that triggered different actors to collaborate. Respondent R1 stated, “It is a
new approach to area development, certainly on this scale” (R1). Furthermore, “Not
everything is clear in the beginning” (R4), and “Issues will arise ... [which] must be resolved
along the way” (R1). Thus, it is “a learning process for every actor in the process” (R2), as
respondents R1, R4, and R5 also state.

Collaboration between inhabitants and the government emerged to address
uncertainties. Respondent R2 stated, “From the start, we had groups of ... inhabitants who
were very involved in the decision-making process in the sense that they really had input
in what we would have done as a municipality and as the government ... There were
different groups on different issues. Some people were interested in, for example, refuse
collection. We also had some people who really worked with us ... on the legal issues. ... So
the first agreements signed in Oosterwold were partially designed and written by
initiators”. Moreover, in 2018, Area Director Ivonne de Nood launched the interactive
learning pathway group (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2019b), in which residents and
representatives from the area organisation and the municipality share information and
discuss issues that had emerged during the implementation process, such as refuse, noise
pollution on facades, archaeological research, and the status of common roads (Platform
Oosterwold, 2020a).
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Interdependence

The collected data reveal that collaboration between inhabitants and planning
authorities during the implementation process also emerged due to their interdependence
in developing the area. Initially, based on the “people make Oosterwold” principle
(Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 44), initiators started to develop the
area by focusing on their plots (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2018a). In the meantime,
“ ... municipality really held back; they did look at Oosterwold in that way ... ” (R2), having
delegated planning tasks to residents. However, when initiators could not resolve issues
due to a lack of knowledge, financial resources, and power, the government intervened to
support them according to its tasks and responsibilities, as discussed in Section 5.1.2. For
example, being “responsible for water quality, groundwater, and water level” (R4), the
water board arranged weekly meetings with initiators to advise them on water systems and
wastewater purification (R4). In addition, the government, which defines the framework
rules for Oosterwold (RRAAM et al., 2012: p. 3), decided to execute archaeological research
instead of the initiators. Respondent R2 stated, “ ... we first asked the initiators to do the
archaeological research by themselves ... but that gave [many] problems [and] ... some
initiators ... [concluded] that they could not build on their plot because there were
archaeological finds. ... So, ... after one year and a half, we decided to do archaeological

n

research as [the] government... ”. Moreover, the area director supported groups of
initiators in discussions with utility companies concerning energy and drinking water supply
due to initiators’ lack of experience in these fields (Problemen bij ontwikkeling Oosterwold
in Almere, 2018; Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2016a). Thus, as respondent R2 claimed,
“ ... we have seen that the knowledge in the municipality ... is very important also for
initiators. So, now, much more, you can see they all work together. Initiators are still in

charge, but the government helps them more”.

Consequential incentives

Specific reasons triggered initiators and planning authorities to collaborate. On the
one hand, as Nio (2020: p. 55) states, many initiators are attracted by the philosophy of
Oosterwold, such as living sustainably, being in contact with nature, and building their
houses, as discussed in Section 5.1.3. Therefore, as highly motivated individuals, they want
to do something for Oosterwold (R3; R6).

On the other hand, planning authorities have statutory tasks and responsibilities in
developing the area. Respondent R4 claimed, “Everybody has his tasks and
responsibilities... So, the municipality is responsible for roads, all kinds of public
transportation, and other... things, like schools. The water board is responsible only for the

water, which is water quality, groundwater, water levels ... ”. Thus, they work together
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based on their different tasks but with the same goal of developing Oosterwold organically
(R4). Moreover, respondent R2 stated, “Oosterwold was meant to be a political success ...
”. Thus, “we all have the objective to make Oosterwold succeed, and | think all actors and
all the involved parties are really trying [to do] their best to make Oosterwold succeed”
(R2).

Leadership

Depending on the addressed problem, the results highlight that both initiators and
planning authorities have driven collaboration. Respondent R5 stated that residents had
examined emerging problems as a group since the beginning. Subsequently, if they realised
they needed the government’s help, they approached the area organisation and the
municipality (R5). Respondent R2 supported this statement: “Some problems were
initiated by the initiators. ... When they wanted a solution for something, they talked with
us about how to solve problems ... ”.

However, the government has also asked initiators for collaboration. For example,
respondent R2 claimed that “ ... when we [planning authorities] thought, ‘well, we really
have to solve this [issue]... who can help us to solve this problem?’ So, we asked the
initiators”. This observation is confirmed by respondent R4 who stated that not only were
inhabitants “willing to talk with us [planning authorities]”. “But at a certain moment, as
[the area] organisation, not only as [the] water board, we asked people to form a platform

in order to be able to communicate with initiators" (R4).

5.1.8 Actors Involved in the governance process

The collected data reveal that new figures were introduced, and other actors
emerged in the governance process underlying the organic development of Oosterwold
during the implementation process. According to the policy documents, initiators are
responsible for the area’s development, and the area director supports them in their
initiatives as a representative of the planning authorities (RRAAM et al., 2012: p. 98;
Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 60). In addition, the area organisation
was established as an operating unit which includes all the parties involved in the
development process, described in Section 4.2.2. Moreover, the municipality and the area
organisation appointed representatives to interact with people in Oosterwold (Platform
Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 1). Furthermore, two key actors emerged among the initiators, the

road associations and Platform Oosterwold, discussed in the following sections.
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Road associations

Road associations, comprising residents, arose to manage common roads and public
services in neighbourhoods. Van Straalen et al. (2017: p. 507) observe that “each individual
initiator pays the association for the management of roads and public services and waives
the risks to the association, rather than being held privately accountable”. Respondent R2
stated, “In a very early stage, we discovered that to build roads, they [initiators] have to build
roads together ... to be sure that all the neighbours are ... willing to participate in that road”
(R2). Thus, road associations were created because neighbours must decide together where
to install the common road and how to divide the expense (Nio, 2020: p. 26). Road
associations have a statute, several regulations, and a board (R3; Nio, 2020, p. 26). In
addition, participation is mandatory (R3). Once neighbours have defined the roads, the area
director verifies and approves their proposal (Platform Oosterwold, n.d.-e).

The collected data also indicate that road associations are key in developing the area.
Besides building and maintaining common roads, in 2019, three road associations worked
with the municipality and area organisation on two pilot projects to explore a traffic
decision stipulating a speed limit of 30 km/h on roads that usually have a maximum speed
of 80 km in greenfield areas (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2019c). The project
successfully allowed the municipality to make a traffic decision for a maximum speed of 30
km/h on pilot roads and define a procedure for traffic decisions applicable to other roads
in Oosterwold (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2020c). Moreover, several contiguous road
associations are currently collaborating on a new pilot project concerning connections
inside their neighbourhoods according to the principle that Oosterwold is a continuous
green landscape (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2021i), which will provide valuable

insights into further development in the area.

Platform Oosterwold

Platform Oosterwold emerged in 2019 as an initiative by several Oosterwold
residents supported by planning authority representatives. It aims to facilitate
communication between planning authorities and inhabitants on common issues
concerning the entire area (Platform Oosterwold, n.d.-c). Respondents R4 and R5
highlighted that the platform emerged because the number of people in the area had
increased, making it difficult for residents to contact planning authorities (R5) and for
planning authorities to communicate with initiators (R4). Thus, as respondent R4 stated,
“At a certain moment, as an organisation ... we asked people to form a platform in order to
be able to communicate with initiators” (R4).

The Platform Oosterwold comprises a core group and several thematic working

groups. Residents participating in these groups are volunteers. Thus, they do not act on
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behalf of Oosterwolders “but from the perspective of residents, looking beyond our private
perspective” (Platform Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 3). Currently (October 2021), the platform’s
core group comprises six individuals (Platform Oosterwold, n.d.-d). However, it “is open to
expansion, and in recent years, people have joined and left” (Platform Oosterwold, 2020a:
p. 1). They are all motivated persons interested in the Oosterwold philosophy (R3). They
also have experience interacting with planning authorities in the interactive learning
pathway created by Area Director Ivonne de Nood in 2018 to address several issues that
had emerged during the implementation process (Gebiedsorganisatie, 2019b; Platform
Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 1). The core group monitors the implementation process (Platform
Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 4). In addition, it has “monthly meetings with representatives of the
municipality and the area team, periodically with the area director, and on an agenda basis
with the Oosterwold Administrative Consultation” (Platform Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 5).
The working groups consist of residents outside the core group (Platform
Oosterwold, n.d.-d). Each working group focuses on a specific issue, and residents
interested in a particular topic participate in it (R6). In October 2021, several working
groups comprised more than 80 participating residents (Platform Oosterwold, n.d.-d).
Within these groups, residents, representatives of the area organisation and the
municipality, and other planning partners collaborate on topics that need to be solved
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2020g). As an autonomous entity, each working group has
an agenda and makes decisions based on the capabilities of the participating residents as

individuals or a group (Platform Oosterwold, 2020a: pp. 1, 4).

5.2 Collaboration dynamics

This section presents the results regarding the collaboration dynamics between
inhabitants and planning authorities in Oosterwold at the area level. The findings refer to
the three components of the collaboration dynamics, principled engagement, shared
motivation, and capacity for joint actions, and their elements, conceptualised by Emerson
et al.’s (2011) analytical framework of ICG and expanded by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015a),
as presented in Chapter 2. Since the functioning of the three components and their
elements defines the process performance (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015b: p. 185), the
findings allow an evaluation of the current collaboration and, if necessary, the identification

of potential improvements discussed in the next chapter.

5.2.1 Principled engagement
The findings concerning the “behavioural interactions among participants” in
collaboration (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015b: p. 191), conceptualised by the principled

engagement component, demonstrate that participants in the governance process of

52



Oosterwold can share their interests, define and deliberate on common goals, and establish
how to work together to achieve common purposes. However, criticalities also emerge.
The subsequent sections present these results, referring to the four elements of the

component: discovery, definition, deliberation, and determination (Table 3, Chapter 2).

Discovery

Data concerning the discovery element reveal that actors involved in the
implementation process of Oosterwold have always shared their interests and concerns in
meetings. At the beginning of the development process, “ ... people found each other ...
they formed groups to discuss things like roads and electricity... and then ... went to the
government or the municipality ” (R5). Thus, respondent R2 claimed, “From the start, we
had groups of initiators ... that really had [an] input in what we would have done as a
municipality and [the] government. There were different groups on different issues. Some
people were interested, for example, in refuse collection ... some people ... worked with us
on ... legal issues. ... So, the first agreements signed in Oosterwold were partly designed and
written by initiators”. Currently, “ ... we have Platform Oosterwold ... that is [something
that] is streamlining the process” (R5).

Although inhabitants can still contact the municipality to complain about issues as
individuals or as a group (Platform Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 2), Platform Oosterwold has
recently defined an alternative and more structured interaction between inhabitants and
the local government. Before Platform Oosterwold, problems were addressed as they
emerged (R2, R4, R5). With the platform’s launch, an Agenda for Oosterwold was defined
(R2; R5; Platform Oosterwold, n.d.-a ). This is a “list of subjects we have to work on, not only
problems but also subjects we are interested in ... ” (R2). This list of topics changes as
problems are solved, and new ones emerge (R2). The platform discusses these topics with
representatives of the area organisation and the municipality in monthly meetings (R5;
Platform Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 5). Then, emerging issues are addressed in thematic
working groups (Platform Oosterwold, 2020a, p. 3), such as working groups on a traffic
decision for a speed limit of 30 km on roads (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2019c) or
wastewater purification (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2021b). Respondent R5 stated,
“In the groups, there are the real discussions”.

Nevertheless, the results highlight two main criticalities regarding the interactions
between initiators and planning authorities. First, several respondents highlighted a lack of
initiators’ participation in Platform Oosterwold. That happens for different reasons.
Specifically, participation is not mandatory (R3). Thus, many do not get involved because
they are too busy with their initiatives and daily lives (R3). Others have different opinions

than participants in the platform (R3, R5, R6). Moreover, some people are unaware of the
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platform and working groups (R5; R6), as it also emerged during a webinar organised by
the platform on 31t March 2021 (Platform Oosterwold, 2021a). Furthermore, working
group participation is complex and requires knowledge (R3; R5). On other occasions, by
acting traditionally with a top-down approach, planning authorities have disappointed
initiators who subsequently decide not to participate in new working groups (R5).

Consequently, respondents also highlighted the risk that the many interests remain
unknown due to scarce inhabitants’ participation in the platform. The platform is a small
group of volunteers (R3, R4). “ ... you can always see the same names everywhere” (R3). In
other words, “There are often the same people sitting at the tables (with the planning
authorities)” (Dijkhuis and Pansier, 2020: p. 13). However, “The platform has not been
chosen... “ (R6). “ ... [it] is not a representative group ... it is not a counsellor or a board”
(R3). In addition, “...many people do not feel represented by the platform” (R6).

However, the collected data also demonstrate that the area organisation, the
municipality, and the platform are working to involve more inhabitants. For example, the
area organisation and the platform provide constant updates about emerging issues,
working groups, and the results of each group’s activities on their websites
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2020g; Platform Oosterwold, n.d.-e). Moreover, the area
organisation has distributed questionnaires about topics such as schools
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2020g) and urban farming (Gebiedsorganisatie
Oosterwold, 2020f) to collect as many opinions as possible and define solutions based on
residents’ responses. In addition, Platform Oosterwold organises several webinars with
residents (Platform Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 2). For example, a webinar was held on 3™ June
2020 to collect ideas about facilities needed in Oosterwold and public transportation
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2020e). On 31% March 2021, in a new webinar, the
activities of different working groups were discussed, and Ivan Nio’s (2020) research on
the community of Oosterwold was presented (Platform Oosterwold, 2021a). In addition,
since January 2021, the new working groups on wastewater purification have specified the
objectives, the involved actors, and the decision-making processes (Gebiedsorganisatie
Oosterwold, 2021c). Thus, now, inhabitants can make informed decisions about whether
or not to participate in working groups, knowing their role and influence at the start of the

discussion.

Definition

Regarding the definition component, the results highlight that the respondents
perceived working together to define common goals as challenging due to their differences
and the unclear division of roles. Respondent R4 stated that all involved actors have the

shared goal of developing Oosterwold organically. However, each has different
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responsibilities (R4), leading to discussions (R4). Respondent R2 affirmed, “We work well
altogether with all partners, but it is continuously ... searching ... What are our
responsibilities? What are your responsibilities? What is good for Oosterwold? ... ” (R2).

However, the findings also reveal that discussions about defining a common purpose
can always be solved by law. For example, respondent R2 stated, “ ... discussions ... can be
solved because you have to ... lay at the table ... ‘What is the law? What do you expect?’
And ‘How do we do [things] in Oosterwold?’... and if you have that conversation together,
you always get a solution”. In addition, Respondent R5 claimed, “In the beginning, they [the
government] gave the responsibility to the people. And people [were] building and doing
things. ... Then, they [the government] realised, ‘Oh, by law, we are responsible for [the]
things that we gave away ... ’”. Thus, currently, the municipality collects refuse, manages
main roads, supports inhabitants in wastewater purification, and provides schools and
other facilities according to its statutory tasks (R5).

The results also show that the involved actors can refer to studies on different topics
to define common purposes. For example, respondent R4 referred to research conducted
by the University of Wageningen on improving the functioning of IBA systems (on-site-
sewage facilities). Based on this research and discussions on wastewater purification
between residents, the municipality, the area organisation, and the water board, three new
working groups on wastewater purification were launched in January 2021, as detailed in
the Determination section. In addition, research by Anderson Elffers Felix (2020) provides
insights into how to address initiatives that do not comply with the rules of Oosterwold.
Moreover, Dijkhuis and Pansier’s (2020) study focuses on the government’s facilitative role

in the organic development of Oosterwold.

Deliberation

Regarding the deliberation component, the results indicate that common purposes,
such as resolving issues, are constantly updated and shared with people involved in
Oosterwold. Respondent R2 stated that a list of topics was defined for the first time with
the launch of Platform Oosterwold in October 2019 (Platform Oosterwold, 2019; R2). The
agenda is published on the platform’s website (Platform Oosterwold, n.d-a). However, this
list of topics is constantly updated based on contributions by inhabitants and monthly
meetings among Platform Oosterwold members and representatives of the area
organisation, municipality, and other planning partners (R2; Platform Oosterwold, n.d.-c).
Thus, “some topics can disappear from the list because not everybody thinks they are
important any more, some problems are solved, and new topics can emerge” (R2). Once a
problem has been identified, a thematic working group is initiated (Platform Oosterwold,

n.d.-c; 2020a: p. 3), as described in the following section.
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Moreover, information about implementation issues and new working groups is
published in newsletters on the area organisation website (Maak Oosterwold) and the platform
website (Platform Oosterwold). Respondent R5 stated, “People can see the results on the
webpage from the platform. We are trying to fill the webpage with the issues and those
things... and we are also in close contact with the [area] organisation. In their newsletters, they
also give information”. Notably, as stated on the Maak Oosterwold website’s homepage,
“Maakoosterwold.nl is the gateway to have information from Oosterwold and about the
development of the area” (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, n.d.-d).

Nevertheless, criticalities have emerged regarding knowledge about the platform and
working groups. During a webinar organised by the platform on 31t March 2021, several
people claimed they did not know about the platform (Platform Oosterwold, 2021a). The
platform is conscious of this and working on informing and involving more people.
Respondent R5, a member of the platform’s core group, stated, “ ... there are a lot of
inhabitants, a lot of initiators, so it also makes it difficult to reach everyone ... The platform
collects people and tries to reach everyone. Not everybody is on Facebook ... we are trying

to find a way [around] that. ”

Determination

The results indicate that once a common issue has been identified, different actors
work together in thematic working groups. Since “the beginning, people found each other
... to discuss things like roads, electricity and other sorts of things” (R5). Initially, the working
groups were an initiative by the residents. More recently, working groups have been
initiated via the platform, the area organisation, and the municipality (Platform
Oosterwold, n.d.-c). Respondent R5, a resident and member of the core group of Platform
Oosterwold, stated, “In the groups, there are the real discussions with the municipality and
the other authorities”.

The data also highlight that interactions among participants in the working groups
have become more structured during the implementation process. In the autumn of 2020,
respondent R5 complained that “in the beginning, we started participation thinking, ‘Oh,
we will make all the decisions together’, but that is not the case every time ... Now, we have
examples of people who are talking in groups, and they have excellent ideas about
something, about a problem ... and then the council say, ‘No, we do [it] in another way’,
and they [residents in working groups] are disappointed ... ”. Thus, respondent R5 claimed,
“before you start the participation process in a working group or other things, you have to
make [it] very clear ... how far the participation goes ... what influence we have as
participants”. In January 2021, three new working groups on wastewater purification were

launched. For each of them, the main goal, involved parties, and decision-makers were

56



specified (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2021b) to allow initiators to make informed
decisions about whether or not to participate in working groups. Moreover, a coordination
table allowed participants to exchange generated knowledge among the diverse working
groups. Furthermore, at the end of the activities, a final document on wastewater

purification should have been produced (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2021b).

5.2.2 Shared motivation

The results regarding interpersonal relationships in the governance process of
Oosterwold (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015b: p. 194), conceptualised by the shared motivation
component, reveal that participants are learning to know each other and, based on this,
accept differences and work together. However, several criticalities remain. The following
sections detail these findings, focusing on the four elements of the component: mutual
trust, mutual understanding, internal legitimacy, and shared commitment (Table 4, Chapter
2).

Mutual trust

The findings regarding whether participants in the CGR believe each other to be
reasonable, predictable, and dependable (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 194) highlight
different opinions among the interviewees depending on their role in the process.

Regarding the interactions between inhabitants and planning authorities, the latter
recognises the initiators’ ability to manage diverse issues in Oosterwold and supports
residents’ initiatives. For example, respondent R2 stated that “from the start, we had
groups of initiators ... that ... had [the] input in what we should have done as a municipality
and as [the] government... There were different groups on different issues ... who ... worked
with us ... ” (R2). In addition, planning authorities always aim to support initiators in their
initiatives by sharing their knowledge (R2; R4). “At the very beginning ... the municipality
really held back; they did look at Oosterwold in that way ... but we have seen that the
knowledge in the municipalities is very ... important also for the initiators, so now, much
more, you can see they all work together. Initiators are still in charge, but the government
helps them more” (R2). Moreover, respondent R4 stated, “ ... we advise [initiators] about
how to realise their water system ... because they have very little knowledge ... ” (R4).
Furthermore, when issues about individual water purification systems emerged, planning
authorities signed an agreement that the local government should have helped initiators
improve their water systems’ functioning (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2019a).

In contrast, the findings depict that residents do not trust planning authorities.
Respondent R5 stated, “I think the interaction is good, but | do not think we really trust

them because sometimes we see a sort of hidden agenda; they do not tell us everything. ...
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like with the water board ... there is research, reports about things, and they are not
allowed to share them with us” (R5). Respondent R6 highlighted that the lack of trust in the
government among initiators is also influenced by continuous changes in rules, people
(area directors), and ideas over time, which can be frustrating when people are involved in
the area’s management daily (R6). Moreover, on its website, Platform Oosterwold
complained that the local government did not consider the perspectives of residents
concerning the partial revision of the zoning plan (Platform Oosterwold, 2021c) and that
residents were not involved in the decision-making process for the area, despite the
“people make Oosterwold” principle (Platform Oosterwold, 2021c).

Nevertheless, the findings indicate that the local government is attempting to
improve residents’ trust by involving more inhabitants in the governance process and being
more transparent. Thus, based on the experiences of the interactive learning pathway
launched by Area Director Ivonne de Nood, the platform stated, “A degree of mutual trust
has been built up with the municipality and the area organisation, which enables open
consultation with an eye for mutual positions” (Platform Oosterwold, 2020a: p.2). In
addition, since April 2021, the Administrative Consultation has published the agenda and
minutes of each meeting (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold 2021g) with the aims of
demonstrating how decisions are made in Oosterwold and informing residents about plans
in advance (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold 2021g). Moreover, between September and
November 2021, the council organised three meetings on relevant topics in Oosterwold to
consider in developing the new Area 1b. For these meetings, civil servants and inhabitants
involved in the thematic working groups should have prepared topics for discussion in the
council based on the experiences of Area 1a (Platform Oosterwold, 2021d).

Concerning interactions among planning authorities, the interviewed civil servants
referred to discussions based on their different statutory tasks and responsibilities.
Respondent R4 stated that all involved planning authorities have the common purpose of
“developing Oosterwold organically”, but each is responsible for different aspects of the
implementation process. Consequently, diverse responsibilities generate discussions (R4).

"

Respondent R2 commented, . it is continuously ... searching ... What are our
responsibilities? What are your responsibilities? What is good for Oosterwold ... ” (R2).
Respondent R2 further stated that, even if things are improving, several people still seem

to avoid revealing what they think to prevent problems (R2).

Mutual understanding
The results concerning the mutual understanding element highlight that participants
in collaboration recognise the statutory tasks and responsibilities of others and feel

comfortable working together despite emerging discussions. For example, respondent R4
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stated that at the beginning of the development, the municipality’s focus on organic
development was strong, and the water board’s concerns about water quality were not
fully considered. However, with more knowledge about the duties of collecting and
purifying wastewater, at the time of the interview with respondent R4 (October 2020), the
water board and the area organisation were working together on a programme that would
help initiators improve the functioning of their IBA systems from 2021 (R4). From the
residents’ point of view, respondent R5 recognised that the municipality has several
responsibilities in the area development process that the local government cannot pass on
to residents despite the “people make Oosterwold” principle. Therefore, as respondent R4
stated, the capacity to appreciate and tolerate differences “ ... is something that has been

developed and become better over time” (R4).

Internal legitimacy

The findings regarding the internal legitimacy element reveal that respondents
deemed the CGR and its participants worthy and credible, albeit in different ways. On the
one hand, the interviewed civil servants perceived collaboration with others as a reliable
and reasonable process for developing Oosterwold organically, despite their differences.
For example, when | asked respondent R4 how confident they were about solving problems
in collaboration with others, their response was relatively positive because “Oosterwold is
partly a work in progress. In organic development, not everything is clear in the beginning;
it develops, and arising problems are tackled” (R4). In addition, although different tasks
generate discussions (R4), respondent R2 stated that “discussions can be solved because
you have to [sit at] the table. What is the law? What do you expect? How do we do in
[things] Oosterwold? And if you have that conversation together, you always get a
solution”.

On the other hand, respondent R5, an inhabitant of Oosterwold and a member of the
Platform Oosterwold core group, believed in the reliability and credibility of collaboration
to solveissues, but they highlighted a criticality: “We [have] won more participation ... Now,
there are more tables we are sitting at; we are talking, and we are gathering more
information, but ... really together decide things? No, that is not the case yet” (R5). They
added, “We try to participate, but when it comes to the official duty of the municipality,
then ... for the municipality, it is difficult to step away from its responsibilities and give them
to the people” (R5). Distrust in the organic development of Oosterwold as a bottom-up
process also emerged in a document by Platform Oosterwold for the Administrative
Consultation, in which the platform complained that the government tends to assume its
traditional leading role, leaving behind the residents when they rely on the government

because of its facilitating role (Platform Oosterwold, 2021b - attachment).
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Shared commitment

Data concerning the shared commitment element highlight that, besides institutional
tasks and agreements, all participants in the CGR are highly motivated to collaborate to
develop Oosterwold organically. Respondent R3 stated that inhabitants participating in the
Platform Oosterwold core group and working groups are volunteers. They are active people
who “want to do something to interact and to collaborate with the municipality” (R3).
Planning authorities are also highly committed to collaboration. Respondent R4 highlighted
that the municipality, the water board and the area organisation conducted studies to
implement the area, such as research on legislation about the duty of collecting and
purifying wastewater. In addition, respondents R4 and R1 highlighted that the water board,
the municipality, and citizens were working together to improve the efficiency of individual
water treatment.

Nevertheless, criticalities emerged regarding the municipality’s role in collaboration.
Respondent R2 stated that several civil servants still act according to a traditional
hierarchical approach to urban development because they struggle with the novelty of the
process. This observation is confirmed by Platform Oosterwold, which complained about
the government’s traditional approach in a letter the organisation sent to the
Administrative Consultation on 21st May 2021 (Platform Oosterwold, 2021b), as discussed
in the Internal Legitimacy section. However, focusing on this issue, Dijkhuis and Pansier
(2020; p. 16) provide several suggestions regarding training civil servants working on

Oosterwold.

5.2.3 Capacity for joint action

Regarding the capacity for joint action component, the results highlight that
participants in collaboration have been able to generate the potential to take effective
action together over time, despite several initial difficulties. The following sections discuss
the results, focusing on the four elements of the component: procedural and institutional

arrangements, leadership, knowledge, and resources (Table 5, Chapter 2).

Procedural and institutional arrangements
The collected data indicate that procedures and operating protocols for managing
repeated interactions among multiple actors in Oosterwold have emerged over time. When
asked about procedures that participants use in collaboration, respondents stated that no
fixed operating protocols exist due to the self-organising nature of the development
process. Respondent R2 highlighted that the way involved actors work together is highly
flexible; problems emerge and are addressed (R2). In addition, respondents R2 and R4
stated that some issues are solved immediately and others later, depending on the sense
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of urgency. Thus, respondent R5 stated,“[there] is not a real procedure in how to do things.
We are working on a sort of procedure for how far the participation goes. ... There is no
procedure about how we collect people, how we do things”.

However, the collected data reveal several emerging procedural and institutional
arrangements. For example, respondent R4 referred to the cooperation agreement for
water, which defines “ ... how we [planning authorities] work together and on which subject
we work together”. In addition, respondent R2 stated, “We have some procedures in play
which make the work in the future easier ... ”. Moreover, the results also highlight periodical
meetings between Platform Oosterwold and representatives of the area organisation, the
municipality, the Administrative Consultation, and the area director to discuss progress in
Oosterwold and the thematic working groups in which initiators and representatives from
planning authorities work together to address emerging issues (R5; Platform Oosterwold,
2020a: pp.4-5).

Leadership

Regarding the capacity for joint action component, the collected data highlight that
the municipality’s leadership role in decision-making and the area organisation’s balancing
role in the implementation process are now clear.

Due to its statutory tasks, the municipality is pivotal in the process. Respondent R5
stated, “The municipality is the organisation that looks very strictly at the rules. You have
to ask for the permit to build, and you [must] comply with all the rules”. Furthermore, “ ...
when it comes to the official duties of the municipality, then it is difficult ... for the
municipality ... to step away from their responsibilities and give them to the people” (R5).
Therefore, “they have all the influence on the decision-making process” (R5). In addition,
respondent R4 stated that, due to the municipality’s focus on organic development, at the
beginning of the process, the water board’s concerns about the issue of water purification
were not fully considered until wastewater purification became an issue for all the involved
actors (R4).

Aside from the municipality, the area organisation has a relevant role during critical

llI

moments. For example, respondent R2 stated, work for the implementation
organisation, and we work for the municipality of Almere, of Zeewolde, and the
Rijksvastgoedbedrijf [central government], the province, and the water board ... and they
all have different goals and .... Well ... sometimes it is very difficult ... sometimes ... is a very
balancing act. How far can you go, and what is acceptable for all parties? ... ”. Respondent
R5 also highlighted this role of the area organisation: “[The area] organisation is more

about facilitating, helping ... about looking at the process and not at the rules”.
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Knowledge

The collected data also reveal that the actors involved in collaboration have
developed new knowledge by working together. For example, respondent R4 stated, “I
think, when we started working together, we had little knowledge ... In the beginning, the
Municipality of Almere started not knowing which problems could emerge. During the
development of Oosterwold, we tried to gain more knowledge about all the problems that
could arise”. Respondent R2 highlighted, “ ... we really had to define the process together
... the architects, the developers, the initiators, all the spatial planners ... ” (R2). In addition,
“together with the municipality and the area organisation, we [the platform] have built up
a practice of consultation and cooperation, both via the platform and separate working
groups ... ” (Platform Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 1).

Moreover, the knowledge developed by several participants in collaboration was
shared with others, allowing them to make decisions. For example, regarding issues linked
to individual wastewater purification systems, respondent R4 stated, “We did a lot of study
on wastewater discharge. We checked the state of IBAs and saw they did not meet the
standards. We did several studies on legislation about the duty of collecting wastewater [a
municipality’s duty] and the duty of purifying wastewater [a water board’s duty] ... This
knowledge led to the decision [taken by the Administrative Consultation and the municipal
council] that, in the future [Area 1b], there will be a sewer system in Oosterwold for the
collection of wastewater”. Respondent R4 also revealed that the water board was working
on a programme in which the area organisation would have helped initiators in Area 1a
improve the functioning of their IBA systems (R4; Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2020j;
2021e). In addition, based on such studies, three new working groups on wastewater
purification were launched in January 2021 (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2021b), as

previously discussed in the Discovery and Definition sections.

Resources

Regarding the Resources element, the results demonstrate that, in Oosterwold, each
participant in collaboration uses its resources to execute its tasks. For example, respondent
R5 stated that as volunteers, inhabitants involved in Platform Oosterwold (core and
working groups) participate at the expense of their money and time (R5). Respondents R2
and R4 disclosed that the water board and the area organisation collaborate using their
human, technological, and financial resources.

Thus, these resources are shared among the actors. For example, Respondent R2
stated, “We have seen that the knowledge in the municipality is also important for initiators
... because the municipality has a lot of knowledge [in urban development], [while]

initiators are doing this for the first time”. In addition, respondent R4 focused on the
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programme that the municipality, water board, and area organisation were defining to help
initiators improve their IBA systems. The interviewee also discussed the funds the area
organisation distributes to the municipality and the water board for the additional costs

incurred from the novel development process.

5.2.4 Respondent’s Suggestions for collaboration improvements

Besides the results from the analysis of the collaboration dynamics in the governance
process of Oosterwold, valuable suggestions regarding how to improve the collaboration
were also provided by the respondents. When asked how to enhance collaboration in
Oosterwold, all respondents focused on the need for a clear division of responsibilities and
tasks among the involved actors. For example, respondent R2 stated, “I think we have to
keep on making clearer who is responsible for what ... we work well with all partners, but
it is a continuous search ... “What are our responsibilities? What are your responsibilities?
What is good for Oosterwold? ... ”. From a different perspective, respondent R5 stated the
importance of clarifying “what influence we [initiators] have as participants” from the
beginning of the process to avoid disappointing participating residents when the
government makes decisions without considering inhabitants’ points of view (R5).
Moreover, respondent R3 focused on the gap in the framework rules concerning public
greens provision. Being responsible for providing green facilities in Oosterwold, respondent
R3 indicated that many initiators had complied with this rule while many others had not
(R3). Regarding this situation, respondent R3 stated that it is unclear who could force
initiators to observe the regulations. It cannot be the municipality because this would
contradict the philosophy of Oosterwold, according to which initiators are responsible for
the area’s development and the municipality remains at a distance (R3). Therefore,

"

respondent R3 claimed that . road associations, Platform Oosterwold, and the
municipality ... they all, together, have to derive their new role in Oosterwold at this
moment” (R3).

The need for a clear division of roles in Oosterwold has also emerged from the overlap
among initiators, the water board, and the municipality in providing wastewater
purification and subsequent conflicts. The policy documents Land goed voor initiatieven
and Intergemeentelijke structuurvisie “seem to assume that the legal obligation of the
municipality and the water board is transferred to residents” in Oosterwold (van
Karnenbeek et al., 2020: p. 12). However, based on national regulations, in Oosterwold, the
municipality remains responsible for water collection and transportation, and the water
board ensures water quality (R4; van Karnenbeek, 2020: p. 8). Therefore, when wastewater
purification issues emerged, the overlap between inhabitants and planning authorities in

managing wastewater purification generated conflicts (Platform Oosterwold, 2020b; R5).
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On the one hand, the municipality and the water board wished to return to traditional
sewer systems with a top-down decision to fulfil their statutory tasks (Platform Oosterwold,
2020b). On the other hand, in Area 1a, residents who have already built individual sewer
systems object to replacing their IBA systems with traditional sewer systems (R1; R4;
Platform Oosterwold, 2020b).

5.3 Collaboration results

Despite the criticalities in the collaboration dynamics components discussed above, the
results demonstrate that collaboration has produced several valuable outputs. The
following sections describe such outputs, distinguishing them into actions, outcomes, and
adaptations, as conceptualised in Emerson and Nabatchi’s analytical framework of ICG
(2015, p: 29).

5.3.1 Collaboration actions

The collected data indicate that once collaboration started, actors involved in the
organic development of Oosterwold undertook many actions to achieve common
purposes. Since the beginning of the process, meetings among residents and between
residents and planning authorities have constituted relevant action. As Respondent R5
stated, “In the beginning, people found each other, and then they formed groups to discuss
things like the roads and electricity and other sorts of things ... and then, they went to the
government or the municipality ... ”. Respondent R2 commented, “From the start, we had
groups of initiators, groups of inhabitants who were very involved in the decision-making
... process in the sense that they really had [an] input in what we would have done as a
municipality and as the government ... and [they] worked with us...”. Subsequently,
residents and planning authorities began to discuss matters in a more structured way
within the interactive learning pathway group organised by Area Director Ivonne de Nood
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2019b). Nowadays, as stated by respondent R5, “there is
the platform, that is [something that] is streamlining the process. ... We look into issues,
and then we form groups of people, inhabitants, to discuss problems”.

Based on these meetings and discussions, participants in collaboration began to work
together to study issues, review the framework rules, and introduce new regulations to
improve the development process. For example, Respondent R4 focused on studies to
understand the responsibilities of the municipality and the water board concerning
wastewater management in Oosterwold. Respondent R2 highlighted the importance of
reviewing several rules, such as archaeological research on single plots and introducing new
regulations: “We started with very few rules ... [but] we saw that initiators needed the rules.

So, we had to make the rules together with the initiators ... because ... developing in
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Oosterwold is quite difficult ... and sometimes it helps to have rules”. The outputs of such

actions are presented in the following section.

5.3.2 Outcomes

The research findings highlight two main outcomes of the action taken by participants
in collaboration. First, due to meetings and discussions among the different actors, the
governance process underlying the organic development of Oosterwold has implied more
collaboration than was defined in the policy documents Land Goed voor initiatieven and
Intergemeentelijke structuurvisie. Respondent R4 stated, “ ... there is a more collaborative
approach. | think [interactions between planning authorities and inhabitants] have changed
over the years. It might change even more in the future”. Respondent R1 highlighted an
example of such collaboration: “About the wastewater [purification] in the area already
developed (Area 1a), the government, water board, municipality, and citizens are working
together to improve the efficiency of individual water treatment”. In addition, respondent
R2 claimed, “The Municipality of Aimere is ... at the moment ... having a... conversation with
the initiators: ‘What kind of facilities do you need in Oosterwold?’ ... or “‘What can you do
by yourselves?’ ...”. “ The municipality has [much] knowledge [regarding how to build] ...
initiators are doing this for the first time ... so, we are much more ... working together on
Oosterwold”. Furthermore, respondent R5 mentioned that the municipality and the area
organisation “put more effort into information and sharing. They [planning authorities] did
a website and a handbook for a bit of knowledge”.

Many issues have been resolved using a more collaborative approach. For example,
by working together, participants in collaboration have found solutions to problems such
as archaeological research on individual plots (R2; Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2016a;
2017), refuse collection (R2; R5), main road management (R5), and the traffic decision to
limit speeds on the neighbourhoods’ roads to 30 km/h (R5; Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold,
2019¢). In addition, new agreements and initiatives have been defined to facilitate
collaboration among different actors concerning the area’s implementation, such as the
cooperation agreement on water (2018; R4; Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2018b), the
interactive learning pathway group launched by Area Director Ivonne de Nood
(Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2019b), and monthly meetings between Platform
Oosterwold and representatives of the municipality and the area organisation (Platform
Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 1; R5).

Besides such resolved issues, many others remain under discussion based on a more
collaborative approach: wastewater purification in Area 1la (R5; Gebiedsorganisatie
Oosterwold, 2021b; 2021d; 2021e; 2021g; 2021i), providing schools and other facilities for
the emerging community (R2; Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold 2018d, 2020f; 2021h;
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Dijkhuis & Pansier, 2020: p. 14), urban agriculture (R1; R3; Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold,
2018d; 2020e; 2020i; Andersson Elffers Felix, 2020: p. 1), and the areas of two metres
around each plot (doorwardbaarzones) for public space such as roads, public greens and
water facilities (R3; Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2021c; 2021h; Andersson Elffers Felix,
2020: p. 7).

5.3.3 Adaptation

The collected data demonstrate that the collaborative outcomes in Oosterwold also
produced adaptive changes in the system context and the collaborative governance
regime, defined by collaboration dynamics and actions. Specifically, adaptive changes in
the system context of Oosterwold refer to the involvement of new actors and the
introduction of new implementation rules that enable and constrain public and private
actors’ actions. Section 5.1.8. presented the new actors who emerged during the
development process. The previous section discussed several regulations introduced to
resolve emerging issues, such as archaeological research on the entire area in place of
single initiators (R2), refuse collection management (R2; R5), and a sewer system in Area
1b instead of individual IBA systems (R1; R4).

The results also indicate adaptive changes in how actors work together and their
actions to solve common issues. Respondent R2 highlighted, “At the very beginning ... the
municipalities really held back; they did look at Oosterwold in that way”. However, “ ... now,
much more you can see they all work together. Initiators are still in charge, but the
government helps them more”. Following this new collaboration between inhabitants and
planning authorities, respondents R2 and R5 focused on Platform Qosterwold’s key role:
“Now there is the platform ... that is [something that] is streamlining the process” (R5). “[As
first] the platform defined an agenda of topics to address in Oosterwold” (R2). Thus, the
way issues are addressed has changed. Before the platform, issues were addressed as they
emerged (R2; R4). Now, the platform has monthly meetings with representatives of the
municipality and the area organisation to discuss and evaluate how the process is

progressing (Platform Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 5).

5.3.4 Actions’ Performance Productivity

To derive a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon under study, we
also asked the interviewees about their perceptions of the collaborative actions’ efficiency,
efficacy, and equity according to Emerson and Nabatchi’s CGR matrix of productivity
(2015b: p. 717), presented in Chapter 2. The following sections describe the findings that

emerged from interviews with respondents.
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Efficiency

Focusing on the efficiency of actions dimension, respondents answered in two
different ways when asked how beneficial participating in collaboration had been. On the
one hand, respondent R4 stated that interacting with other actors and generating
knowledge in Oosterwold requires more time than traditional urban development due to
the novel planning approach: “ ... [In Oosterwold] public organisations spend more time
than in normal rural development. We have a lot of meetings. We have a lot of research
going on and a lot of questions that [must] be solved. And this costs a lot of time ... In the
future, when many problems will be solved, the time consumption and costs will go down
... But, in this phase, we have a lot of things to do” (R4).

On the other hand, respondents R2 and R5 focused on how beneficial collaboration
among different actors has been for understanding and improving the process through
more efficient actions. For example, respondent R2 highlighted that civil servants build
experience to execute their tasks successfully. Respondent R5 also disclosed how beneficial
a collaborative approach to the organic development of Oosterwold has been for
participating initiators. “It is easier now to contact the right people ... than in the beginning
... " (R5). Furthermore, “ ... we are learning very much about how the municipality works,
what kind of decisions are made, ... about the process, what kind of people we have to

contact to influence decisions ... ” (R5).

Efficacy

The results regarding the efficacy of actions dimension highlight that all respondents
are confident in the capacity of collaboration actions for reaching common purposes. For
example, referring to issues addressed in the past, such as archaeological research in
Oosterwold, free-riders concerning building roads, refuse collection, and left-over plots,
respondent R2 stated that several discussions had begun from the start. “But these
discussions all can be solved because you have ... to lay on the table ... What is the law?
What do you expect? ... How do we do [things] in Oosterwold? And if you have that
conversation together, you always get a solution”. From the same perspective, respondent
R4 stated, “I think when problems arise, we are quite effective in finding a solution. | think
it is going better because the municipality, water board, and province meet each other
frequently. So problems are discussed, and we try to solve them. And | think this is

III

successful” (R4). Respondent R5, as an initiator and member of the Platform Oosterwold core
group, stated that problems are solved through discussions: “ ... like the road management, ...
we had to discuss a lot about the roads in the kavelvereniging [road associations], and one of
the things the government now does is that they lay by themselves the big roads and they leave

only the small roads to the initiators” (R5).
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Equity

Only respondent R4 answered the question concerning the equity of actions
dimension. Specifically, they highlighted that the costs for participants in collaboration
differ depending on their tasks: “I think the municipality of Almere and the water board
spend a lot on this development in terms of time, mainly. ... We [the water board] also have
more costs because water quality is mandatory. We make more costs about advice for
water systems, flooding, and monitoring and analysis. It is mainly in terms of time, but also
terms of money”. However, respondent R4 also recognised that the municipality and the
water board receive funding from the area organisation to cover the additional costs

incurred due to the experimental nature of the development process.

5.4 Validation of findings

The research findings presented in the previous sections were validated through
interviews with three experts who had researched Oosterwold. These further interviews
allowed verifying the research findings presented so far and provided valuable insights on
which to reflect, discuss results and formulate recommendations for practice and further
research. First, this section briefly introduces the experts and their backgrounds. Next,
experts’ observations regarding the governance process underlying the organic
development of Oosterwold are presented.

Based on their backgrounds, the three experts investigated the organic development
of Oosterwold from different perspectives. The first expert is an agronomist and a
researcher at Wageningen University. Their field of interest is what happens on the
boundaries between cities and rural areas and how to develop new programmes that
merge farmland and urban development. They have researched Oosterwold for twenty
years and recently conducted a study demonstrating that urban agriculture in Oosterwold
can provide food for Almere (R6). They are also working on initiatives to improve urban
agriculture in Oosterwold, such as a food production cooperative. The second expert is an
urban planner and a researcher at the Institut fur Landes-und Stadtentwicklungs-forschung
in Dortmund (DE). Their research on Oosterwold focuses on the function of the framework
rules in such an experiment in urban planning. After their research, they continue to follow
the development of Oosterwold as an intriguing experiment valuable for “rethink[ing] the
role of the government in urban planning. Specifically, which interventions the government
must realise in urban development and what it can delegate to citizens” (E2). The third
expert is an urban planner and a researcher at the University of Utrecht. They investigated
the legal aspects of the self-organising approach applied to public service management in

Oosterwold.
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Focusing on the governance process underlying the organic development of
Oosterwold, all the experts highlighted that collaboration among initiators and between
inhabitants and the government has emerged over time. Specifically, the process “started
at a very individual level, and there were problems. So, they [inhabitants] scaled up to a
more collective level ... ” (E3). In other words, “The initial idea was that the area should
have developed in a self-organised way, through the initiatives of inhabitants and some
intervention of the municipality over the process to help initiators” (E2). Thus, “The
developing authorities ... should have controlled whether residents complied with the rules
and sold the plot” (E1). However, “at a certain point, they [planning authorities] realised
that the area could not develop alone and that the development needed much more
support from the government” (E2). Many inhabitants also required much more
government intervention (E1; E2).

When asked about the kind of collaboration that has emerged in Oosterwold, all the
experts highlighted that the governance process is complex and characterised by different
interactions. Depending on the topics that must be addressed, the experts observed that
different interactions between initiators and the local government occur at the plot,
neighbourhood, and area levels. Expert E1 stated, “It is a complex interaction that can
assume the forms of participation, collaboration, consultation, and negotiation” (E2). For
example, “the inhabitants negotiate individually with the area organisation when they sign
their agreement to develop their initiative and buy the land” (E2). Interactions between
residents and the water board for the discharge permit are also one-to-one relationships
(E3). In addition, at the neighbourhood level, there are road associations, where “
residents are organised collectively, ... and they have to argue with one another about what
kind of road they want ... ” (E3). Moreover, as expert E1 claimed, “ ... there are a lot of
questions that cannot be solved on the road level. For example, doorwardbaarzone? ...
[and] urban agriculture are tasks for the whole community. So, sometimes, you [must]
structure organisations on the highest level for all the residents” (E1).

Referring to the collaboration between inhabitants and planning authorities on the
area level, as external observers, the experts focused more on some aspects than others.
The experts’ observations are presented in the following paragraphs by referring to each
collaboration dynamics component of Emerson et al.'s analytical framework of ICG (2011;
Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a).

Regarding the principled engagement component, the experts claimed that involved
actors share their interests, define common issues, and establish how to work together to

achieve common goals flexibly. Expert E3 stated, “Inhabitants share interests through

2 The doorwardbaarzone are two metres wide areas around each plot for public space such as roads, public
greens and water facilities.
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Facebook groups and [in meetings in] real life” (E3). In such a way, inhabitants also “share
their experiences, [and] a lot of tips and tricks about how to organise [things] ... and they
also learn a lot from each other” (E3). Thus, inhabitants solve many problems by discussing
and working together (E2). In addition, expert E1 highlighted that through associations,
Facebook groups, and, more recently, Platform Oosterwold, initiators also “negotiate with
the municipality about rules because they consider some rules not workable [or]
counterproductive”.

However, experts E1 and E2 expressed different opinions regarding inhabitants’
interactions with planning authorities. When asked about the possibility that some
interests cannot be represented because many people do not participate in discussions
with the planning authorities through Platform Oosterwold, expert E2 stated that
inhabitants’ commitments are formulated in the agreements they sign with the area
organisation. Therefore, because participating in weekly meetings is not mandatory,
inhabitants can choose their preferences (E2). However, the inhabitants can organise and
solve many problems alone or as a group independently of the platform (E2).

In contrast, expert E1 focused on the need for a “legal democratic system” in
Oosterwold. “ ... because there were few residents in the past ... but today, there are about
2,000 residents. And, maybe, in ten years, they will be 15,000 ... So, | think Oosterwold
needs some democratic structure where people are involved in the planning of the area
but also in negotiating rules about urban agriculture, sewer systems, roads, and
everything”. Expert E1 also claimed that the topic of democratic representation in
Oosterwold is considered significant by the local government. Therefore, one of the two
current area directors was “think[ing] about a communal, societal system or a platform
where the authorities can negotiate, talk, share, [and] co-plan with residents. However, it
is something for the new future”.

Regarding the shared motivation component, which conceptualises interpersonal
relationships among different actors involved in the governance process, experts E2 and E3
focused on the mutual trust and shared commitment elements. In particular, referring to
the mutual trust element, the experts stated that inhabitants do not trust planning
authorities due to changing rules. Specifically, expert E2 stated that it is clear that “more
government intervention compared to the initial idea [of self-organisation] created the
disappointment of many ... ” (E2). Expert E3 highlighted that “if rules change constantly, it
is getting unclear who must do what, ... [and] that may create interaction problems and
potentially result in trust issues” (E3).

Focusing on the shared commitment element, the experts claimed that all the
participants in the collaboration were highly motivated. However, expert E3 highlighted

the lack of a clear division of tasks and responsibilities among the involved actors: "l think
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they are motivated and want to do it together, but ... they are not good enough to define
‘this is your topic’, ‘this is what we are doing’”.

Regarding the capacity for joint action component, each expert focused on different
aspects of such a dynamic. In particular, experts E1 and E2 observed that in the self-
organising process, “there is not a formal structure yet” (E1). However, they both
mentioned the road associations for managing the main roads and Platform Oosterwold
for discussing the area’s issues.

In addition, experts E2 and E3 focused on the municipality’s leadership role in the
governance process. Specifically, the municipality intervenes each time conflict emerges,
as in the case of wastewater purification and roads (E2). Thus, “It is clear that the
municipality has a relevant rule in decision-making and solving conflicts emerging during
the collaboration” (E3).

Furthermore, expert E1 gave valuable insights into the results of such collaboration.
They mentioned “meeting each other” and “negotiating” as the main actions taken by
actors involved in the process. Thus, the expert highlighted that many issues have been
solved throughout the process, and other issues currently under discussion will be solved
in the future. Expert E1 also stated that many new rules had been introduced due to the
actions undertaken by participants in the collaboration: “The basic idea was to have only
ten rules in the beginning ... but now, some people are joking that there are more rules
than people in Oosterwold ... ” (E1).

Finally, when asked how to improve the governance process underlying the organic
development of Oosterwold, each expert referred to different aspects of the process. Expert
E1 suggested creating a democratic system in Oosterwold to address issues emerging at the
area level. They highlighted that a democratic structure is needed “ ... where people are being
involved in the planning of the area, ... where the voice of the people can be heard and ... where
they [inhabitants and the government] meet each other because they both have experience
and knowledge about the development ... and they can negotiate about the rules and what
Oosterwold can be in the future ...”.

From a different perspective, expert E2 claimed that more government intervention
than in the initial idea of the organic development of Oosterwold is not in contrast with the
concept of self-organising development of the area. “Some things can be self-organised. In
other cases, much more government support is better to ensure a better self-organisation
and a better development of the area ... ”. In other words, even if there is much more
intervention from the government, “until there is not a master plan, what will emerge will
be spontaneous and unpredictable according to the concept of self-organisation”.

Expert E3 highlighted the need to communicate each actor’s roles and responsibilities

clearly. They stated that focusing on the freedom inhabitants have in Oosterwold,
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compared to the more traditional approach, “ ... policymakers and planners may create an
‘illusion’. ... The inhabitants get the idea that 'they are free’ and 'they may create whatever
they want'. Of course, a bunch of legal rules also apply in Oosterwold. The municipality has,
for example, certain duties of care they cannot transfer to inhabitants. With this sort of
urban development, it is crucial to communicate wisely about the legal framework in which
inhabitants act ... ‘It is up to citizens’ sounds perfect, but it is not a carte blanche. The
government needs to be realistic about what residents may do and what the government
should do. Be clear about who has what kind of responsibilities”.

Based on the above, experts confirm the research findings illustrated in the previous
sections. First, the experts highlighted that the initial idea of the organic development of
Oosterwold was to develop the area through inhabitants’ initiatives and with a few
government interventions. However, initiators and the government currently interact to
develop the area at the plot, neighbourhood, and area levels, depending on the issues that
must be addressed.

Second, the experts highlighted the criticalities discovered in this study about
collaboration dynamics components. Regarding the principled engagement component,
experts E1 and E2 referred to inhabitants’ lack of participation in collaborating with
planning authorities regarding general issues. Concerning the shared motivation
component, the experts focused on inhabitants’ distrust of planning authorities due to
changing rules and the high commitments of all residents. Focusing on the capacity for joint
action component, the experts agreed that participants in collaboration had been able to
define the potential for joint action through road associations and Platform Oosterwold by
working together. In addition, the municipality’s role in the process has become clear, as
experts E2 and E3 highlighted. Moreover, despite the observed criticalities, expert E1
confirmed that inhabitants and planning authorities could resolve common issues by
working together. Finally, the experts’ suggestions for improving the process also provided
valuable insights for discussing the study results and formulating recommendations for

practice and further research presented in the following chapter.
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Chapter 6 - Conclusion

This chapter concludes this research on the governance process underlying the
organic development of Oosterwold. The following sections relate the key findings to each
sub-question, interpret the results, and discuss them based on the theoretical framework.
The results’ implications concerning practice and existing theories are also examined.
Subsequently, the main research question is addressed. Finally, reflection on the research
focuses on the conceptual and methodological approaches and the study’s limitations

before offering recommendations for practice and future research.

6.1 Key findings related to the sub-questions: summary, interpretation and discussion
This research aimed to explore the governance process underlying the organic
development of Oosterwold as a new approach to spatial planning. Hence, the following
research question was formulated:
What can be learnt from the organic development of Oosterwold regarding the
governance process underlying the area’s urban development so far?
Five sub-questions were defined to answer the main research question. The following
sections present the key findings of each sub-question, interpret the results and discuss

them based on the theoretical framework.

Sub-question 1:

What is the system context of the organic development of Oosterwold, as defined by
Emerson et al.’s (2011) integrative framework for collaborative governance, and how has it
influenced the governance process underlying the area’s urban development so far?

The results indicate that the system context of Oosterwold consists of several
conditions that facilitate or hinder collaboration among different actors involved in the
organic development of the area. On the one hand, the policy document Land goed voor
initiatieven (RRAAM et al., 2012: p.3) introduced the principle according to which the future
inhabitants of Oosterwold are responsible for developing the area while the local
government remains at a distance. This novel approach to planning is also detailed in the
Intergemeentelijke structuurvisie and the Chw bestemmingplan of Oosterwold (Gemeente
Almere, 2015) and regulated by the agreements that initiators sign with the area director.
Based on such documents, urban development started as the initiative of individuals on
single plots.

On the other hand, many conditions in the system context facilitate collaboration
among different actors involved in the process. First, besides the “people make

Oosterwold” principle, the policy documents Land goed voor initiatieven and the
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Intergemeentelijke structuurvisie define operational procedures and funding processes
that foster interactions between initiators and the local government. In addition,
institutional frameworks such as the Implementation Agreement signed by the Real Estate
and Development Company of the government (RVOB), the Province of Flevoland, the
Municipalities of Almere and Zeewolde, and the Zuiderzeeland Water Board (RRAAM,
2013) and the Cooperation Agreement for Water (2018; Gemeente Almere et al., 2018)
define the interactions among the planning authorities involved in the area’s development
to support initiators. Moreover, as a municipal plan within Dutch spatial planning, private
and public actors’ actions are enabled and constrained by legal frameworks set at national
and provincial levels, such as restrictions on nuisance to neighbours (Van Straalen et al.,
2017: p. 508) and regulations for preserving green spaces, soil and underground,
archaeological heritage, and wastewater purification (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente
Zeewolde, 2013: pp. 28 — 35) that imply interactions among different actors. Concerns
regarding public services and resources can also trigger collaboration among initiators and
the local government because, in Oosterwold, for the first time, the future residents
address tasks that the government traditionally executes. Moreover, inhabitants’
motivation in the philosophy of Oosterwold (R3; E1; E2; E3), their capabilities to take the
initiative in developing their plot (Nio, 2020: p. 55), and their ability to share their
experience with others (R3; E1; E2) facilitate interactions among residents and with the
local government to develop the area.

In such a system context, the results demonstrate that specific factors triggered
collaboration between initiators and the local government during the implementation
process, as Emerson et al. (2011: p. 5 - 9) assume in their analytical framework of ICG.
Collaboration between initiators and the government began due to the uncertainties of the
experimental process. “Not everything is clear in the beginning” (R4), and “Issues will
arise... [which] must be resolved along the way” (R1). “It is a learning process for every
actor in the process” (R2).

The interdependence between initiators and the local government also prompted
collaboration. On the one hand, in Oosterwold, inhabitants must provide refuse collection,
common roads, public green and wastewater purification in place of the public for the first
time. However, inhabitants lack the knowledge, experience and power to manage such
tasks (R2; R4; Problemen Bij Ontwikkeling Oosterwold in Almere, 2018). On the other hand,
although it delegates its traditional planning tasks to initiators, the government remains
responsible “for ensuring that living conditions and environment are protected and
improved” (Needham, 2014: p. 91). Therefore, due to such interdependence between
initiators and the local government in developing the area, from a certain point, the latest

has intervened to support initiators in negotiations with utility companies for energy and
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drinking water, in archaeological research on single plots (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold,
2016a), and wastewater management (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2019b).

Moreover, internal factors such as initiators’ involvement in the philosophy of
Oosterwold (R3) and planning authorities’ desire to succeed in such an experiment in urban
planning (R2; R4) also fostered collaboration. Thus, both initiators and planning authorities
pushed for collaboration. Initially, initiators asked for meetings with the municipality and
the area organisation to address emerging issues (R5). Subsequently, the area organisation
arranged a more structured interaction with initiators (Platform Oosterwold, 2020b: p.1),
as discussed in the following section.

The emergence of the collaboration between initiators and the government to
develop the area suggests that the government still has a pivotal role in the organic
development of Oosterwold. Although the government delegates its planning tasks to
inhabitants, it still defines the rules of the game and, in such a way, the roles of the other
actors in the development process, as stated by Capano et al. (2015: p. 315) regarding the
state’s role in contemporary policy-making. Moreover, the government intervenes when
initiators struggle with their tasks, which occurred in Oosterwold regarding refuse
collection, archaeological research on single plots, common roads, and wastewater
purification, as Denters (2016: p. 244) claims regarding interactive governance.
Furthermore, the government acts “to avoid the failure of governance” (Capano et al. 2015:
p. 316), as exemplified in the municipality’s leading role (R5; E2; E3) in decision-making and
the area organisation’s balancing role (R2; R5) which emerged from analysis of the
leadership element of the capacity for joint action component analysis.

Such results regarding the pivotal role of the government in the organic development
of Oosterwold align with theories on the concepts of governance in public administration
analysed in the theoretical framework. As Capano et al. (2015: p. 313) state, the concept
of governance defines different ways in which the main actors in the decision-making
process, the state, the market, and civil society, interact to provide public services. These
different ways of governing range from the most hierarchical to those without hierarchy
(Capano et al.,, 2015: p. 313), as represented in Driessen et al.’s (2012: p. 146)
schematisation depicted in Chapter 2. In hierarchical approaches, the institutional actors
are responsible for the decision-making process. In all other approaches, decisions are
made and implemented through interactions among the involved actors (Capano et al.,
2015: p. 313). Thus, less hierarchical approaches, such as the organic development of
Oosterwold, do not mean that the government has lost power and authority (Capano et al.,
2015: p. 313). What has changed are the strategies and instruments the government uses
(Capano et al., 2015: p. 314), as defined in Chapter 2. In Oosterwold, the policy strategy

delegates the government’s planning tasks to future inhabitants. However, the
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government remains responsible for ensuring inhabitants’ living conditions and
environmental protection, verifies that initiators comply with regulations, and grants
environmental permits based on this compliance. The instruments comprise the general
rules that define the conditions within which initiators act and the agreements that initiators
sign with the area director to develop their initiatives instead of the prescriptive regulations

of traditional planning.

Sub-question 2:

Who are the actors involved in the governance process?

The collected data indicate that the main actors in the decision-making process in
Oosterwold are the state, the market and civil society, as also discussed in the previous
section. Based on the policy documents, the state consists of the local government and the
other planning authorities involved in the area’s development, and the area director
represents them (RRAAM et al., 2012: p. 98; Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde,
2013: p. 60; RRAAM, 2013: p. 9). The market and civil society are the entrepreneurs and
inhabitants responsible for the area’s development, defined as initiators by policy
documents (Gemeente Almere & Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013: p. 20).

However, new formal and informal actors emerged during the implementation
process. In the spheres of civil society and the market, road associations were defined as
formal actors to manage common roads (R2; R3; Nio, 2020: p. 26). In addition, Platform
Oosterwold was launched as an informal actor to facilitate interactions between initiators
and the local government on general issues regarding the whole area (R5; Platform
Oosterwold, n.d.-c).In the sphere of the state, Oosterwold Area Organisation was
established as an operating unit that includes all the planning authorities involved in the
area’s development (Gemeente Almere et al., 2021: article 1). Moreover, the area
organisation and the Municipality of Almere designated representatives to interact with
residents through Platform Oosterwold (Platform Oosterwold, 2020a: p. 1).

The emergence of new actors in the governance process has changed how the state,
the market and civil society interact in Oosterwold compared to what is stated in the policy
documents. Initiators and the area director still interact to develop a single initiative at the
plot level, as defined by policy documents. In addition, at the neighbourhood level,
initiators collaborate to design and develop common roads. Moreover, at the area level,
initiators and planning authorities interact to address general issues, such as wastewater
purification and urban agriculture. However, despite such collaborations at the
neighbourhood and area levels, the area’s development remains self-organised as

individuals still act according to their interests without a government-oriented plan.
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These diverse interactions at different scales align with previous research on
Oosterwold discussed in the literature review and with theories on self-organisation within
urban planning presented in the theoretical framework. The coexistence of self-governance
and self-organising aspects in Oosterwold verifies Rauws’ (2016: p. 12) position, analysed
in the literature review, according to which despite the emergence of self-governance
phenomena at the neighbourhood level to manage common roads, at the area level, the
area’s development remains self-organised. Moreover, different interactions at the plot,
neighbourhood and area levels also fit Moroni e al.’s (2020: p.221) theory regarding the
three phenomena of self-organisation in urban planning, namely self-building, self-
governance and self-coordination, discussed in Chapter 2. Furthermore, the emergence of
a collaboration between initiators and the local government to solve implementation
issues in Oosterwold aligns with Rauws and De Roo’s (2016b) proposal for adaptive
planning presented in Chapter 2. The latest form of interaction is discussed in the following

sections.

Sub-question 3:

What kinds of collaboration dynamics have emerged among the involved actors based on
Emerson et al.’s (2011) analytical framework of ICG?

Referring to the governance process underlying the organic development of
Oosterwold, this research focused on the collaboration between the local government and
inhabitants at the area level. Analysis using Emerson et al.’s (2011) analytical framework of
ICG reveals that a pretty structured practice of collaboration exists in Oosterwold as all
three components of collaboration dynamics, principled engagement, shared motivation,
and capacity for joint action, are present. However, a few aspects of such collaboration
need attention for successful process performance.

Focusing on the principled engagement component, criticalities emerge regarding
the initiator’s scarce participation in discussions with planning authorities at the area level
through the platform and working groups. Overall, the results indicate that participants in
collaborative governance share their interests in periodical meetings. In such a way,
participants in the collaboration define issues to be addressed and set working groups to
discuss and work together on deliberated issues. They also share information about topics
under discussion and working groups through the Maak Oosterwold and Platform
Oosterwold websites to involve more inhabitants.

However, the results regarding the discovery and deliberation elements of the
principled engagement component indicate that a few initiators participate in the platform
and working groups. “There are often the same people sitting at the table (with the
planning authorities)... ” (Dijkhuis and Pansier, 2020: p. 13). “ ... you can see the same name
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everywhere” (R3). This happens for different reasons. Participating in the collaboration is
not mandatory (R3). Some initiators do not participate because they are too busy with their
initiative. Others do not get involved because they have different opinions from people
inside the Platform (R3; R6). Other initiators leave working groups when the government
act from the top-down (discovery). Moreover, some initiators do not know the platform
and working groups (deliberation), as emerged during a webinar organised by the Platform
in March 2021 (Platform Oosterwold, 2021a).

Due to the inhabitant’s scarce participation, there is the risk that not all interests are
considered in the discussions with planning authorities. Initiators participating in the
platform and working groups are very few. In addition, they are volunteers and do not
represent the other inhabitants of Oosterwold. Consequently, several interests can remain
unknown. Therefore, the question of how to involve more inhabitants in collaborating with
the local government regarding implementation issues emerges, as discussed in sub-
question 5.

The results also demonstrate that the area organisation and Platform Oosterwold are
aware of and working on such issues, as detailed in section 5.2.1 (Discovery and
Deliberation). For example, besides sharing information through its website, the area
organisation defines questionnaires to collect residents’ ideas regarding the area’s
development topics (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold, 2020f; 2020g). In addition, the
platform arranges webinars to inform and involve more people (Gebiedsorganisatie
Oosterwold, 2020e; Platform Oosterwold, 2021a). | also formulate some recommendations
in this regard in section 6.4.3.

Regarding the shared motivation component, criticalities emerge in the mutual trust,
internal legitimacy, and shared commitment elements. Specifically, the results suggest that
such criticalities are linked to the misunderstanding of the “people make Oosterwold”
principle and the novelty of the process.

First, focusing on the idea that initiators are responsible for the area's development
while the government remains at a distance, initiators do not trust the planning authorities.
For example, initiators do not trust the government when the latter changes the rules of
the game (R6; E3) due to implementation issues. In addition, initiators are disappointed
when, after discussion, the government makes decisions from the top down without
considering the residents' point of view (R5). Moreover, regarding the internal legitimacy
element, respondent R5 complained that the process is not genuinely participatory despite
the “people make Oosterwold” principle. Consequently, many initiators leave discussions
in working groups (R5).

Second, due to the novel process, discussions always emerge among planning

authorities and impact their mutual trust. For example, respondent R4 complained that
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despite the water board’s concerns about on-site sewage systems, wastewater
management issues were not considered until they became urgent problems. Moreover,
respondent R2 stated that, even if things are improving, several people seem to avoid
revealing what they think to prevent problems. Furthermore, regarding the shared
commitment element, the results indicate that several civil servants continue to act
traditionally (R2; Platform Oosterwold, 2021b) because they struggle with the novelty of
the process (R2). Therefore, these results suggest clarifying actors’ roles and interactions
in the governance process underlying urban development in Oosterwold, as discussed in
sub-question 5.

The collected data also demonstrate that the area organisation is working to improve
initiators’ trust in the authorities and the process. For example, the area organisation
publishes the Administrative Consultation agenda and meeting minutes to provide greater
transparency (Gebiedsorganisatie Oosterwold 2021g). In addition, the area organisation
involved initiators active in working groups in preparing topics that the municipal council
will have discussed before deciding on Area 1b (Platform Oosterwold, 2021d). Moreover,
several implementation agreements have been signed among the planning authorities
involved in the process, such as the agreement on water management signed in 2018.
Furthermore, Dijkhuis and Pansier’s (2020; p. 16) study suggests training civil servants
working on Oosterwold.

However, despite criticalities in the principled engagement and shared motivation
components, the results reveal that participants in the collaboration have been able to
create the “potential for taking effective action” (Emerson et al.,, 2011: p. 14),
conceptualised by the capacity for joint action component. For example, the participants
in the CGR defined procedures to work together, such as the launch of the Platform
Oosterwold (R2; R5). Participants also generated knowledge to make decisions, such as the
study regarding wastewater purification (R4). They started to share resources, such as the
funds that the area organisation gives to the Municipality of Almere and the water board
for the additional costs they have due to the experimental nature of the development
process (R4). Moreover, the municipality’s leading role and the area organisation’s
balancing role have become clearer (E2; E3).

Generating capacity for joint action despite criticalities in the principled engagement
and shared motivation component aligns with the assumption of Emerson et al. (2011),
according to which the three collaboration dynamics working together influence, reinforce
and support each other to produce collaborative actions. Inhabitant’s high motivation in
the philosophy of Oosterwold and the high commitment of most civil servants in the
process triggered and prompted the collaboration among different parties (principled

engagement). In turn, working together, participants have learned to know each other and
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understand their differences. “... when it comes to the official duties of the municipality,
then ... for the municipality, it is difficult to step away from its responsibilities and give them
to the people” (R5). Thus, the capacity to appreciate and tolerate differences “ ... is
something that has been developed and become better over time” (R4) (mutual
understanding). Based on this, collaboration actions have been taken as described in

section 5.3.1 and discussed in the following section.

Sub-question 4:

What are the results of the governance process so far?

Working together, the three collaboration dynamics have produced valuable results
that this research has distinguished in actions, outcomes and adaptations according to
Emerson et al.’s (2011) analytical framework of ICG. Specifically, by meeting each other,
participants in the collaboration have discussed many implementation issues, reviewed
existing rules, and defined new regulations to improve the implementation process, as
described in section 5.3.1. In addition, such actions were considered beneficial by the
respondents for understanding the process and knowing people (R2; R5) and effective in
solving implementation issues (R2; R4; R5), based on the matrix of productivity
performance by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015b: p. 199). The analysis of the collaboration
outcomes also indicates that many implementation issues have been resolved, such as
archaeological research on single plots, refuse collection and common road management.
Also, many other issues are being discussed using a more collaborative approach, such as
wastewater purification and urban farming. Furthermore, the conditions that influence
interactions among different actors (system context) have become clearer due to the
revision of regulations and the clarification of actors’ roles, and a practice for collaboration
between inhabitants and the government at the area level has been defined, as discussed
in the previous section.

Such collaboration between initiators and local government in Oosterwold to solve
implementation issues also aligns with the proposal for adaptive planning approaches by
Rauws and De Roo (2016b) discussed in Chapter 2. As in adaptive planning, in Oosterwold,
the collaboration between initiators and planning authorities has emerged to solve
implementation issues and adjust the rules of the game while the process is ongoing. Due to
the experimental nature of the process, “not everything is clear in the beginning” (R4) in
Oosterwold. Thus, “issues will arise... [which] must be solved along the way” (R1). However,
changing the rules of the game while the process is ongoing can be frustrating for people
already involved in the area’s development. Moreover, both initiators and the local
government are responsible for the area’s development in Oosterwold. Therefore, as
occurred in the working groups on wastewater management, for example, involving initiators
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in the changes to be made has intended to reduce conflicts and avoid residents’ loss of
confidence in the process, as suggested by Rauws and De Roo (2016b) in their proposal for

adaptive planning approach.

Sub-question 5:

How can the performance of the governance process underlying the organic development
of Oosterwold be improved?

Based on the literature, governance process performance depends on process
performance and productivity performance. Specifically, in Oosterwold, the productivity
performance, defined by collaboration results, does not present criticalities, as discussed
in the previous section. Conversely, process performance, defined by the functioning of the
collaboration dynamics components, requires improvements regarding inhabitants’
participation in the platform and working groups, trust among participants, initiators’
confidence in the process, and some civil servants’ approach to the process. In addition,
respondents and experts suggested the need for a clear division of roles among the
involved actors to improve governance performance.

Such needed improvements suggest that clear communication about the process and
the role of different actors is vital to enhance governance performance in Oosterwold.

First, clear communication is essential to involve more initiators in the platform and
working groups to consider as many interests as possible. Specifically, understanding the
development process and the role of each actor can engage initiators who do not
participate because being involved in the platform and working group is not mandatory.
Also, a clear definition of the process can motivate those who currently do not participate
in platform and working groups because they have different opinions about the organic
development of Oosterwold (R3; R5, R6) and those who leave discussions with the
government when this acts from the top down (R5). Furthermore, clear communication
also refers to the need to improve how information regarding common issues under
discussion and the working groups are shared to ensure that all initiators are informed and,
based on this, can decide whether or not to participate in discussions with planning
authorities.

Second, clear communication about the process and the division of roles among the
involved actors is also necessary to improve interpersonal relationships among participants
in the collaboration, as emerged from the shared motivation component analysis.
Understanding the pivotal role of the government in the process, as defined during the
implementation process, can reduce initiators’ disappointment when the government
introduces new rules and acts from the top down. Consequently, clear communication
about the process and the role of each actor in the implementation process can also
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increase initiators’ confidence in the process. Furthermore, clear communication about the
process can support planning authorities and civil servants execute their tasks.

The need for clear communication about the process and actors’ roles also arise from
the mismatch between the local government’s role, as emerged from the analysis of the
governance process, and respondents’ and experts’ suggestions to improve collaboration.
Onthe one hand, the results regarding the definition element of the principled engagement
component and the leadership element of the capacity for joint action component indicate
that actors’ roles are clearer now. Discussions about how doing things can always be solved
by law (R2). Moreover, it is clear the leadership role of the municipality in solving conflicts
(R2; R5; E2; E3) and the balancing role among different interests of the area organisation
(R2; R5). On the other hand, when asked how to improve collaboration, all interviewees
highlighted the need for a clear division of roles among the involved actors, as described in
section 5.3.4. For example, respondent R2 stated, “ ... we have to keep on making clear who
is responsible for what.. “. Respondent R3 focused on the gap regarding who should
enforce the rules when initiators responsible for the area’s development have not complied
with the regulations. Respondent R4 referred to the uncertainties regarding wastewater
management. Section 6.4.3 formulate recommendations about clear communication to

improve the governance performance in Oosterwold.

6.2 Implications of the Findings

This section considers the results’ implications regarding existing theories and
practices. Specifically, this research is valuable for the theory regarding organic
development strategy and self-organising approaches in urban planning for two main
reasons. First, the findings definitively overcome the misinterpretation among many that
the organic development of Oosterwold is an individualised, self-sufficient process in which
the government remains at a distance once it has delegated its tasks to inhabitants. It is
clear now that the government still has a pivotal role in the development process, as
discussed in section 6.1 (sub-question 1).

Second, the results suggest that the governance process underlying the organic
development of a vast greenfield site implies different interactions among the involved
actors, depending on the issues that need to be addressed. Inhabitants, individually or in
groups, negotiate with the government to develop their initiatives on a single plot.
Residents also interact with their neighbours to build common roads and provide other
utilities at the neighbourhood level. Moreover, initiators and the government collaborate
at the area level to adjust the framework rules that define the conditions in which initiators

act because they both are responsible for the area’s development.
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The findings also have practical implications regarding the ongoing organic
development process in Oosterwold. First, overcoming the idea of the organic
development of Oosterwold as an individualised, self-sufficient process could reduce
conflicts among different actors. Considering the organic development at the
neighbourhood and area levels as a collaborative process will allow initiators to address
“individualistic behaviours” (R3) and “their [inhabitants’] solid opinions” (R5) that make
working together challenging. Finally, strengthening the collaboration between initiators
and the local government to adjust the rules of the game could also reduce conflicts and
improve collaborative governance, as occurred in the latest working groups on wastewater.

Moreover, analysing collaboration between inhabitants and planning authorities at
the area level provided valuable insights for improving the current governance process.
Focusing on process performance criticalities revealed which aspects of the collaboration
need to be improved. In addition, the collaboration’s positive aspects, such as participants’
high commitment levels and increased mutual understanding, provide valuable elements

to enhance collaboration and formulate recommendations presented in section 6.4.3.

6.3 Answer to the main research question
This section addresses the main research question:
What can be learnt from the organic development of Almere-Oosterwold regarding the
governance process underlying the area’s urban development so far?
The analysis of the governance process underlying the organic development of Oosterwold
as a new approach in spatial planning has yielded four main findings.

First, the government has a crucial role in the organic development of Oosterwold.
Specifically, even if it delegates its planning tasks to future inhabitants, the government still
defines the rules of the game under which initiators act. It also supports initiators when
they struggle with their commitments and intervenes to avoid the failure of the
governance. Moreover, such government intervention is not in contrast with the concept
of self-organisation in urban planning as long as initiators act according to their interests
without a government-oriented plan.

Second, scales make the difference. Self-organising approaches in the organic
development strategy imply different interactions among the involved actors depending
on the issues that must be addressed. Specifically, at the plot level, initiators interact with
the area director to develop their initiatives as defined by policy documents and
agreements that initiators sign when they buy their plots. At the neighbourhood level,
initiators collaborate through road associations to build and maintain common roads. At
the area level, inhabitants and the local government collaborate to adjust the framework

rules that define the conditions under which initiators act to develop the area.
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Third, the collaboration between inhabitants and the local government on the area
level is an essential aspect of the self-organising approaches in spatial planning. Due to the
experimental and adaptive nature of the process, rules can change during the
implementation process. Being both responsible for the area’s development, initiators and
planning authorities must collaborate in adjusting the rules of the game. Moreover,
involving all the actors in the changes to be made can reduce conflicts with individuals
already involved in the development process and can feel frustrated by ongoing changes,
and avoid the actors’ loss of confidence in the process.

Fourth, communication is fundamental to improving governance process
performance in Oosterwold. Clear communication about the process and actors’ roles is
necessary to overcome the misunderstanding of organic development as an individualised,
self-sufficient process which impacts initiators’ participation in the platform and working
groups and interpersonal relationships among participants in such collaboration.
Specifically, clearly stating that initiators and the local government are both responsible for
the area’s development in Oosterwold should reduce initiators’ disappointment when the
government acts from the top down, improve participants’ confidence in the process, and
support the involved actors in carrying out their duties. Furthermore, clear communication
regarding actors’ roles in decision-making should motivate and involve more initiators in

collaborating with planning authorities.

6.4 Reflections on the Research

6.4.1 Conceptual and methodological approaches

Based on the research results, | believe that the conceptual and methodological
approaches employed in this study were effective for understanding the governance
process underlying the organic development of Oosterwold and answering the research
question.

The theoretical framework and concepts | considered allowed me to understand the
phenomenon object of study in its different aspects. Focusing on the concept of
governance as different ways the state, the market and civil society interact to provide
public services helped me understand the government’s role in Oosterwold. The three
urban phenomena of self-organisation described by Moroni et al. (2020) supported me in
recognising the different interactions among the involved actors in the organic
development of Oosterwold. The concept of adaptive planning by Rauws and De Roo
(2016b) gave me valuable insights into the meaning of collaboration between inhabitants
and planning authorities in a self-organising planning approach. Furthermore, Emerson et
al.’s (2011) analytical framework of ICG helped me to explore all the aspects necessary for

comprehending the ongoing governance process in Qosterwold.
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Regarding the study methodology, | judge that a qualitative approach involving semi-
structured interviews and content analysis of official documents, newsletters, and official
website pages, helped me to understand the study phenomenon in depth. Specifically,
content analysis of various documents allowed me to collect general information on the
process. Subsequently, the semi-structured interviews with residents, civil servants, and
consultants involved in the governance process of Oosterwold helped me grasp opinions and
feelings regarding the collaboration process from different perspectives. In addition, directly
interviewing participants allowed me to investigate all the conceptual framework
dimensions. However, this research presents some limitations, as discussed in the following

section.

6.4.2 Study limitations

Research’s potential limitations refer to the methods used to collect data and
researcher issues. First, possible shortcomings can be related to data collection through
content analysis. All information sources are in the Dutch language. Thus, as a non-native
Dutch speaker, it is possible that | was not able to search and find all the data and
documents valuable for this research. Moreover, it is also possible that | lost some
information while translating such documents into English despite my best efforts.

Second, possible pitfalls can also derive from the sample size | used for the semi-
structured interviews. Despite the large sample | had defined based on the content analysis
of documents | had found, only a few persons | contacted were available to participate in
the research. In addition, a few more interviewees were identified through the snowball
sample method. Thus, five interviews were arranged between September and December
2020, and this number might not be high enough to identify clear patterns in the data
conclusively. To reduce such limitations and ensure the results’ reliability, findings from the
semi-structured interviews were triangulated with the results from the content analysis of
the policy documents, the newsletters from the Maakoosterwold website and the pages
from the Platform Oosterwold website | consulted. Moreover, such findings were validated
through further interviews with three experts who had researched or were studying the
organic development of Oosterwold. Through the snowball sample method, one more
interview with one of the first inhabitants of Oosterwold and a member of the working
group on urban agriculture was also conducted.

Furthermore, time also implies shortcomings. Specifically, the phenomenon object of
study is an ongoing process and an experiment in urban planning. Thus, this research gives
valuable insights into the process up to a specific moment. Conversely, how the process

evolves cannot be predicted. Therefore, further research on interactions among the
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involved actors as the area’s development proceeds would be valuable, as discussed in the

next section.

6.4.3 Recommendations

At the end of this study, this section presents recommendations for practice and
further studies on the governance process underlying the organic development of
Oosterwold.

The recommendation for practice is to clearly communicate the process and the roles
and responsibilities of different actors in the organic development of Oosterwold. First, clear
communication is essential to overcome the misunderstanding generated by the “people
make Oosterwold” principle, which impacts the mutual trust among participants in the CGR,
participants’ confidence in the process and the shared commitment of a few civil servants in
executing their tasks, as discussed in section 6.1 (sub-question 5). Second, clear
communication about the process and the role of different actors in decision-making is also
vital to involve more initiators in discussions with the local government, as discussed in
section 6.1 (sub-question 5).

Therefore, recommendations for clear communication are twofold.

First, it is essential to communicate from the beginning of each working group the
objectives to be pursued, the role of each participant in making decisions, how participants
will work together and who will make decisions. Such a recommendation aligns with
respondent R5’s request “ ... before you start the participation in a working group or other
things, you have to make [it] very clear ... how far the participation goes ... what influence we
[initiators] have as participants”. Moreover, this recommendation fits expert E3’s suggestion
“ ... the government needs to be realistic about what residents may do and what the
government should do ...”. Furthermore, such an approach has already been experienced in
the working groups on wastewater purification started in January 2021, described in section
5.2.1 (determination).

Second, clear communication implies improving how information is shared.
Currently, information is shared through the area organisation and platform’s official
websites and the webinars organised by the platform. However, as the research results
demonstrate, this does not ensure that all initiators are informed. Therefore, periodically
sharing information through road associations is recommended. As formal organisations in
the area, road associations have direct contact with their members. In such a way,
information regarding implementation issues, working groups and questionnaires
launched by the area organisation to collect opinions regarding specific issues can reach
initiators. Once informed, each initiator can decide whether to collaborate according to a

self-organising approach.
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Recommendations for further research include monitoring how collaboration
between inhabitants and the government at the area level evolves. Respondents R3 and
R4 stated that the current level of collaboration could evolve in the future because the
initiators participating in the platform and working groups are few volunteers and do not
represent Oosterwolders. Thus, there is the risk that not all interests are represented.
Expert E1 highlighted that such a risk could become more significant as the population
increases to 15,000 by the end of the process. Therefore, to overcome such a criticality,
expert E1 emphasised the need for a “democratic structure ... where people are involved
in the planning of the area, ... where the voice of the people can be heard and ... where
they [inhabitants and the local government] meet each other because they both have
experience and knowledge about the development ... and they can negotiate about the
rules and what Oosterwold can be in the future ... ”. Expert E1 also stated that one of the
area directors at that time was investigating this aspect of the development process in
Oosterwold.

Moreover, the possibility that a democratic decision-making structure could emerge
in Oosterwold aligns with Rauws and De Roo’s (2016b: p. 2016) theory regarding adaptive
planning approaches, described in Section 2.3.1 and discussed in Section 6.1 (sub-question
4). Therefore, further research is needed to investigate if and how the current collaboration

between inhabitants and planning authorities at the area level will evolve.
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Appendices

Appendix A — Operationalisation

Dimensions Elements within __ .
Definition Indicators
and Components components
System Context  Policy and legal  “Legislative, administrative,
GENERAL LEVEL  framework regulatory and judicial systems .
) ® Planning rules
(that) enable and constrain {(...) . .
; . . . ® Planning regulations
public decision-making, private
actions (...) (and) the work of CGrs.”  ® Contractual arrangements
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: p. 41)
Network “Structures of interdependence”

System Context
ORGANIC
DEVELOPMENT
OF
OOSTERWOLD

characteristics

Political and
power relations

Involved Actors

Public service or
resource
conditions

Policy and legal
framework

between different organisations and
groups facing the same issues that
can facilitate or hinder the
functioning of a CGR (Emerson &
Nabatchi, 2015: p. 42)

® Planning Authorities
e Civic involvement in urban
development

® organisational control

“Political dynamics and power mechanisms

relations (...) (that) affect the e financial resources and

formation, continuation and responsibilities

performance of CGR.” e funding processes

(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: p. 43) e organisational standard
operating procedures

Actors’ interests, actors’ roles e Actors’ interests

(Nuissl & Heinrichs, 2011: p. 53). o Actors’ roles

A CGR can emerge from concerns e (Concern about the

about the state of public resources, shortage of common

such as depletion of land, water and goods (roads, green

other natural resources, or about areas, waste water,

the shortage of public services, such rubbish collection, schools

as public health, public education, and other facilities)

wealth assistance, and so far e Concern about the status

(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: p. 41) ofnatura/ resources

e Structural plan

e Land-use plan

e Implementation
agreement (between
public authorities)

Cooperation agreement (

“Legislative, administrative,

regulatory and judicial systems
(that) enable and constrain {(...)
public decision-making, private
actions (...) (and) the work of CGRs.” between public

(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: p. 41) authorities)
e Anterior agreement

(between initiators and
Area Organisation)
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Dimensions
and Components

Elements within
components
Socioeconomic

and cultural
characteristics

Definition

“Income, educational level,

community health, and ethnic and
racial diversity create the fabric of
the public that is interested in or
affected by the issue at hand.”

Indicators

Inhabitants’ income
Inhabitants’ ethnises

Inhabitants’ educational
level

® Inhabitants’ professional
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: p. 42) activities
Network e Involved actors:
characteristics —  Planning authorities
— Inhabitants
e Networks:
" ) L — Area Organisation
Structures. of lnterdeper?der.lce —  Platformoosterwold
between different organisations and .
. . — Local organisations
groups facing the same issues that . ) .
can facilitate or hinder the ® Kind of interactions:
functioning of a CGR (Emerson & B Face-'to-face
Nabatchi, 2015: p. 42) meetings,
— newsletters,
—  website,
— social media
—  webinars
® frequency of interactions
Political and e Organisational control
power relations  “pyitical dynamics and power mechanisms,
relations (...) (that) affect the e financial resources and
formation, continuation and responsibilities,
performance of CGR.” e funding processes,
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: p. 43) e Organisational standard
operating procedures.
History of conflicts e Free-riders behaviours
e Lack of capabilities of
initiators in terms of:
“Perceived level of trust, litigation B k'nowledge,
history, prior CGR experience” - time,
Y, P p i .
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: p. 188) —  negotiation skills,
—  financial resources
e Qverlapping of duties
between inhabitants and
Municipality
Drivers Uncertainty Situations of doubt and shortage of
information and resources can
make facing an issue difficult.
Different actors and groups can .
collaborate to overcome this * Lack of experience
uncertainty by sharing information,
risks, and resources (Emerson &
Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 44).
Interdependence Situations in which individuals and
organisations need to collaborate e Active role of inhabitants
with other individuals and e Statutory tasks of the
organisations to accomplish an issue local government

(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 45).
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Dimensions
and Components

Elements within
components

Consequential

Definition

Internal factors, such as problems,

Indicators

incentives interests, opportunities, and
external factors, such as threats and .
o T } e Involvement  in the
S|tua'1t|onal ’?md. |r15t|tut|onal crises, philosophy of Oosterwold
can induce individuals and o Wish to succeed
organisations to work together
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 46).
Leadership Individuals or organisations can
ush other actors to initiate a cross-
P ) ® Person able to push other
boundary collaboration to solve a
) actors towards forms of
problem (Emerson & Nabatchi, collaboration
2015a: p. 47).
Principled Discovery e Meetings and other forms
Engagement Sharing interests and concerns, of contact between public
identification and analysis of authorities and
relevant information (Emerson & inhabitants to share
Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 61; 192). interests, values and
concerns about the
development process
Definition Efforts to build shared meaning,
discussion and definition of .
o e Common criteria to
common criteria to evaluate . .
evaluate information and
information and different scenarios different scenarios
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. e Research
61; 192).
Deliberation Deliberation of common purposes

Determination

to reach (Emerson & Nabatchi,
2015a: pp. 62; 192).

Decisions made by participants to
reach the deliberated common
purposes (Emerson & Nabatchi,
2015a: pp. 62; 192).

e (Deliberation of) common
purposes to reach

e (Definition of) common
agenda, working groups,
etc.

Shared motivation

Mutual trust

Mutual
understanding

Perceived trust in the reliability,
truthfulness and abilities of other
participants in the CGR (Emerson &
Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 69; 194).

The ability of participants to
consider, understand and respect
others’ positions (Emerson &
Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 66; 194).

Internal legitimacy Confidence in the reliability and

credibility of CGRs and involved
parties in facing common purposes
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: pp.
67; 194).

e [evel of perceived trust
among participants in
working together and
sharing information,
resources and knowledge

e [Extent to which
participants are available
to consider, understand
and respect differences

e Extent to which
participants are
confident in the CGR’s
efficiency in achieving
common purposes
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Dimensions Elements within _— .
Definition Indicators
and Components components
Shared e Informal commitments of
Commitment participants to the CGR in
Participants’ dedication to the CGR terms of specific tasks
and its collective purpose and goals and actions
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. e Formal obligations for
67; 194). participants to the CGR
(deriving from signed
charters and written
obligations)
Capacity for joint Proceduraland  Procedures and operating protocols
action institutional inside the CGR to manage the
arrangements repeated interactions between e Agreements and
multiple actors over time (Emerson operating protocols
& Nabatchi, 2015a: pp. 69; 195).
Leadership The leading roles of participants in e Sponsors, conveners,
CGR can be essential in critical facilitators or mediators,
moments such as deliberations or scientific experts,
conflicts (Emerson & Nabatchi, participants, and public
2015a: p. 69; 195). decision-makers able to
stimulate the CGR
Knowledge Sharing and generating information e Documents about the
inside the CGR (Emerson & analysis of information,
Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 70; 195). data and expertise shared
among participants to the
CGR.
Resources Human, technological, financial, and e  Funding, meeting spaces,
other kinds of resources shared in technical and
the CGR to achieve common technological support,
purposes (Emerson & Nabatchi, administrative and
2015a: p. 61; 195). organisational assistance
to CGR
Collaborative Intentional efforts undertaken by
actions participants in the CGR to reach the | organisation of meetings
collective goals set at the beginning N
e reviewing rules
of CGR (Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015: . .
® improving rules
pp. 82).
Outcomes Effects on the ground produced by
. . . ® achieved common
collaborative actions regarding
P . purposes
change of state”. .
(Emerson &Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 84) * failures
Adaptation e changes and adjustments
to the System context
Transformative changes and (in terms of policy an.d.
adjustments of the System Context Iegalfrgmework, political
and the CGR due to the CGR’s dynam/cs,' n?twork .
characteristics, public
Outcomes .
) resources or service
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015a: p. 85) conditions, and conflicts)
® changes and adjustments

to the CGR
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Dimensions Elements within
and Components components

Definition

Indicators

(in terms of agreements,
operating protocols, and
relationships between

participants)
Efficiency
Reduction of internal costs and |® Ferceived reduction of
increase of gains for CGR's internal costs due to the
participants CGR . .
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015b: p. 728) * Perceived net gain due to
the CGR
Efficacy Alignment of CGR’s actions with ‘e Pperception of success due
defined targets to the CGR
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015b: p. 729) e  Perception of failures due
to the CGR
Equity Fairly and equitably distribution of | Perception of fairness of

benefits, costs and risks
among the CGR participants
(Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015b: p. 731)

the division of benefits,
costs and risks between
participants in the CGR
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Appendix B — Interviewees

Interviewees:

Respondents

Meeting’s date

- Xxx Xxxx / director and senior project manager at Bureau PAU
and Xxx Xxxx / consultant and project leader at Bureau PAU
(consultant for the Municipality of Almere)

- Xxx Xxxx, project manager at the Area Organisation

- Xxx Xxxx, Urban Researcher
(consultant for the Municipality of Almere)

- Xxx Xxxx, policy adviser at Zuiderzeeland Water Board

- Xxx Xxxx, inhabitant of Oosterwold and member of the core
group of the Platform Oosterwold

- Xxx Xxxx, inhabitant of Oosterwold, member of the Cooperative
Stadland Bouwn and the working group on urban agriculture

Experts:

14th September 2020

2nd October 2020

12th October 2020

28th October 2020

15th December 2020

20th December 2021

Meeting’s date

- Xxx Xxxx, Agronomist and Researcher at Wageningen
University and Research

- Xxx Xxxx, Urban Planner and Researcher at Institut fur Landes-
und Stadtentwicklungforschung, Dortmund (DE)

- Xxx Xxxx, Urban Planner and Researcher at Universieit Utrecht

7th December 2021

8th December 2021

22nd December 2021
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Appendix C - Interview Guide for Interviews with civil servants, inhabitants and

Consultants

A. First, some general questions about the organic development process in Almere-Oosterwold:

1. Have the rules for the organic development of the area changed so far? If so, please, could
you make an example?

2. Have the actors involved in the process changed over time? Who are the involved actors
today?

3. Has the active role of initiators changed over time? If so, in which way? Please could you
make an example?

4. Has the steering role of the Municipality changed over time? If so, in which way? Please
could you make an example?

5. Has the role of Area Organisation changed over time? If so, in which way? Please, could you
make an example?

6. What have been the main successes realised so far?

7. From the literature, during the development process, some issues have emerged over time,
such as free-riders, road management, water purification and rubbish collection, lack of
social housing, left-over plots, and under-production of the public good. Have initiators been
able to manage those issues alone, independently from the municipality and Area
organisation? Differently, how have the Municipality, initiators, and the Area Organisation
dealt with those issues?

9. Do you think emerging issues in the development process have changed the interactions
between the actors over time? If so, in which way? Please, could you make an example?

10. Do you think there has been a “shift” towards more collaboration in decision-making? If so,
please, could you explain your point of view?

B. Second, some more questions about how the decision-making process has been shaped over
time:

11. How did the need for more collaboration between involved authorities and initiators
emerge in the organic development of the area? Please, could you refer to specific issues?
(e.g. Management of roads, wastewater, rubbish collection, etc.)

12. What or who triggered collaboration between the actors involved in the process? (“need to
work together”, leadership, etc.)

13. How did the need for more collaboration in the decision-making process take form? (e.g.
planned meetings between authorities and future inhabitants, working groups, etc.)

15. Who were/are the participants, and which attitudes and motivations did they have?

14. How did the involved authorities and initiators share their interests with each other? (e.g.
meetings, reports, etc.)
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15. How did authorities and initiators define common purposes and ideas? (e.g. discussion,
assessment of information and alternative, etc.)

16. How did authorities and initiators work together to reach common goals? (e.g. setting an
agenda, tabling discussion and working groups, and so forth).

17. How comfortable do they feel working together with other actors? Is there any tension? Do
they feel like being a part of a team where people share their knowledge and resources to
reach common objectives? Or not? Please, could you explain your point of view?

18. How avadilable are you to consider and discuss others’ positions and interests you disagree
with? How about the other actors?

19. How confident are you in solving problems in collaboration with other actors? How
transparent do you feel other parts involved in the decision-making process are?

20. Do you have any specific tasks in the decision-making process? Which one?

21. Do you think a procedure to manage possible future issues jointly has been defined? (e.g.
protocols, organisational structures, and defined agreements?)

22. Do you think some actors have had more influence on the decision-making process than
others? If so, who are they? Please, could you make an example? (e.qg. more critical role
during moments of deliberation or in conflict management)

23. Has the group been able to gain/ develop knowledge about the initial issues? Please, could
you make an example?

24. Do involved actors share resources such as funding, time, technical support, administrative
and organisational assistance, and so forth? If so, please, could you make an example?

25. What actions have the group taken to solve initial issues or reach the shared goals? (e.g.
reviewing the rules/ implementation rules, defining procedures to solve common problems,
resolving conflicts, etc.)

26. Which effects have been the actions undertaken by the group? (e.g. changes in terms of
procedures, rules, actors’ roles, improvement quality or quantity of public good, and so
forth)

27. How have the initial conditions of the decision-making process changed because of the
effect of the collaboration between actors?

28. How beneficial has the collaboration in the decision-making process between authorities
and initiators been in terms of saving time and costs, gathering information, and so far?

29. How able have the jointly implemented actions been to solve the initial issues?

30. Do you think that benefits and costs have been fairly shared between all actors involved in
collaboration? Please, could you explain your point of view?

31. Do you have tips or suggestions to improve the decision-making process underlying the
organic development in Oosterwold in the future? Please, could you explain your point of
view?
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Appendix D - Interview Guide for Interviews with Experts

1

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Besides initiators, area director and planning authorities, over the implementation process,
two other figure has emerged: road associations and Platform Oosterwold. What do you
think about their role in the governance process underlying the organic development of
Oosterwold?

What kind of interactions do you think have emerged based on your research?
How do involved actors share their interests?

How do they work together to define common goals to reach?

How do they deliberate common purposes to reach through collaboration?
How do they work together to reach the deliberated purposes?

How comfortable are the actors working together with others? To what extent do involved
actors believe each other to be reasonable, predictable and dependable?

How available are involved actors in considering and discussing others’ positions and
interests?

How confident are involved actors in solving problems in collaboration with others?

How motivated are participants in achieving outcomes together? Do they assume specific
tasks in the decision-making process?

Have the actors defined any procedures together? (e.g. protocols, organisational structures,
and defined agreements?)

Do you think some actors have had more influence on the decision-making process than
others? If so, who are they? Please, could you make an example? (e.g. more critical role
during moments of deliberation or in conflict management)

Do you think that participants have been able to gain/develop knowledge about initial
issues?

Do involved actors share resources such as funding, time, technical support, administrative
and organisational assistance, and so forth? | so, please, could you make an example?

What action has involved actors taken to reach common purposes? As actions, | mean
intentional efforts taken by participants in the process (e.g. reviewing rules, defining new
procedures to resolve common problems and conflicts, etc.)

Have the initial common purposes been reached?

Which effects have the achievement of common purposes had on the governance process
regarding rules that enable and contrast involved actors’ actions and interactions?

How beneficial has collaboration in the decision-making process been in terms of saving
time and costs, gathering information, and so far?

How able have the jointly implemented actions been to solve the initial issues?

Do you think that benefits and costs have been fairly shared between all actors involved in
collaboration? Please, could you explain your point of view?
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21. Do you have tips or suggestions to improve the decision-making process underlying the
organic development in Oosterwold in the future? Please, could you explain your point of
view?
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Appendix E — Coding
Appendix E.a — Coding

Data analysis was articulated in more steps and executed using the software for
gualitative data analysis ATLAS.ti, as mentioned in section 3.3.2. First, | coded the collected
data using codes derived from the research’s key concepts, concepts’ operationalisation
and research sub-questions. In such a way, codes synthesised themes | wanted to explore
with my research and allowed me to select information (quotations) relevant to my inquiry
(first coding). Subsequently, | checked the codes based on the emerging results and the
research aim. Whether needed, | introduced new codes or split the previous ones into sub-
codes to better understand the phenomenon under study. The final codes are in Appendix
E.b. Next, | analysed the coded quotations by looking at recurring points of view,
agreements and disagreements on specific topics, and individual responses that were
important for answering the research sub-questions (Van Thiel, 2014: p. 148). The following

paragraphs illustrate some examples of such data analysis.

Example 1 - First coding and second coding

Referring to the sub-question: “Who are the actors involved in the governance
process of the organic development of Oosterwold?” | tried to identify the actors involved
in the governance process of Oosterwold. | also attempted to compare them with the
actors involved in the most traditional planning approaches to better understand the urban
process's novelty. Thus, | identified the theoretical concept of “Actors” using the codes in
Table E1.
Table E1 - First coding (Actors variable)

Code_groups | single CODES Description
0 0_ACTORS
Actors_Interests_OostW INTERESTS of the actors involved in the Development
Process of Oosterwold as come out from the interview and
websites
Actors_Involved_OostW WHO are the actors involved in the organic development
process of Oosterwold as it comes out from interviews and
websites
Actors_Involved_Process WHO are the actors involved in the organic development
process of Oosterwold as it comes out from Official
Documents
e Actors_Involved_SP WHO are the actors involved in Dutch spatial planning
Actors_Role_QOostW ROLE of the Actors involved in the Development Process of
Oosterwold as it comes out from the interview and
websites
Actors_Role_Process ROLE of the actors as defined by Official Documents
e Actors_Role_SP ROLE of the actors involved in Dutch Spatial Planning
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However, during the analyses, | realised | needed more specific codes to answer the
research sub-question better. Thus, in a second coding, | defined a unique code for each
actor (e.g. state, municipality, water board, etc.) independently from the system context
they referred to, such as traditional Dutch spatial planning, organic development of
Oosterwold as defined by policy documents, and organic development of Oosterwold as
emerged during the implementation process. | also identified a code for each system
context: “Actors_SP”, “Actors_Policy Documents”, and “Actors_QOosterwold”. The new
codes regarding the theoretical concept of “Actors” are depicted in Figure E1.

4 & ACTORS (17)
® Actors Qosterwold {95-7} ~
® Actors_Policy Documents {34 -3} ~
® Actors SP {8-4} ~
® Administrative Consultation {1 -6}
® Area Director {7 -3}
Area Organisation {8 -2}
Area Organisation_Project Manager {3 -2}
@ |nitiators {35-5}
® Municipality {35-3}
Municipality_Project Manager {2 - 2 }
® Planning Agencies {6-0}
Platformoosterwold {24 -3}
® Province {8-2}
Road Association {11-1}
State {26-2}
® Water Board {17 -2}
Working groups {2 -3}

Figure E 1- Second coding (Actors variable)

Thus, for example, quotations related to the municipality’s role as defined in Dutch spatial
planning were identified by the “Municipality” and “Actors_SP” codes. In the same way,
guotations related to the municipality’s role as defined in the policy documents Land goed
voor initiatieven (RRAAM, 2012) and Intergemeentelijke structuurvisie (Gemeente Alemere
Gemeente Zeewolde, 2013) were identified with codes “Municipality” and “Actors_Policy
Documents”. The quotations regarding the municipality’s role that emerged during the
implementation process were labelled using the codes “Municipality” and
“Actors_Oosterwold”. In such a way, | collected data regarding the municipality’s role in the
three system contexts and compared such data for further analysis through the tool co-
occurrence table (Figure E2) of Atlas.ti. From such analysis, it emerged that the actors
involved in the organic development of Oosterwold, as defined by policy documents, are

more than those engaged in traditional planning approaches. Moreover, new actors
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emerged during the implementation process despite what was established by the policy

documents.
® > Actors_Oosterwold | ® <> Actors_Policy Documents | ® <> Actors_SP
) 112 3 45 8
® < Administrative Consultation @ 5 2 5
® <> Area Director 9 10 2 6
<> Area Organisation @ 11 9
® > Area Organisation_Project Manager @ 3 B
® < Initiators 35 10
® <> Municipality @ 35 7 2
® < Municipality_Project Manager @ 2 B
® > Planning Agencies e 4 1 1
® < Platformoosterwold @ 26 _
® <> Province (D} 4 4 2
<> Road Association @ 14 9
o & State @ 28 8 3
® <> Water Board @ 18 7 1
<> Working groups e 2

Figure E 2 - Co-occurrence table: Actors/ System Contexts

Furthermore, by analysing the related quotes,

between different actors, as described in Figure E3:

Figure E 3- Actors Network
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In sum, it emerged that:

- The actors involved in a traditional planning approach are the State, the Province,

the Municipality, and the Water Board (Needham, 2014: pp. 91, 107), representing

the Planning Authorities.

- The actors involved in the organic development of Oosterwold as defined by the

Policy Documents and the Implementation Agreement are:

The area director (Gebiedsregisseur), who “is a facilitator. He welcomes
initiators as a representative of the planning authorities, gives initiators the
needed information to develop their initiative, evaluates development plans
and gives initiators the needed support for requiring the needed permission”
(RRAAM, 2012: p. 98);

The Initiators (initiatiefnemers) who are the future inhabitants;

The Administrative Consultation. This is a periodical meeting in which the
representatives from the municipalities, the water board, the province and the
Central Government Real Estate Agency make decisions about the
development process (R4; RRAAM, 2013).

- However, during the implementation process, more actors emerged:

The Area Organisation. It is an operating unit of parties involved in the
development process of Oosterwold, which is responsible for facilitating and
realising the organic development of Oosterwold.

The Project manager of the Area Organisation. He meets the representative of
the Municipality and the core group of Platform Oosterwold once per month
(Platformoosterwold, 2020a: p. 5);

The Project manager of the Municipality of Almere. He meets the
representative of the Area Organisation and the core group of the Platform
Oosterwold once per month (Platformoosterwold, 2020a: p. 5);

Platform Oosterwold is an organisation launched by some residents of
Oosterwold with the support of the representative of the Municipality of
Almere and the Area Organisation to facilitate communication between
inhabitants and planning authorities (R5; Platformoosterwold, 2020b: p. 1);
Road Associations are the organisations to manage common roads and utility
provisions in a neighbourhood (R2; R3; Nio, 2020: p. 26);

Working groups are groups of inhabitants who work together on specificissues.
Depending on the topic, in many working groups, inhabitants work together
with representatives of the municipality, the Area Organisation, and the Water

Board (R5; Platformoosterwold, 2020a: p. 3; Gebiedsorganisatie, 2020g).
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Example 2 - Splitting codes in sub-codes
In other cases, codes defined in the first step were split into two or more sub-codes
in the second step to identify information valuable for the research better. For example,
referring to the collaborative dynamics in the governance process of Oosterwold and to the
aspect of “mutual trust”, different perceptions emerged depending on the involved actors
during the analysis. Thus, as described in Figure E3, | split the code referring to:
- The trust of planning authorities towards inhabitants, “Authorities VS
inhabitants”
- The trust of inhabitants towards planning authorities, “Inhabitants VS
Authorities”

- The trust among planning authorities, “Authorities VS Authorities”.

Name | Grounded | Density |

A0 Mutual trust 12
® Authorities VS authorities
[ authorities VS inhabitants
® Inhabitants VS authorities 5

[ B e T o B o

Figure E 4 - Code manager: code “Mutual trust” and sub-codes

In such a way, | identified more specific information to build my reasoning.
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Appendix E.b - List of codes

Code Group

Codes

Sub-Codes

Description

0 0_Actors

e Actors_Oosterwold

Actors involved in the organic development of Oosterwold
emerged during the implementation process.

e Actors_Policy Documents

Actors involved in the organic development of Oosterwold
according to the Policy Documents.

e Actors_SP

Actors involved in urban processes according to the Dutch
spatial planning

e Administrative Consultation

® Area Director

O Area Organisation

Area Organisation_Project
Manager

e |nitiators

e Municipality

Municipality_Project Manager

e Planning Agencies

Platformoosterwold

® Province

O Road Association

State

e Water Board

o Working groups

0 11_POLICY AND LEGAL
FRAMEWORK
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Code Group

Codes

Sub-Codes

Description

Instit_Interaction_O_Process

Interactions among different actors (inhabitants and
planning authorities) as set by

- Structural plan

- Land-use plan

- Implementation agreement

- Cooperation agreement

- Anterior agreement

- Development Agreement

- Land transfer agreement

@ Instit_Interactions_SP

Interactions among different actors (inhabitants and
planning authorities) as set by Dutch Planning System

Interactions_Oosterwold

Interactions among different actors (inhabitants and
planning authorities) as emerged by interviews

0 12_STATUS OF
PUBLIC_SERV_RES

Implementation_Issues_OostW

Implementation issues include utility provisions,
archaeological research, wastewater purification, etc.

Lack of experiences

Cause of implementation issues

Lack of knowledge

Cause of implementation issues

Lack of money

Cause of implementation issues

0 13_Inhabitants_SOCIO-
ECO CHARACTERISTICS

e Inhabitants_education

Inhabitants' education

e Inhabitants_Ethnises

Inhabitants' ethnises

e Inhabitants_income

Inhabitants' income

e Inhabitants_Interests

Inhabitants' interests
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Code Group

Codes

Sub-Codes

Description

e Inhabitants_profession

Inhabitants' profession

0 14 NETWORKS
characteristics

Networks_Inhabitants

Networks among inhabitants

Networks_Policy Documents

Interactions according to Policy Documents and
Agreements

Networks_SP

Networks in Dutch Spatial Planning

0 15_POLICI DYNAMICS

o Funding Process

o Operating procedures

0 16_HISTORY OF

CONFLICTS
Conflicts_duties_overlapping Conflicts between different actors due to the overlapping
of duties.
Conflicts_Free_riders Free-riders behaviours.
Conflicts_lack_Capabilities Lack of capabilities of initiators regarding knowledge, time,
negotiation skills and financial resources.
Different opinions
o 17_DRIVERS

e Interdependence

Situations that need/ ed the collaboration of actors.

e Trigger_actors

Persons able to push other actors towards forms of
collaboration

e Trigger_factors

Factors that induced actors to collaborate

e Uncertainty

Process' uncertainties

e changing rules

® experiment

e interpretation

e |earning process
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Code Group Codes Sub-Codes Description

0 2_PRINCIPLED

ENGAGEMENT

e Definition The ways participants evaluate information and different
scenarios to build shared meaning around issues relevant
to the CGR: discussions, the definition of criteria of
evaluation, studies, and analyses
e criticalities

® improvements

® positive aspects

® research

e Deliberation

The ways participants deliberate common issues to pursue

® agenda

e criticalities

e deliberation

® Determination

The ways participants set to work together to reach
common issues: tabling discussions, working groups, etc.

e Discovery

Meetings and other forms of contact between public
authorities and inhabitants to share interests, values and
concerns about the development process

e criticalities

® improvements

® meetings

0 3_SHARED MOTIVATION
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Code Group

Codes

Sub-Codes

Description

e Commitments

Informal commitments of participants to the CGR in terms
of specific tasks

Formal obligations for participants to the CGR (deriving
from signed charters and written obligations)

e Internal_legittimacy

Level of confidence in the CGR’s efficiency in achieving
common purposes

e Mutual_trust

Level of perceived trust among participants

e Authorities VS authorities

Perceived level of trust of Authorities towards other
authorities

e authorities VS inhabitants

Perceived level of trust of Authorities towards inhabitants

e Inhabitants VS authorities

Perceived level of trust of inhabitants towards authorities

e Mutual_understanding

Availability of participants to consider, understand and
respect differences

04_CAPACITY FOR JOINT
ACTION

e Generated_knowledge

Documents, information, data and expertise generated by
participants in the CGR

e Leadership

Some involved parties’ leadership roles are essential in
critical moments, such as deliberations or conflicts.

® Process_arrangements

Agreements, procedures and operating protocols inside the
CGR to manage repeated interactions among multiple
actors over time

e Shared_resources

Human, technological, financial and other resources shared
among participants to CGR to achieve common purposes.

0 5_RESULTS

CGR_actions

Actions intended as "not-end in" efforts taken by the CGR
to attain its target goals and achieve common purposes.
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Code Group Codes Sub-Codes Description
CGR_adaptations Potential adaptive changes in the system context and the
CGR which occur in response to the CGR's outcomes
Adapt_CGR Adaptation of System context due to CGR’s outcomes
Adapt_system context Adaptation of CGR due to CGR’s outcomes
® CGR_efficacy Perception of the success of the CGR in achieving the set
common purposes
® CGR_efficiency Perception of the reduced internal costs and a net gain of
participant organisations
e CGR_equity Perception of fairness of the division of benefits, costs and
risks among participants to CRG
CGR_outcomes Whether or not the CGR achieved target goals and common
purposes
® issues under discussion
e more collaboration
® solved issues
0 SUGGESTIONS
Suggested_improvements Interviewees' suggestions and tips to improve the CGR
o Validation

experts

Experts' statements
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