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Summary (Engelse samenvatting) 

This dissertation answers the question of how and to what extent the actors in 
the New Dutch Water Defense Line project have been able to reach collective 
action. The new usage of the New Dutch Water Defense Line might be one of the 
most complex re-usage projects in the Netherlands. The following characte-
ristics make reaching collective action challenging: firstly, the governance 
situation is complicated; a large number of public and private actors with 
contradictory interests are involved in the project. Secondly, the New Dutch 
Water Defense Line contains several heritage, ecological, and landscape values, 
and protection of these values is of public importance. The interpretation of 
which values should be protected (and how to prioritize them) varies strongly. 
And lastly, the forts and landscapes appear to be extraordinarily difficult to 
conserve and develop; the buildings are humid and difficult to heat in the 
winter, there is a big difference between the gross and net floor index, and the 
forts are often positioned hidden in the landscape and are hard to reach. 

Reaching collective action happens in a setting with governance characte-
ristics. The scientific concept of ‘governance’ describes how public and private 
actors exchange resources and capacities in self-organized networks within a 
situation where tasks, responsibilities, and resources are distributed among 
the actors (Stoker 1998). Because the actors are primarily focused on serving 
their own interests in situations of mutual dependency, there is a need for 
coordination. This coordination is difficult to realize since responsibilities and 
authorities have been scattered (Rhodes 1997, Kjaer 2011) and because of the 
ambiguous role of hierarchical relationships in governance networks (Marsh 
et al 2003, Marinetto 2003). The 1999 Belvedere policy document contributed 
to the fact that the policy arena of the cultural heritage sector obtained more 
governance characteristics (Hulst 2010, Van der Valk et al 2014). 

This dissertation analyzes how the actors have dealt with the abovementioned 
characteristics in the Waterline’s complex governance situation. The three 
characteristics have been analyzed in three separate sections and each section 
adopts an additional theoretical perspective to analyze how and to what extent 
actors have reached collective action. The first section discusses an institu-
tional actor approach (Ostrom 1996), the second section applies framing theory 
(Rein & Schön 1993), and in the final section the configuration of collective 
action arrangements is analyzed (Savas 1982). This summary revisits the 
hypotheses that have been formulated in the separate sections, as well as their 
conclusions. 
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Section 1: analysis of institutional actors
The first section focuses primarily on the role of the institutional relationships 
between the actors involved and the way in which they organized themselves in 
the project. The central question is: 

Question 1: “Which conditions determine to what extent the collective action 
that was reached in the New Dutch Water Defense Line project’s action arena 
was efficient and effective?”

The term ‘action arena’ is derived from the theoretical perspective that has 
been chosen in this section: an institutional actor approach (Ostrom 2007, 
Scharpf 1997). The action arena is described by Elinor Ostrom as “the social 
sphere where individuals interact, exchange goods and services, solve 
problems, dominate one another or fight.” (Ostrom 2007: 28). It consists of 
two parts: actors and the actor situation. Ostrom defines actors on the level 
of the individual, and the action situation contains the structure of actions 
by the actors. This structure is determined by, among other things, interests, 
positions, possible actions, and the available information. Both components 
– the situation as well as the actors – are necessary to explain the interaction 
between the actors and the results that stem from it. The action arena is 
influenced by several external conditions: the formal and informal rules that 
decide the relationships between actors, the structure of the community 
around the action arena, and the physical conditions of the planning area 
(Ostrom 2007: 28). Political, economic, or social dynamics also influence these 
conditions and are able to change the configuration of the action arena.  
The institutional actor analysis pays special attention to the role of institutions. 
This dissertation defines institutions as the written and unwritten rules that 
set the conditions for the interaction between actors. This can be routines, 
practices, or tasks to which individuals are bound because they represent 
certain public bodies (Ostrom 2007: 22). By researching the conditions, the 
action arena, and the way in which institutions explain the actions actors 
take, (spatial) outcomes can be predicted and explained (Ostrom 2007: 
29). The outcomes can be specific spatial interventions, but also new rules 
(institutions) like sanctioning or stimulating measures. This dissertation 
analyzes the conditions, the actor situation, and the institutions to explain the 
actions of actors as well as the results that stem from them. The New Dutch 
Water Defense Line project involves many actors with different institutional 
backgrounds, which most likely makes reaching collective action problematic. 
The following expectation has been formulated:

Expectation 1: “The New Dutch Water Defense Line project’s action arena 
contains so many actors with contradictory interests that they are not able to 
reach collective action in an effective and efficient way.”
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The institutional actor analysis has been divided into two parts: it starts with an 
analysis of which conditions have contributed to the establishment of the New 
Dutch Water Defense Line project and which factors characterize the action 
arena. This is followed by an analysis of how the actors have handled four 
different dilemmas in the action arena. By focusing on dilemmas, it is possible 
to provide a more specific analysis on how the conditions and institutions have 
influenced the individual and collective behavior of the actors. Three research 
methods have been used: archive study, semi-structured interviews, and 
observations that were made of several meetings.
 
 Establishment of the action arena

Different public actors have in the past attempted to revitalize the Waterline on 
a regional scale. Interestingly, these attempts have proven to be unsuccessful. 
From 1988 to 1992, the province of Utrecht and the Cultural Heritage Agency 
of the Netherlands (Dutch: RDMZ) made an attempt, and from 1990 to 1993, 
several administrative work groups were working on plans for the Waterline on 
a ministerial level (work groups like ArMoLa, RPD, and Project 33). Finally, the 
determination of the 1999 Belvedere policy document settled the matter: the 
revitalization of the New Dutch Water Defense Line became an example project 
in this policy document and a separate project agency was created to make 
plans for the revitalization of the Waterline. 
 The New Dutch Water Defense Line project has always been a project of 
civil servants: it was initiated by civil servants in the nineties (after political 
and administrative lobbying) and the civil servants remained the driving force 
behind the project up until this day. 

The Belvedere policy is the outcome of four collaborating ministries (the 
Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment (Dutch: VROM); the 
Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality (Dutch: LNV); the Ministry of 
Education, Culture and Science (Dutch: OC&W); and the Ministry of Transport, 
Public Works and Water Management (Dutch: V&W)). The Belvedere policy 
brought these actors closer together with regard to connecting different 
policy agendas – especially spatial planning and cultural heritage. The mutual 
(political and administrative) desire to translate the Belvedere vision into 
concrete results led to the fact that the Waterline became an example project in 
the Belvedere policy document. Belvedere’s philosophy is clearly recognizable 
in the approach that was followed for the revitalization of the New Dutch Water 
Defense Line by the National Project Agency – which was especially founded for 
this matter in 1999.

From the beginning of the project, the Waterline is perceived as one coherent 
spatial structure in which actors from different sectors must be able to connect 
their ambitions to the primary objective to revitalize the landscape and its 
cultural-historical values. In the early years of the 21st century, several 
planning discourses strongly influenced the approach to the project: 
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strengthening the spatial quality and spatial coherence (integrated policy 
objectives), area developments, and achieving policy objectives by means of 
public-private partnerships. The attention for the fragmentation of landscapes 
and the search for water retention space were also important motives for the 
start of the Waterline project.

 Characteristics of the action arena 

Although it is difficult to indicate the specific boundaries of where the New 
Dutch Water Defense Line’s action arena begins and ends, it was deliberately 
decided to define the New Dutch Water Defense Line project’s formal organiza-
tional structure as action arena. Within this structure, decisions are made on a 
regional scale as well as on a local scale. 
 Almost all of the actors involved have a position in the institutionalized 
organization structure and, as a result, a sizeable scene of consultation and 
meetings was created. The ministries, provinces, municipalities, organized 
interest groups, and external advisors (quality team) all have a formal position 
in this structure. The National Project Agency of the New Dutch Water Defense 
Line (hereinafter called ‘National Project Agency’) is the linchpin and has a 
hierarchical position between the ministries and provinces. Private actors have 
never been part of the formal organization structure.
 Within the duration of the project, the formal structure changed several 
times. This has to do with the external conditions that influenced the project: 
the political (financial cutbacks and reorganizations) and economical (smaller 
budget, less interest from the private sector) changes were the most decisive 
external changes that altered the Waterline’s action arena. Moreover, the 
organizational structure was adapted to the project’s planning phases 
(visioning, planning, implementation, and maintenance). 
 The rules, or the occurring institutional patterns among the actors, are 
strongly influenced by hierarchy and the distinction between political and 
administrative consultation. In practice, it seems that administrative pre- 
consultation and the extent and way in which the political representatives  
are informed by their administration are decisive for the interaction in the 
consultative relationships. Strategic decisions are made by the Waterline 
Commission, which formally consists of political representatives of the 
provinces and ministries. The coordination and interaction between the 
different actors is further elaborated on in the discussion of the dilemmas.  
In the Waterline’s action arena, there are two ways in which spatial outcomes 
are achieved: on the one hand, the organization can initiate and finance 
projects themselves, and, on the other hand, through participation in spatial 
development projects initiated by others. In practice, it happens regularly that 
the latter projects started as ‘resistance projects’: the project organization 
stood up for the Waterline’s interests and subsequently received a position to 
participate in the decision-making process of the project concerned. 
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 Dilemma: concentrated or fragmented coordination

To reach collective action in complex governance situations, coordination  
– among other things – is seen as a crucial condition. The Waterline’s project 
organization contains fragmented coordination. To translate the Waterline 
project’s objectives into local plans, three levels of coordination can be 
distinguished: the level of the Waterline Commission (ministries to provinces), 
the level of the envelopes (provinces to municipalities), and the level of the 
National Project Agency (the entire organization structure). Because the 
National Project Agency does not have its own authority and resources, a 
content-related form of coordination was chosen in which the focus lies on 
convincing and seducing actors to cooperate. This coordination consists of 
non-binding advice on and support of content-related involvement, expertise, 
and authority. This way, the project organization has succeeded in establishing 
coordination – though it should be noted that there is also double coordination 
(which frustrates the collaboration) and that there is a lack of coordination in 
some areas, as multiple administrative levels believe that coordination is the 
responsibility of a different actor. This problem is the biggest on the level of  
the ‘envelopes’. The local plans that are brought forward by the municipalities 
are examined by the provinces, as well as the quality team and the National 
Project Agency. Arrangements regarding the distribution of coordination 
responsibilities are not always clear.

 Dilemma: internal or external orientation 

The large number of public actors involved – each have different objectives and 
interests – makes it hard to establish a well-organized, efficient, and effective 
project organization. Many actors have a formal position in the organization 
structure, which lead to a high intensity of meetings and gatherings. From 
2003 to 2009, a two-level approach was deliberately chosen in which the 
ministries involved would set main guidelines for the project together with 
the provinces (steering group), and in which provinces would ensure a more 
precise implementation with the National Project Agency (the official program 
manager’s consultation; PMO). It is not always clear which subjects and cases 
should be discussed in which meeting. Because both levels contain different 
actors and handle different cases, reaching agreement between the levels 
appeared to be problematic. 
 A direct consequence of this two-level organizational model is that, within 
the project organization, a lot of discussions and meetings were needed to 
reach collective action. The project has a dominant internal orientation, which 
entails less attention for stakeholders outside of the institutionalized organiza-
tional model. A positive consequence of this is that the internal discussion 
contributes to the fact that the public actors involved unitedly support the main 
principles formulated for the revitalization of the Waterline. On the other hand, 
there is less attention for the dynamics that occur in the planning area outside 
of the government’s paths. This might entail prospective initiatives by entrepre-
neurs, companies, or citizens. Responding to existing dynamics is a fundamen-
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tally different approach than the internal orientation found. More attention for 
external dynamics can prevent actors to formulate consensus-driven solutions 
based on public objectives, while a (better suitable) solution might already have 
come up with in the private or civil sector.

 Dilemma: mobilization or programming 

Since the start of the project, the National Project Agency has been aware of 
the complex governance situation in which it finds itself. The intersectoral, 
area-oriented approach in which the implementation of plans should be 
achieved by public-private partnerships leads to the fact that many different 
actors are involved in the project: in 1999, 25 municipalities, 5 provinces,  
5 ministries, several organized interest groups, the Dutch Forestry Agency, 
Natuurmonumenten (Nature Conservation Foundation), and perhaps some 
interested developers and investors were involved. All of these actors have 
different interests, policy agendas, and spatial claims in the Waterline area.

To reach collective action, both mobilization and programming activities are 
needed. Mobilization means that actors become committed to the project; 
spatial plans that are meant to mobilize often have a high level of abstraction 
and are not very concrete. Programming plans are more precise and entail 
how tasks, authority, and resources are distributed in order to achieve certain 
spatial outcomes. Both mobilizing and programming activities have been 
applied sequentially in the Waterline project.  
 
Especially the communicative process prior to the drawing up of the regional 
vision, Panorama Krayenhoff, had significant mobilizing effects. By organizing 
bus tours and involving ministries, municipalities, provinces, owners, and 
organized interest groups, the organization succeeded in getting widespread 
political, official, and social support for the vision (private actors have not 
really been involved in this process). Together with the historical background, 
the vision tells a convincing and exciting story of how the Waterline could be 
revitalized. The vision has an abstract character, but has clear directives: the 
openness of the landscape should be protected, it is allowed to build on the 
west side of the Line, and the recognizability, unity, and accessibility of the 
Waterline should be reinforced.

Subsequently, the organization started with programming activities: questions 
like how authority should be distributed, which actors would pay for what, and 
how risks would be shared seem to have been prominent in this phase. During 
this period, there was also a certain amount of skepticism among the actors 
involved about whether or not the visionary plan would be implemented. From 
2002 to 2006, the political agreement was signed, but reaching this seemed to 
be a difficult objective. In this period, there was relatively little attention for 
local governments and market actors. As a result, mobilization stagnated. When 
the political agreement was signed by the provinces as well as the ministries, 
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the implementation program had to be taken care of. The local actors were no 
longer always aware of the vision and some municipalities offered resistance, 
which made reaching collective action problematic in some municipalities. 

Panorama Krayenhoff, which was meant to mobilize actors, was used in the 
programming phase, as a way to coordinate local plans in a top-down manner. 
Financial support for local plans was only offered if it suited the abstract vision. 
After all, certain collective values (unity, openness, recognizability) had to be 
protected. Mobilization that was accomplished by drawing up a mutual vision 
was not a practice of continuous innovation, but of a single establishment of a 
strategic plan.

 Dilemma: centralized vision or decentralized implementation

The last dilemma that was researched focuses on the contrast between local 
and regional interests. Regional visions or plans can contain certain objectives 
that differ from local agendas. In such cases, there has to be some sort of 
trade-off; the non-regional interests have to be translated into the local 
reality. How the actors handled this dilemma is closely connected to the other 
dilemmas discussed above. As said, the visionary plan was used in a top-down 
manner. This was thought to be important to guarantee certain (non-regional) 
qualities and protect certain collective values. The research shows that the 
distance between regional planning and local implementation can be great 
(depending on the local project). Panorama Krayenhoff is not always supported 
locally and is sometimes far removed from local reality. The local actors’ 
problems are not always passed on to higher policy levels, as, in those cases, 
municipalities often do not want to make the problem more complex than it 
already is. This lack of balance in sharing problems can also lead to resistance 
on a local level. 

 The relationship between the action arena and the observed 
 interaction

The analysis of the action arena and the patterns of interaction that occur when 
actors handle specific dilemmas shows that three institutional conditions are 
critical for collective action. The large number of public actors resulted in an 
extensive organization structure is installed in which the diverging objectives 
and interests are exchanged and integrated. On the one hand, the organiza-
tional structure ensures that conflicting interests are internalized and that 
the ‘Waterline interests’ are represented by a separate agent who takes a 
central role in the network: the New Dutch Water Defense Line’s National 
Project Agency. The project organization ensures that the actors collectively 
acknowledge and support these interests, which, in turn, enables collective 
action. On the other hand, the organizational structure also triggered that 
an internally-focused project is developed in which there is less attention 
for external dynamics. The actors spend a lot of time on reaching internal 
agreement, establishing consensus, and sharing responsibility to reach 
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collective action. However, it is likely that it is also possible to accomplish 
this in a more efficient and effective way. The expectation that was drawn up 
can partly be confirmed. The observed interaction patterns and their results 
have proven to be effective, but the efficiency can be improved. At the start 
of the project, it was not clear within which rules the actors had to reach 
collective action, but during the project this changed, as the relationships and 
agreements between the actors became institutionalized in a largely set up 
organizational structure. At the same time, several rules of the game remained 
unclear: for example, which actors had to pay for what, who directs whom, and 
which actors get a formal position in the organization structure? The ambiguity 
in the action arena has been used strategically and offered flexibility; after all, 
the actors did not always wanted to commit to strict agreements. 

Section 2: Framing
In this section, collective action is analyzed by applying framing theory. It 
focuses on the actors’ different opinions on which heritage, ecological, and 
landscape values should be protected and how to achieve this. Frames are 
frameworks from which reality is perceived. Framing theory assumes that 
actors with contradictory frameworks interpret facts differently, which ensures 
that problem perceptions and their preferred solutions vary widely (Rein 
& Schön 2003). A frame consists of a constellation of opinions, ideas, and 
perspectives: reaching collective action is difficult when actors follow different, 
incompatible frames.  
Framing theory states that, especially with respect to heritage, ecological, 
and landscape values, the perceptions of the actors involved tend to diverge 
(Horlings 2003, Van Assche & Weijeschede 2009, Ashworth 1999). Based on 
academic literature, one can hypothesize that a strict economic definition of 
cultural heritage is followed by private actors in particular, while public actors, 
on the other hand, tend to put emphasis on the ‘softer’, social values heritage 
may consist of (Bazelmans 2013). The following question has been answered in 
section two: 
 
Question 2: “To what extent do the interpretations of cultural heritage, 
ecological, and landscape values differ among the actors involved, and how do 
these interpretations emerge in the actors’ actions?”

The Q sort methodology is used to measure frames (McKeown & Thomas 1988). 
This method has never before been applied to measure different appreciations 
of cultural heritage values. By asking the respondents to sort 34 statements 
about this particular subject over a structured table of ‘agree with most’ to 
‘disagree with most’, it is possible to demonstrate which actors have similar or 
contradictory opinions. On top of empirical research into perceptions, in-depth 
interviews were also conducted, and various meetings between actors have 
been observed.
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In order to analyze the frames of the public and private actors empirically, 
the Island of Schalkwijk was selected as a case study since the municipality 
of Houten can be seen as a pioneer in the New Dutch Water Defense Line by 
applying a practice that they themselves describe as ‘invitation planning’. 
This entails an external orientation in which entrepreneurs from the region are 
asked to come up with plans that contribute to the objectives of the Waterline 
project. This case has the perfect ingredients for a confrontation between 
private and public frames, and traditional and innovative planning practices. 
Based on theory about frames in public-private partnerships in landscape 
projects (Horlings 2003, Cornelissen et al 2010) and cultural heritage projects 
(Bazelmans 2010, Van Assche & Weijeschede 2009, Salet & Deben 2004, among 
others), the following expectation has been drawn up:

Expectation 2: “The frames of public and private actors differ regarding which 
collective values of the New Dutch Water Defense Line project should be 
protected and how this should be achieved, which frustrates the process of 
reaching collective action.”

Section two of the dissertation consists of two parts: the first contains an 
empirical study into the frames of the actors involved. This part discusses 
whether actors have different appreciations and priorities regarding which 
cultural heritage, ecological, and landscape values should be protected. The 
second part analyzes to what extent the frames determine the interaction 
between actors and to what extent this influences the process towards 
collective action. Below, the frames will be discussed first, followed by the 
interaction patterns. 

 Contradictory frames 

This dissertation shows that the frames found in the New Dutch Water 
Defense Line project are conflicting. By sorting the statement cards (the Q sort 
methodology), conducting interviews, and attending meetings, insight has been 
gained into the frames of the actors involved. 
 The research shows that private and public actors sort the statements 
about the Waterline in a contradictory manner. However, it should be noted that 
the actors within the groups also have highly diverse opinions. This means that 
the visions among the groups are just as diverse as those within the groups. 
This is quite interesting as discussions about the collaboration between the 
market and the government often touch on an ‘us vs. them’ thesis – even 
though ‘us’ and ‘them’ apparently have just as little in common internally. 
 Different public actors look at the Waterline project from completely 
different perspectives. One group of public actors, for example, sees the 
Waterline as a sociocultural object and prioritizes protecting its cultural-
historical values. For now, the government’s working practice is sufficient 
regarding this: supporting private initiatives is ‘already happening’. A different 
group thinks the complete opposite: the economically promising initiatives 
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should be the starting point for sustainable revitalization of the Waterline. 
This innovation can only be achieved if a re-orientation takes place within 
the government, in which the government firstly focuses on what entrepre-
neurs want and can do, and not on what they have to do. The private actors 
can be divided into three groups: the cooperative entrepreneurial vision, the 
commercial landscapers, and the group that sees the Waterline as a controlling 
vehicle. The first group is prepared to think along in the discourse on the 
Waterline and – to some extent – adapt their plans to the demands made by 
public actors. This cooperative attitude can also been seen in the preparedness 
to collaborate with other entrepreneurs. The other two groups do not really have 
a positive attitude towards the Waterline project and are less prepared to think 
along in the municipality’s themed area-oriented policy. Within these groups, 
there are market actors with a strong aversion to the Waterline. They think that 
the project has been blown out of proportion and that public money would be 
better spent elsewhere. Noteworthy is the fact that the most critical private 
actors have already had plans for the Waterline area for a while now, and still 
have not received any support for the local government. This illustrates a high 
risk factor: entrepreneurs are prepared to think along in the Waterline frame, 
but it should not take too long.
 It is interesting to see that there are very diverse views toward the 
Waterline within the different levels of the government. Within the National 
Project Agency, there is a division between sociocultural thinkers who focus 
on protection of the cultural-historical values with generally applicable plans 
and a group of people who are supporters of a ‘from the outside in’ practice and 
focus more on a current economical use of the Waterline. Within the province of 
Utrecht, people also have different thoughts about the Waterline: it is seen as 
a ‘sociocultural object’, a ‘controlling vehicle’, and a ‘bottom-up process’. This 
makes it difficult for the province to take a singular, unambiguous position. 

The analysis shows that the actors involved have different perceptions of 
which cultural heritage, ecological, and landscape values should be protected 
and how the tasks should be distributed among the public and private actors 
in order to ensure this. Research shows that supporting private initiatives to 
revitalize the Waterline is difficult, but could lead to the desired result. In times 
of economic recession and austerity policies, tracing and using economical 
dynamics for public benefit is an extremely challenging task that is made even 
harder by several other factors. 

 Tension between rhetorical and action frames

Actively involving volunteers, inhabitants, and entrepreneurs requires a 
radically different type of practice than applied in the phase in which physical 
revitalization and restoration is central. This different practice orientation, 
or ‘working mode’ can be characterized by a ‘from the outside in’ approach 
in which civil servants actively look for promising economic dynamics. To be 
able to properly value private initiatives, the economic dynamics need to be 
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identified, interpreted, and anticipated on. Access to other economic sectors 
can also be difficult; applying this rather new working mode in the sphere 
of cultural heritage requires time, courage, the ability to learn, and financial 
resources, and coincides with trial and error processes, reflection, and mutual 
learning.
 In practice, applying this new working mode and supporting private 
initiatives seems to be difficult. The uncertainties involved with the new role 
can lead to hesitation, postponing decisions, and a lot of discussion, which is 
a main problem with these processes since entrepreneurs and market actors 
might lose their enthusiasm and patience. The government’s slow adaptability 
is understandable, but it can also undermine bottom-up processes. The 
perception of entrepreneurs, inhabitants, and volunteers is that there is a 
discrepancy between the rhetorical frame and the action frame. 
 This means that what the municipality communicates – the rhetoric – 
strongly deviates from what they actually do – the associated actions. This 
often leads to counterproductiveness in the chosen strategy: distrust increases 
and enthusiasm drains away – as in the Schalkwijk case, for example.

Governments selectively hand over certain tasks and responsibilities; tasks like 
conservation, maintenance, information services, and organization of events 
are less often done by the government. In practice, the financial arguments 
often dominate in the decision of which governmental tasks should be handed 
over to non-governmental actors. Volunteers or (semi-)public organizations are 
mostly willing to take over some tasks, but do want to choose which activities to 
take over – as well as when and how. The starting point when transferring tasks 
should not be the costs but the inhabitants’ and market actors’ willingness to 
take over.
 This research shows that bureaucratic rules and norms are seen as 
obstacles in the collaboration between public and private actors: too specific 
legislation and focusing on measure-specific regulations, and very precise 
demands with regard to spending budgets restrict public servants’ freedom 
of action. Beside the bureaucratic obstacles, this research also shows that 
public and private actors have very diverse views on what should happen to 
the Waterline and what the collaboration between the market and government 
should look like. 

 Bureaucratic rationality and situational logic

In the public sector, a different ‘type’ of logic is followed than in the private 
sector; entrepreneurs base their plans on situational logic, which is grounded 
on their local knowledge, investment capital, and ambition. Completely 
different conditions are important in the public sector; after all, the plans 
have to meet several requirements to be implemented. In the Waterline, there 
are many examples of confrontations between both types of logic. Private 
initiatives often touch on different policy areas, so the plan has to go through 
different governmental departments in order to get the required permission. 
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As a result, every department has its own desires and preferences, which often 
results in continuous adaptation of the entrepreneur’s original plan. When 
the plan is adapted, it thus often does not match the local situation very well 
anymore. 
 Another institutional obstacle is that civil servants have to deal with 
accountability checks and severe restrictions regarding budget spending.  
How public servants have to work largely structures how they deal with  
private actors. For example, the Waterline budgets that are available at the 
municipalities have to be spent on physical projects within a certain time 
period. This leads to pressure to spend the money as soon as possible. 
Co-financing from other subsidy budgets (often EU budgets) can also cause 
extra (and sometimes contradictory) rules. The institutional obstacles and 
bureaucratic rationality within the public sector influence the way public actors 
act to a great extent.

 Stacking demands 

Civil servants sometimes subconsciously adopt a strict regulating role. In the 
Waterline project, many governmental actors are involved who all work on 
different themes and operate on multiple levels. As a result, various public 
actors often bring forward specific demands vis-à-vis private initiatives. Every 
governmental actor makes only one or two demands, but is barely aware of 
the demands other public services have made. A poorly coordinated ‘stack of 
demands’ is the result, which makes it hard for entrepreneurs to come to viable 
and sustainable development. Many entrepreneurs have also indicated that 
they did not have a good understanding of which conditions their plans had 
to adhere to beforehand. Stacking demands can lead to financially powerful 
entrepreneurs quitting who can usually assess investment risks better. Smaller 
entrepreneurs with their heart completely in the Waterline project do stay 
involved and subsequently have to meet a lot of demands with limited financial 
resources.

 Degree of publicity and subsidy

The costs for the maintenance of the forts can be divided into three types: the 
restoration costs, the daily management costs, and the structural maintenance 
costs. For each type of costs, a substantial contribution by the public sector is 
needed – especially for restorations and structural maintenance. If forts are 
renovated and maintained with financial support from the public sector, it is 
understandable that public agencies make demands regarding the accessibility 
of the buildings; after all, monuments have a social value. However, accessi-
bility of the functions does not necessarily require a large financial involvement 
by the government. It is also possible to choose more private functions, which 
makes the maintenance costs lean more on private sector funding; after all, a 
supermarket is also freely accessible.
 This does, however, cause a dilemma: on the one hand, excessive 
structural financial involvement by the government is not desirable, and, 
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on the other hand, the accessibility can be under pressure when cultural 
heritage becomes excludable and is marketed. Moreover, the profits made by 
private usage and usage enjoyment become appreciated by (a select group 
of) individuals. It is difficult to find a reasonable balance between accessible 
forts and restricted structural financial involvement by the government. In 
the Waterline, the majority of the forts have a public-social function (nature 
included). By giving private entrepreneurs more space to restrict the accessi-
bility by increasing the exclusivity and excludability, an opportunity is provided 
to lower the financial burden to contribute to the maintenance of fortress sites 
for public resources. Finding a balance in this is political choice.

 Demand-driven re-usage

In the past ten years, the project organization has mainly focused on the 
physical revitalization of the New Dutch Water Defense Line. Ten years 
ago, government had a more dominant role in spatial planning, and this 
strong position made sure that the government assumed a producing role. 
Governmental actors decided to a great extent which activities would take 
place in the forts, not the market. There were enough project developers who 
wanted to invest in the Waterline and there were enough public resources 
available for the project. The government’s strong position made it possible 
to selectively allow spatial development, taking into account that different 
demands had to be met. As a result, many functions in the Waterline project 
meet these government-posed demands, but they do not always really match 
the consumers’ demands. This classic pitfall of governmental centrism  
ensured that a lot of functions in forts are to a great extent dependent on  
a conglomerate of different subsidies. Now that these subsidies are drying  
up because of cutbacks in the public sector and structural financial re-organi-
zations in the cultural heritage sector (Modernization of the Preservation Act, or 
in Dutch: Modernisering Monumentenzorg), the development and maintenance 
of the Waterline are under serious pressure. 
 
After an analysis of policy documents, several collective values can be 
distinguished that are significant for the dominant frame within different 
governmental agencies. These values are translated into demands that the 
developments in the Waterline have to meet. An important value is the unity 
of the Waterline; this unity in the defense system cannot be disrupted. The 
UNESCO status is used as a tool to guarantee this unity. The recognizability and 
openness of the waterline landscape is also seen as a fundamental value. An 
example of retaining this recognizability is keeping the former inundation fields 
open. The accessibility of the Line is also important in this frame, because 
cultural heritage sites are revitalized with tax money; the Waterline should 
therefore be accessible to everyone. The visibility of the Waterline, high-quality 
design demands, and an educative objective are also translated into demands 
towards development plans. Lastly, it is formulated that as many Waterline 
objects as possible are strived to be given a contemporary meaning by means 
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of new usage (nature, tourism, education, culture, etc.). Multiple policy 
documents indicate that differentiation of functions is an important policy goal. 
These demands secure the collective values that the Waterline contains or 
should obtain, though setting these demands strictly still limits the viability of 
plans made by entrepreneurs. 

 The relationship between the discovered frames and the observed  
 interaction

In Island of Schalkwijk’s action arena, a differentiation between the discovered 
frames was found. The expectation that the public and private actors’ frames 
vary – which was drawn up beforehand – can be confirmed. However, the public 
actors’ frames also vary among themselves, and the same can be said for the 
private actors. As expected, the contrast between the frames has a negative 
effect on the interaction between actors. The actors disagree on a couple of 
fundamental points: if all Waterline objects should be revitalized and put to new 
usage, if developments by entrepreneurs should be assessed by public actors, 
and if the landscape should remain open and green. It is interesting to see that 
this contrast is not discussed in the planning process and, because of this, a 
collectively shared problem definition has not been found. The municipality of 
Houten’s rhetorical frames do not always match the action practices that are 
observed. An important reason for this is that the government’s actions have to 
meet various bureaucratic norms. The bureaucratic reality makes it difficult for 
public actors to match their action practices to the rhetorical frame. 

Section 3: collective action arrangements
The third section analyzes how collective action arrangements concerning 
the development of forts are established the Fortification Belts of Antwerp 
project. Flanders was chosen for this analysis because the planning practice 
is characterized by a decentralized planning system in which there is usually 
offered more room for private initiatives. The Antwerp study contributes to the 
social relevance of this dissertation: after all, the New Dutch Water Defense 
Line’s project organization should anticipate on the process of decentralization  
and intends to transfer tasks and responsibilities to non-governmental actors 
(Waterline Commission 2014). In 2014, an important objective of the New 
Dutch Water Defense Line project was ‘socialization’. This refers to making the 
development and maintenance of the Waterline less government-dependent by 
(responsibly) transferring tasks and responsibilities to citizens, market actors, 
and NGOs. The third section of the dissertation clarifies which spatial results 
are achieved in the Flemish case, and how collective action arrangements have 
been established. The following question has been formulated:
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Question 3: “Which conditions define the establishment of collective action 
arrangements regarding the development and maintenance of the forts in 
the Fortification Belts of Antwerp project, and which spatial results does this 
entail?”

To gain insight into how collective action arrangements are reached, the 
concept of ‘arranger’ is used (Savas 1982). The arranger is the agent who selects 
the producer to meet the consumer’s demand. Savas’s (1982) distinction 
between producer, arranger, and consumer makes it possible to characterize 
different forms of collective action arrangements. The ‘new’ arrangements that 
become possible because of this distinction match the recent discussions in 
academic literature on how the production of public goods and services can be 
efficiently achieved in a governance context (Ostrom 1998, Newman 2008, Innes 
& Booher 2002, among others).
 This dissertation mainly analyzes the conditions of how certain collective 
action arrangements have been reached in Flanders.

Because the Flemish planning context offers relatively more room for private 
initiatives, it is expected that private actors assume the role of the arranger and 
decide on the use of the forts. Moreover, since commercial interests dominate 
private actor preferences, it can be expected that the social values of the forts 
are not always well-preserved. The following expectation has been formulated:

Expectation 3: “The development of forts is arranged by private actors, and 
because of this, the social values of cultural heritage are not maintained.”

Varying spatial outcomes 

The functions and spatial qualities of the forts in Flanders are diverse. Some 
forts are beautifully restored (with public resources), like fort Breendonk, fort 
Liefkenshoek, and fort Duffel. However, there are also forts that are difficult to 
recognize because weekend cottages have been placed on the fort terrains, or 
because they are being used for motocross or paintball. From this perspective, 
the spatial quality in the New Dutch Water Defense Line is generally higher, but 
the functions in Flanders are more diverse.
 Even though the research project does not focus on the landscape, it can 
be said that only in some parts of the fortification belts the spatial coherence 
between cultural heritage objects can be discerned. Many places in the Flemish 
landscape have been fragmented because of the expansion of infrastructure, 
the typical ribbon development, and the construction of industrial areas. There 
are no (public) initiatives to restore the unity in the fortification belt landscape 
by means of spatial interventions. The ownership of the Flemish forts is 
fragmented; most forts are owned by public services and 24 percent is privately 
owned. In contrast to the Waterline, only a few forts (or parts of forts) are 
protected as a monument one way or another. 
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 Different arrangers 

Decisions about the use of the forts in Flanders are made in different ways. In 
general, these decisions are made on a local level and, in some cases, non-local 
governmental actors (province of Antwerp or the Flemish Region) interfere in 
the redevelopment of the fort terrains; they then steer towards a certain (social) 
functional use they desire. Making certain subsidies available seems to be the 
most applied tool to steer local planning: plans that are made on a local level 
should correspond to higher governments’ policy objectives if one wants to lay 
claim on subsidies. 

The arranging effect in the collective action arrangements appears to be 
decisive for the usage of forts; it appears that both market actors and public 
actors arrange. In some cases in Flanders, governmental actors have arranged 
(e.g. Liefkenshoek and Breendonk) and, in other cases, market actors have 
arranged (e.g. Koningshooikt and Stabroek). The functions in forts that have 
been arranged by the government lean more on government subsidies than 
functions that have been arranged by market actors. 
 
For many re-usage processes of forts, the accessibility of forts and fort terrains 
is an important governmental demand that has to be met in order to give 
permission for developments. The Flanders case study shows the commercial 
functions are most accessible. The social functions often have limited opening 
hours; you have to make an appointment to be able to visit the fort, or you have 
to pay an admission fee (museums).

 Conditions for variety in arrangements 

The large variety of collective action arrangements partly explains the diversity 
of functions, profit models, and spatial qualities. There are various conditions 
that ensure the discovered variety in collective action arrangements in Flanders. 

Because usage assignment mainly takes place on a local level in Flanders, local 
actors can generally commit to fort developments more easily. It is common 
in Flemish planning culture that the municipality, and the mayor specifically, 
poses as the representative of the private interests of its citizens. Traditionally, 
it is customary that municipalities initially behave cooperatively toward private 
individuals – this promotes collective action arrangements in which private 
individuals determine the usage.

Compared to the Netherlands, the variety of functions is larger in Flanders 
because the government does not actively steer towards a specific usage of the 
forts. The Flemish approach ensures multiple interpretations of the cultural 
landscape and, as a result, the (government) plans do not limit other interpreta-
tions of cultural history beforehand. The interpretations of cultural landscapes 
in Flanders are sometimes commercial, which leads to diversity in perception, 
arrangements, and usage.
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Just as in the Netherlands, revitalization of the Antwerp Fortification Belt is a 
strategic area development project. In Flanders, the regional plan especially 
entails safeguarding the current situation and the plans that local governments 
currently have. The provincial plans contain almost no directives and are mainly 
meant to establish a mutually supported view. The voluntary element of the 
approach followed by the province of Antwerp emerges from the fact that not 
all municipalities and fort owners participated in creating the non-local plans. 
The regional plans in the Waterline are based on a clear planning concept that 
was developed in Panorama Krayenhoff. In Flanders, a (less visionary) spatial 
plan was chosen that corresponds more to the current spatial situation. The 
characteristics of this regional plan ensure that the provincial authorities are 
not able to draw arguments from the plan to legitimate rejection of local plans. 

Another important condition is that spatial planning in Flanders is of a much 
more political nature than in the Netherlands. Where in the Netherlands 
decisions regarding the re-usage of forts lean on bureaucratic neutrality and 
expertise, Flemish politicians usually decide on the restoration of forts and 
landscapes. The political character of the spatial planning practices can also be 
seen in the non-interventionist attitude of regional politicians: they are hesitant 
to interfere on a local level. In practice, the province or region barely ever forces 
the municipalities to change local plans. 

The resources that are available on a regional level are selectively allocated in 
subprojects. Which projects apply to this is a political decision. In the selected 
subprojects, the province or the Regional authorities do strongly intervene. 
These forts are usually restored and have a high spatial quality.

The Antwerp case study places the Dutch approach in perspective: compared to 
the Flemish approach, the development of the Waterline is largely influenced by 
regulations, even when the results were strived to be achieved in ‘public-private 
partnerships’. Regulatory powers have led to the fact that the government has 
a strong arranging influence on (re-)usage and the eventual development of the 
forts (even though this was not always coordinated or intended). Where these 
regulatory powers in the Netherlands mainly stem from a strategic regional plan 
that was enforced by a separate project organization, planners in Flanders are 
much more selective in deploying regulatory powers.  

 The relationship between the discovered collective action 
 arrangements and spatial results

The expectation that the development of forts in the Fortification Belts of 
Antwerp would be arranged by private actors can be partly confirmed. In some 
cases, private actors largely influence the use of the forts, but this does not 
necessarily lead to the fact that social values are no longer protected or are 
badly maintained; this varies per arrangement and per fort. In Flanders, the 
government operates selectively and, in some cases, chooses to assume the 
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role of arranger. When the government arranges in Flanders, this does not 
automatically mean that the collective values are protected and maintained. 
Compared to Flanders, the Dutch approach is more focused on protecting 
and developing the cultural-historical landscape in its entirety. In Flanders, it 
appears to be difficult to protect landscape values such as openness, recogni-
zability, and authenticity. The spatial coherence between the forts is better 
discernible and protected in the Netherlands.

Conclusion
The three separate sections show that the policy changes proposed in the 
Belvedere policy document only partly became reality in the New Dutch Water 
Defense Line project. A couple of policy changes can be clearly discerned:  
the area-oriented approach to cultural heritage, the integration of multiple 
spatial claims from various sectors, the connecting and innovative role of 
spatial design, and the attention to the new usage of cultural heritage with  
vital functions. Within the New Dutch Water Defense Line project, intensive 
collaboration with market actors – in the form of public-private partnerships –  
was not reached as intended. The idea was that building close to cultural 
heritage objects would increase the profits of the area development, and that 
part of the profits could be used for restoration and revitalization. This has not 
been realized. 
 In the governance arena of the Belvedere period, a lot of time and effort 
was put to coordinating various public interests. The spatial results are strongly 
influenced by trade-offs between various public institutions. The Belvedere 
policy’s credo – ‘preservation through development’ – is currently only partly 
achieved. The former military landscape has been (re)developed by many public 
efforts. The biggest task now is to manage, guarantee, and safeguard the 
preservation of the social values in the future. 


