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Governmental authorities increasingly face the tdrale of dealing with risks due to
unpredictable potentially damaging events. Whethasso called known unknowns are
familiar but unpredictable as to when and whereythdl happen, the unknown
unknowns are completely unforeseen until they hapfe example is climate change,
that potentially brings about continuous and unpecegble changes in weather patterns.
This paper examines the question as to what egtar@rnmental actors are able to deal
with these risks, which are nearly impossible tedact and thus hard to prepare for. We
propose a conceptual framework that draws on Weialdrk on sensemaking. We
demonstrate the utility of this framework by anedgzhow Dutch water management
authorities try to deal with the unknown unknowhslionate change. We argue that the
challenge of enabling society to adapt to climdterge requires organizational change.

1. Introduction

Governmental authorities face the challenge ofidgatith risks due to unpredictable
potentially damaging events. Some of these evidmsso called known unknowns, are
familiar but unpredictable as to when and wherg thid happen. Others, the unknown
unknowns, are completely unforeseen until they bappnd will always be experienced
as surprises (Longstaff, 2005). Because our werlddreasingly connected and complex,
surprises are expected to become more common tedittability (Norris et al, 2008).
The consequences for government authorities withbeeaching. Many citizens expect
the government to protect them from risks thatre&ly impossible to predict and to
prepare for. Traditional governmental practicehsas hierarchies, planning and
command and control strategies are not effectianagsurprises and can even make
things worse (Norris et al, 2008). Consequentlyegoments face the paradox that they
must plan but also plan for not having a plan (Lsiaff, 2005).

Climate change is an example of a problem thatsf#oe challenges of both
dealing with the known unknowns and the unknownmamkns. The risks and
uncertainties involved seem to expand as a refaliuplings between the physical



aspects of climate change, the vulnerability ofarg and the strategic behaviour of the
actors involved. The International Panel on Clinfaienge (IPCC, 2007) has pointed out
how physical aspects will potentially affect sogidtven when the world succeeds in
bringing about a significant reduction of greenregas emissions, the already ongoing
climate change will potentially result in contingoand unpredictable changes to local
weather patterns, water supplies, river dischagmsjntrusion and sea levels.
Uncertainties not only concern the local impactslohate change, and the effectiveness
and feasibility of various policy options but atbe different ways actors value, interpret
and frame climate change. The high political andegal attention to climate changes
and the huge amounts of money involved in it, skteupeople to display strategic
behaviour, varying from shifting the burden to asswg all responsibilities.

This paper addresses the question as to what egdgeatnmental authorities are
able to deal with the known and the unknown unkrewfclimate change which are
almost impossible to predict and to prepare foreXamine this question we draw on the
work of the organization psychologist Karl Weick ¢ibk 1979, 1993, 1995, 2000, 2001,
2009; Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001). Weick considers semaking as the root activity when
people deal with an unknowable and unpredictablédi®Veick, 2009, 235).
Sensemaking is an active process by which actoke their world logical and
meaningful through talking and acting (Weick 197995). Seven resources affect
sensemaking: identity, retrospect, enactment, kangoing, salient cues and plausible
stories (Weick, 1995). When these resources agatimed, sensemaking can collapse
with sometimes fatal consequences for people, mgaons and the physical
environment. Therefore Weick revealed organizationaditions that can facilitate and
that can hinder sensemaking (Weick, 2001: 461)s@&lwenditions can be used to assess
organizations’ ability to be reliable under tryiagd surprising situations and can help to
develop devices to make organizations more resi{\eick, 2001; Weick & Sutcliffe,
2001).

We demonstrate the utility of the sensemaking aggrdoy examining how Dutch
water management authorities prepare for climadéagé. With its differentiated and
high-value economic activities, its high populataensity and large parts of the delta
lying below sea level, the Netherlands is partidylaulnerable to climate change
impacts such as sea level rise, increasing riveahadirges, and increasing salt intrusion.
Our focus is on Rijkswaterstaat, the policy-implatmeg agency of the Ministry of
Infrastructure and Environment, one of the key orgations in this field.

In what follows, we first present the theoretifraimework in which we give a
brief rendition of Weick’s work. Subsequently, andwo steps, with the help of this
framework we analyse how Rijkswaterstaat triesdal evith the new challenges of
climate change. We conclude this paper with rafd@stand conclusions both on the
fruitfulness of the sensemaking framework and @wteaknesses and strengths of the
Dutch water management authorities.

2. Theoretical framework

In his famous article on the Mann Gulch fire disastWeick analysed how the death of
13 fire-fighters could be explained by a collaptsemsemaking (Weick, 1993). In short



the story is about a crew of fire-fighters who extped a so called ten o’ clock fire,
meaning that the crew would have the fire undetrobat 10 a.m. the next morning.
Instead the fire exploded and forced the man intaca for their life. During the
turbulent conditions at the site, the men persistezill it a ten o’ clock fire even though
their tenses told them that is was something nfaae that. Without sharing information
or other forms of communication the foreman charfysdtory of what was happening
and accordingly changed his actions. He lit aifirfont of the men, told them to drop
their tools and to lie down in the area he had édriiowever, none of them did, instead
they ran in a direction that they hoped would He.sa

In Weick’s analysis sensemaking collapsed becdesére-fighters were not be
able to come loose of their interlocked routinesjld not rebuild some sense of what
was happening, and finally were no not be ableotavdat would have saved their lives.
He explained this collapse by the way the firefeghtwere organized. Through the
structures and cultures of the organization it wexy difficult for them to get access to
the seven resources of sensemaking: identity,g#ied, enactment, social ongoing,
salient cues and plausible stories (Weick, 2005).Zbhey lost their grasp of what was
happening because cues became unstable due targhand dispersed information,
because they stopped the ongoing updating of irg&jons, because the stories of what
was happening became less plausible and less leeb@rause new enactments and
probing actions were avoided, because people putftith on anticipating rather than
appreciating the retrospect, because they felhtedlfrom social contexts (especially the
lack of trust between the crew and the foremen)seuduse identity was threatened
since firefighters do not lit the fire (Weick, 2Q0465).

Throughout his work and based upon many other staskes Weick developed
organizational conditions that can strengthen aepdn processes of sensemaking. To
prepare organizations to deal with the known aridhawn unknowns is to organize that
people have access to the seven resources of satisgnThe idea is that it doesn’t
matter how the organizations are designed and wiriejramme governance authorities
actors use, as long as they contribute to the lzasiditions for sensemaking. These are:

1. Allow for clear identities (identity)

Sensemaking is grounded in identity constructiopesple and organizations. What a
situation means for an actor is influenced by whatactor is or want to represent in that
setting (Weick, 1995: 24). When identity is blam#ieatened or diffused people can
resist updating and revision and drop back to iot&ed behaviour (Weick, 2001: 461).
A complicating factor is that in cases of the unknpmultiple identities can provide a
more accurate scheme to deal with turbulencesairtivironment. Consequently, the
more identities people and organizations have adogshe less the likelihood that they
find themselves paralyzed by surprises (Weick, 12@%. This variety can confuse
people and diffuse their identities, unless multifles are themselves a key element of
the identity. In sum, organization conditions aeeded that strengthen the development
of clear identities that provide room for flexilylj adaptability and mutability (Weick,
1995, 24).



2. Appreciate past experiences (retrospect)

In occasions of unpredictability and uncertaintgamizations tend to rely on planning.
However, because people are not very good in fetigpit is also important to make use
of past experiences (Weick, 2001). They provide &nd validated schemes of
interpretation that can help to reduce ambiguitygadization conditions are needed that
enhance the appreciation of past experiences, tyueaging people to remember, to
collect and to share these experiences (Weick, : 2406H).

3. Stay in motion (enactment)

Sensemaking is not a passive act of discoveringyéat an active process in which
actors enact their environment. When disturbancessoontinuities in the environment
of organizations occur, actors may isolate thosenghs for closer attention, probe some
activities, see what environmental responses Is@uld see how people react, deepen
their insights etcetera (Weick, 1979: 130). Sudcgssping with the unknown processes
of ecological change is most likely when actory gtamotion, and when policies and
processes animate people to do so (Weick, 2009: ZB& can be strengthened by
organizational conditions that encourage actionerathan hesitation, that focus on
outcomes rather than compliance with policy progres, and that allow for experiments
and the testing of hunches. Especially in caseseyi®grammes for actions are publicly
chosen it can be difficult to revoke, which medmat ppeople are bound to those plans and
search for arguments that justify these plannedrasas rational (Weick, 2001: 461).

4. Interact respectfully (social)

Sensemaking can never be solitary because actorgamizations have to fit their own
line of activity in some manner with the actionsotiiers (Weick 1995). Above all social
interaction between people with multiple interptietas can improve our understanding
of what is going on. Especially in occasions ofpsises and ambiguity it is impossible
for individuals to make sense of what is happeifivgick, 2001:461). To increase the
collective capability to grasp complexity, respatthteractions are needed that involve
trust (respect the reports of others and be willombase beliefs and actions on them),
honesty (report honestly so that others may use gloservations) and self-respect
(respect your own perceptions and beliefs) (Wel€@93: 643). When trust, honesty and
self-respect are underdeveloped, and when soaabas disappear, people can feel
isolated from social reality of some sort, and lfijnbose their grasp of what is going on
(Weick, 2001: 461).

5. Encourage improvisation and bricolage (ongoing)

Sensemaking is an ongoing process that never stadtsever stops. However, the
ongoing character of sensemaking can paralyze eedpey can wait until the picture is
complete, yet the flow of experiences and evenlisnever stop. An appropriate strategy
is to invest in bricoleurs and to encourage impsation. Bricoleurs are people that
remain creative under pressure, and are able &becoeder out of whatever materials are
at hand (Weick, 1993: 639). Improvisation refersh® capability to investigate, to learn,
and to act, without knowing in advance what oné el called to act upon (Weick 2009:
124) Generally, structures that can fit a varidtpew environments are preferred above
more specialized structures (Weick, 2009: 21).



6. Look closely and update often (salient cues)

Even once actors have developed reasonable cudsabis happening, they will still
have to check, update and even revise their sdreseepts. Small moments of inattention
or misperception can escalate into serious adwxmets (Weick & Sutcliffe, 2001: 49).
However, when a sense of the situation beginsyeldp people tend to look for
evidence to confirm it and to ignore data that maggest troubles (Weick, 2001: 460).
Only conditions that allow for local updates, ahdttencourage complicating, can resist
this temptation of normalisation. By considering facts and alternative explanations
more fully, people will find a better solution anay forward than if they jump
prematurely to an early conclusion.

7. Develop an attitude of wisdom (plausibility)

When issues are contested, ambiguous and uncartaitiitude of wisdom is needed to
develop credible stories of what people face andtwiey can do. Most people,
especially those who are specialized in enginegiirigrmation system or accounting,
tend to believe that uncertainty problems can Iheesidoy investing in better models
(Weick, 1995: 186). However there is the paradax kmowledge and ignorance grow
together: “the more we learn about a particular @orthe greater the numbers of
uncertainties, doubts, questions and complexii@gfick, 2001: 112). Above all,
multiple interpretations need to be encouragedalise they can provide a rich picture of
turbulences in the environment. Wise people knonaaigate between extreme
confidence and extreme caution, because both eatrean destroy the adaptability of
organizations. Organization conditions are neetlatidnimate this attitude of wisdom
and more specifically, that favour plausibilityteria for these stories above probability
criteria (Weick, 2001).

3. Method

Our empirical research consisted of two steps.fifsestep included a study of how
Rijkswaterstaat prepares for climate change (Seé)oThe second step concerned the
application of the seven conditions of Weick’s feamork to Rijkswaterstaat's
sensemaking (Section 5).

In the first step, we studied the way in which Ryjlaterstaat tries to prepare for
climate change by focusing on three analyticallev@rawing on the sensemaking
perspective, we first analysed Rijkswaterstaatanizational identity, and its changing
political and strategic positioning within Dutchcsety, indicating also how it aims to
prepare for climate change (see also van den B20®9). For this purpose, we
interviewed several actors who have a leadingipahte development of recent
transformation plans, such as the deputy directoietnl of Rijkswaterstaat and the
programme manager Public-Oriented Network Managéneaddition, we studied
several internal documents on Rijkswaterstaatissftamation and organizational
identity.

The second level of our analysis focused on theiwaghich Rijkswaterstaat
aims to prepare for climate change and tries toatpen concrete climate adaptation



practices. To demarcate our object of study, wédeedo analyse three recent planning
practices, namely the development and implemematicthe Room for the River project,
the introduction of the flood risk approach, and ithtroduction of the Second Delta Plan,
respectively. For this analysis, we could draw mvpus extensive research of the
authors, based on a large amount of semi-structoterviews and participatory
observations (e.g. van den Brink & Meijerink, 200&n den Brink, 2009; Termeer &
Meijerink, 2009; van den Brink et al, 2010a, 2010b)

The third level of our analysis focused on how Rijlaterstaat aims to prepare for
and tries to operate in crisis situations. A methogical problem was that there are
hardly any data about how Rijkswaterstaat actuglgrates in times of crisis — the last
near river flood disaster took place in the ea@90ds. We therefore focused our analysis
on how Rijkswaterstaat is preparing for crisisaitons; for example how it takes part in
disaster exercises. For this purpose, we analysedus policy documents about
Rijkswaterstaat’s risk and crisis management (espectie Verkeer en Waterstaat, 2008;
Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu, 2010; DG@nW, 2010), and we analysed
several documents and reports about disaster egsriti which Rijkswaterstaat was
involved.

After this analysis we entered the second stequoempirical research, in which
we applied the seven conditions of sensemakingadrijkswaterstaat organization.
These seven conditions cannot be ‘objectively’ eoblAs researchers we interpreted the
information, collected in the first step, in retatito the seven conditions. Our main aim
was to develop some plausible arguments regartimgttength and weakness of each
condition.

4. Rijkswaterstaat prepares for climate change

“We have water that flows from high to low, and g¥hhas to be kept at bay.
That is the justification for our existence. Thigydwill not change. You can
perform it in a different way, but the job remathe same. But it has to be done
now”. (Deputy director-general on 24 May 2007, wheijkswaterstaat was 209
years old)

Rijkswaterstaat was established in 1798 and nov&admploys more than 9.200
employees. On behalf of the Minister and State&ary of Infrastructure and
Environment, Rijkswaterstaat is responsible fordasign, construction, management
and maintenance of the main infrastructure faesiin the Netherlands. Starting as an
organization based on craftsmanship, Rijkswatetrsi@adeveloped from a semi-military
organization to an organization of civil engineetth a strong esprit de corps (Bosch &
van der Ham, 1998; Lintsen, 2002). Rijkswatersimabw well known for its powerful
position in the development of transport and hylicaofrastructure in the Netherlands,
for its engineering expertise and for bringing Bhech worldwide fame by realising
major public works, such as the Delta Works ingbethwest of the Netherlands that
closed off the sea inlets and shortened the Dutelttne after the flood disaster of 1953.



Level 1: Analysis of Rijkswaterstaat’s organizaibtransformation

Since the 1970s, several social and political semithin Dutch society put the position
of Rijkswaterstaat, and the technocratic way inckihi realised infrastructure projects,
under pressure. The explosive rise of the envirartah@novement, the democratisation
within Dutch society and the related emancipatibaitizens, and, from the 1980s, the
rise of the neoliberal politico-economic ideologymany western countries, were some
of the ‘waves of change’ (Schwartz, 1993) that Rijlaterstaat had to learn to ride.
Rijkswaterstaat — ‘a state within the state’ ame ‘giant among government departments’
(van den Berg, 2005) — had to contend with numecotizacks and efficiency operations.
Moreover, instead of being responsible for bothgyaiaking and policy
implementation, Rijkswaterstaat was gradually réposed as a policy-implementing
agency. It was obliged to attain the greatest ptssgifficiency in its delivery of services
and had to be responsive to the needs and desittesse it worked with.

As a consequence, it needed to develop a new gid@pate organizational
identity and way of working. For Rijkswatersta#ie tsearch for a new organizational
identity was a road with many obstacles. Whilegétsponsibility for carrying out several
important public tasks, such as the protectiorhefdountry against floods from the sea
and the rivers, require technical knowledge ancedige on the Dutch water system, it
was also being criticised for its technocratic wiogkstyle. Rijkswaterstaat therefore
found itself caught ‘on the horns of a dilemma’r(\den Brink, 2009): it needed its
renowned expert status to fulfil its public respbiigies, whereas it needed to distance
itself from this expert status to be able to mbetihcreasing societal and political
imperative of developing into a more responsive effidient public organization.

In 2004, Rijkswaterstaat introduced a Businesa Rlaapidly transform its
organization into a government business (Rijksvesaat, 2004, 2008). It set itself high
ambitions, as it wanted to become the most pubilented national policy-implementing
agency in the Netherlands. First, the internal rgangent of the organization had to be
much simpler and uniform. Drawing on New Public Mgament (NPM) ideas — the
toolkit developed to implement the neoliberal idepyl (Osborne & Gaebler, 1992; Kettl,
2000) — various management tools from private mssiwere introduced to improve in
effectiveness and efficiency. For instance, a naesirtess model was introduced
consisting of three internal steering relationshyith the Ministry, a new working style
was adopted with the introduction of ‘the marketiess’ principle, and several radical
internal reorganizations were implemented to créate Rijkswaterstaat’. Second, also
in line with NPM ideas, Rijkswaterstaat wanted évelop from a ‘traditional road and
water manager’ to a ‘public-oriented network mamagée infrastructure networks for
which it is responsible were no longer managed tmeaf their own quality, but to serve
the users of those networks better. The aim waspoove the flow on these networks.
Accordingly, public-oriented network management weBned as Rijkswaterstaat’'s new
working style.

Third and finally, to be able to transform intowbpc-oriented government
business, Rijkswaterstaat wanted to renew its azgtanal culture through
organizational learning. Rijkswaterstaat was iregpby the writings of the former head
of planning for Shell, Arie de Geus. According ®@eus, the ability of companies ‘to
live in harmony with the business environmentwitch from a survival mode when
times were turbulent to a self-development modenathe pace of change was slow’ (de



Geus, 1988: 1) depended on organizational learioginstance, a Corporate Learning
Centre was established and various learning comrsesdeveloped to teach the
Rijkswaterstaat employees the new competencesaanal skills that were required to
put the ambitions of the Business Plan into practic

Level 2: Analysis of climate adaptation practices

Since the establishment of Rijkswaterstaat, floadqztion in the Netherlands has been a
public rather than a private responsibility. Irsthéspect its mission statement is
unambiguous: “The first task of Rijkswaterstaat aivays remain the realisation of dry
feet: to control flood prevention and to be pregdi crisis” (Rijkswaterstaat, 2008:
16). As a consequence, despite the fact that maopie live in the low-lying Rhine
delta, public awareness of the potential dangéneivater is relatively low. Should a
dike break, causing a flood disaster, Dutch socigliyhold the Ministry of Infrastructure
and Environment, and Rijkswaterstaat in particulesponsible. It is expected and taken
for granted that Rijkswaterstaat has the expettiggevent floods and other water-
related problems, and that it will use it.

To prepare for climate change, Rijkswaterstaatyiag to develop and implement
new modes of flood management. Recent and majonjpig practices in the Dutch
water safety domain include the development andeamentation of the Room for the
River project, the introduction of the flood ris@oach, and the introduction of the
Second Delta Plan (van den Brink et al, 2010b). Gdsac idea of the ‘room for the river’
safety concept is to enlarge the discharge capatitye main Dutch rivers by increasing
the amount of space for the rivers (Wiering & Dses, 2001). The emphasis is on spatial
rather than technical measures to reduce the ffooloability. The central programme
office was established at Rijkswaterstaat. In Vit the Business Plan and its new
organizational identity as a policy-implementingeagy, its main aim was to develop and
implement the river-widening measures within threesand non-negotiable conditions
set by Parliament (regarding safety, budget, plag)niTo enable the parties involved to
learn about the impact that various combinationsvef-widening measures would have
on the water levels in the main rivers, a Decissaipport System, the ‘Planning Kit’ was
introduced, consisting of around 600 possible rivetening measures. From a
managerial control perspective, the focus wasngsl@mentation of the project in the
most effective and efficient way, thereby aimingsl@t improving the legitimacy of the
new river policy, or at increasing the public sugggor the measures (van den Brink,
2009).

In addition to the development of new and moreiapatodes of flood protection,
Rijkswaterstaat also tried to develop policiesaduce the potential impacts of flooding.
Careful planning of evacuation routes, developiadyewvarning systems, and adapting
houses and infrastructure to prepare urban aretes e flooding are some examples.
The flood risk approach — ‘flood risk’ is defined the probability of a flood times the
potential impact of flooding — was introduced fofipan the ‘Draft Policy Document on
Water Safety’, which was published in 2008 (Rijksidheid 2008). It was the first time
that Rijkswaterstaat aimed to address the whoktysahain, from flood prevention to
evacuation and even aftercare (see also Meijerifticke, 2008). With the introduction
of the flood risk approach, it therefore aimed ddr@ss the whole safety chain, from pro-



action and prevention to preparation, responseafirdcare (see Table 1 for an
overview).

Table 1. The five successive chains of the safe#yncapproach in Dutch water management
(modified after ten Brinke et al., 2008; Ministevian Infrastructuur en Milieu, 2010).

Chains Descriptior

Risk manageme Prc-actior Eliminating structural causes flood accidents
and disasters to prevent them from happening
in the first place (e.g. adjustments to real estate
and infrastructure and relocating houses)
Preventiol Taking measures beforehand that air
prevent flood accidents and disasters, and limit
the consequences in case such events do ogcur
(e.g. building dams, dikes and storm surge
barriers)

Crisis manageme Preparatio Taking measures to ensure suffici

preparation to deal with flood accidents and
disasters in case they happen (i.e. contingency
planning, training and practise)

Respons Actually dealing wittflood accidents an
disasters (e.g. response and calamity teams
Aftercare All activities that lead to rapid recovery frc

the consequences of flood accidents and
disasters, and ensuring that all those affected
can return to ‘normal’ and recover their
equilibrium (including answering the

responsibility question and evaluation)

Finally, to anticipate the projected effects ofrdite change, in 2007 a state
committee was established to develop a more geamdatoordinating course of action
to ‘climate-proof’ the Netherlands. In Septembe®&0t published its advice ‘Working
together with water: a land that lives is builditgyfuture’ (Deltacommissie, 2008),
which is also referred to as the Second Delta Piamain aim is to protect the
Netherlands against the effects of climate chamget@a make the country climate-proof
for the long term, while it remains an attractivage to live and to invest in. The primary
focus again is flood prevention, as that had prdedre the most effective strategy in the
past. The committee invested in various new andvative technologies. For instance,
the concept of the ‘Delta Dike’ was introduced kRiyaterstaat is actively involved in the
concrete planning and implementation phase of glealPlan (see also Deltaprogramma,
2010a). In the most vulnerable areas of the Nethds, it is organising consultation
processes with national, regional and local govemtrauthorities, NGOs and involved
citizens to develop strategic climate adaptatioasuess and investments. In addition,
Rijkswaterstaat has been assigned the task toaetie ‘Delta Model’, that is, one
integrated computer model consisting of all exgstiydraulic models (Deltaprogramma
2010b). After the example of the ‘Planning Kit'etbelta Model will function as a
Decision Support System that can be used to ldavatahe impact of particular
adaptation strategies on the whole main water syste



Level 3: Analysis of crisis management practices

In the Netherlands, the climate issue is now highhe political and societal agenda. The
current sense of urgency was in particular triggdnethe Hurricane Katrina disaster in
2005 in the United States and by Al Gore and litls fAn Inconvenient Truth’, which

was released in 2006 (Breeman & Timmermans, 2008)n its establishment in 1798,
Rijkswaterstaat primarily focused on flood preventand probability reduction.
However, after these events it not only startexttonsider its water safety policies, but
it also realised that a sound crisis managemesaiesfy was lacking. Crisis management
involves the organization and implementation ofttivee final phases of the safety chain.
Contingency planning, training and practise, amddstablishment of response and
calamity teams are some examples of main activitiethe Netherlands, the Ministry of
the Interior and Kingdom Relations is primary rasgble for crisis management.
However, in close cooperation with this Ministryjieivaterstaat plays a key role in
preparing specifically for flood disasters, whishmainly due to its up-to-date hydraulic
knowledge and expertise, and its capability to etely predict rising water levels and
thereby potential situations of crisis.

In reaction to the Hurricane Katrina disaste20®6 the Dutch Parliament
explicitly defined the goal to improve its orgartinaal and administrative preparation
for floods. For this purpose, it established thekfarce Management FloodEgskforce
Management Overstromingen, T @n important task of the TMO was to organise a
national flood disaster exercise in 2008, which walas referred to as the ‘Water Test'.
The Water Test made clear that in particular ti@scmanagement organization within
Dutch water management was not sufficient and reetlbe improved (Ministerie van
BZK, 2009). Recommendations of the TMO concernedfiprovement of public
awareness for crisis management, the need for lbeeadination and operational plans,
the development of more disaster scenarios, tladlkestment of clear rules regarding the
tasks and responsibilities of water managers iegiof crisis, better crisis information
and communication, and flood disaster exercises imich more regular basis.

In 2009, the Steering Group Management Floods§t€) was established to
realise the recommendations of the TMO. It includlstted members of the water
boards, general directors of Rijkswaterstaat anti@fvater policy department of the
Ministry. For instance, it developed the Centradi&rio for Flooding and Flood
Disasters (Rijkswaterstaat, 2010a), and it estadtighe Dutch Water Management
Centre for crisis information and advice (Rijkswataat, 2010b).

In accordance with its new organizational identRyjjkswaterstaat considers
crisis management as ‘network management’ (Minestean Infrastructuur en Milieu,
2010): emphasising in particular the organizati@ra administrative organization of
crisis management. Rijkswaterstaat thus not ordpaes for physical measures (climate
adaptation practices and risk management) butfatsarganising its social networks
with other partners in the safety chain.

10



5. Analysis: organizing for sensemaking

1. Allow for clear identities

Being part of the Corps of Engineers, Rijkswateséangineers are typically loyal, very
motivated, committed and proud of their work. Taldsith the changing social and
political circumstances, and to cope with the hafihe dilemma on which it found
itself caught, Rijkswaterstaat integrated elemants$ practices of in particular the
neoliberal managerial discourse into its techneadineering identity (van den Brink,
2009). Distancing itself from its technical-engiriag culture and way of working, and
thereby jeopardizing this strong identity, was tteraative. However, by making this
choice, and by cherishing this clear identity, lessm is left for variety and flexibility.
As a result, Rijkswaterstaat employees ‘at thetframvolved in concrete practices, are
not enabled to make their own choice out of mudtigentities. This can cause tensions
when they are confronted with situations in whichians are needed that are not
consistent with their familiar identity. For exarapRijkswaterstaat employees involved
in the consultation processes for the Room foRiver project already struggled with
how to integrate the required collaborative thirgkinle into their engineering identity
and managerial control position. As one of theargi Room for the River project
leaders explained:

“For Rijkswaterstaat, implementing a project regesrquite a strict controlling
hand, quite a corporate and project management apagn. But if you participate
in a process in which an area is being developdwre/you have interests too,
and where you have to collaborate with other pegagplen that requires an
entirely different working style and an entirelyfeient set of skills. Then you
have to let go of that binary thinking, and thimkhat’s in it for me, and how can |
achieve what | want?”

This project leader found himself in a difficultugtion, caught between the new
corporate way of working, and the resulting stpiaiject control, and collaborating with
the local and regional parties in an integratedmlag process. He argued that
Rijkswaterstaat’s traditional, technical workinglst fixed and static in nature, was not
suited to this team thinking type of role, whicljueed a more flexible and dynamic way
of thinking and working. It is likely that when R§waterstaat employees will be
confronted with real surprises, they will becomeremore confused and perhaps even
run the risk of getting paralyzed.

2. Appreciate past experiences

Even in times of ambiguity and uncertainties, tbaliy of sensemaking is influenced by
the appreciation of past experiences, that is,dwy Well people remember these
experiences and to what extent people are encalitagmllect and share these
experiences. First, Rijkswaterstaat is very prolitsgast experiences through which it
realized many famous public works in the Netherkamdoreover, in spite of many recent
cutbacks, albeit with a new managerial look it ngethto appreciate and increase its
traditional technical-engineering expertise. Howetlge severe cutbacks, presented by
the new coalition government, will further forcgkRiwaterstaat to implement efficiency
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operations and to contract out tasks and activitiggivate parties. This will inevitably
put the maintenance of its institutional memory #agrocesses of knowledge sharing
under pressure. Second, our analysis showed thawRiterstaat primarily focuses on
flood prevention, as that has proven to be the mibsttive strategy in the past.
However, future challenges are partly unknown arghtmeed other experiences to rely
and build upon. Projects like the Oosterscheldersturge barrier and Room for the
River have shown Rijkswaterstaat’s capacity to viatwely integrate water safety and
ecology, and water safety and spatial planning. &kably, Rijkswaterstaat connects its
achievements more to its engineering expertiseerdbian its innovative and integrative
capacities.

3. Stay in motion

As Schwartz et al. (1995: 31) put it, external ésemdermined Rijkswaterstaat’s
“confidence in extrapolations and predictions, arehted the need for contrasting
scenarios and alternative strategic options farkihp in terms of uncertainties instead of
certainties”. At the end of the 1970s, Rijkswatgaststarted to reflect fundamentally on
its role and positioning within Dutch society.hereby aimed to become a learning
organization — and, inspired by de Geus (1997 evéving company’ — that is able to
adapt to changing external circumstances. Forpilnigose, for example a Strategy
Department and a Future Centre were establishadhwlby bringing together people
with innovative ideas and by developing scenamwgte future, explore both substantive
trends (such as the projected impacts of climasmgé) and new public-administrative
trends (such as the changing role of governmeihioaities due to the rise of the
neoliberal ideology) (see e.g. Scenarioteam RW®2P207). The objective of these
scenarios was to contradict and challenge theiegishental models’ and to develop an
answer not only to the question ‘What will happet®it also to the question ‘What will
we do if it happens?’ Following de Geus, Rijkswataat organized this organizational
learning in relatively safe environments and prabéy before the pain of a crisis.
However, until now these activities are at mossklp coupled with daily practices.
Rijkswaterstaat therefore still runs the risk ohpiting to what it expects to happen and
what it had planned to do in that situation, rathan experimenting in the here and now,
and observing what it creates through that acfiing. transformation towards a policy-
implementing agency with a focus on contracted @uts and service level agreements
will further restrict Rijkswaterstaat to revokemescribed plans and policy programs.

4. Interact respectfully
To make sense of what is going on, respectful &ateyns are required between people
with multiple interpretations. First, with regawlits intraorganizational interaction,
Rijkswaterstaat’'s Corps of Engineers is charaatdrlzy a high level of self-respect and
mutual trust. The value of mutual respectful intéins is deeply rooted in its technical-
engineering identity and in the corresponding tézdirdiscourse in the field of Dutch
water management. However, central in this diseigrgalso the belief that technical
methods and methodologies are the only valid maasslve social problems and to
obtain ‘true knowledge’. The idea of only one pbssiruth excludes other values and
realities, and thereby decreases Rijkswatersteapability to grasp complexity.
Second, with the introduction of the Business Rigparticular Rijkswaterstaat’s
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interorganizational interaction grew in importante.prepare for climate change,
Rijkswaterstaat increasingly positions itself gm#ner in a network. Following the
example of the Room for the River project, local aagional parties will also be
involved actively in the development and implem#éataof the various measures that are
part of the Second Delta Plan. Crisis managemesda defined as ‘network
management’, focusing on organizing social netwarits the other actors involved in
the safety chain, instead of preparing for tecHniz@asures alone. However, the
development of respectful interactions with othetwork partners turns out to be a
difficult task, as for example the Room for the &iproject showed. Rijkswaterstaat’s
predominant technical-managerial rationality cantéd with the socio-cultural rationality
of local and regional government authorities, N&@4 citizens, and these conflicts not
only caused confusion but also hindered the pregréthe project. Finally,
Rijkswaterstaat’s interaction with the general prid important.

5. Encourage improvisation and bricolage

Due to the unpredictable nature of many climatengbeeffects, the capability of actors
(bricoleurs) to improvise during crises is impottarhe way in which a Dutch mayor
improvised during the 1953 flood disaster providdamous example of bricolage (see
Hulspas, 2007). When this mayor realised that ¢inedl protection plans would not
prevent his village to become flooded, he ordevaslfishermen to close the hole in the
dike by sinking their ships. The new NPM inspiredhnical-managerial identity may
discourage the improvising capability of Rijkswataat. Evaluations of the aftermath of
Hurricane Katrina, for example, have shown howau$oon deliverables and a belief in
‘deliverology’ can cause governmental failure mes of disasters (Mulgan, 2009). At
the level of the society in general, Rijkswaterstaatributes to the rather
underdeveloped capability to improvise of citizen#s mission statement emphasises
that it will realise their dry feet. As a resulttjs likely that the ‘control paradox’
(Remmelzwaal & Vroon, 2000) will remain to existdanill even increase. As people
feel safe behind dikes and trust that the governmen Rijkswaterstaat will take care of
them, they will not develop the capability to impise at times of crisis. Moreover, the
dominant focus on probability reduction rather tivaprovising in times of crisis
suppresses improvisation skills.

6. Look closely and update often

Rijkswaterstaat allows its employees continuougseto information about the impacts
of climate change, and enables them to make adgngtnin project plans and governance
structures. The programmatic approach of the Rawrthe River project and its
continuously changing organizational structure toedcorresponding division of roles
and responsibilities are some good examples (H&featze, 2004; ten Heuvelhof et al.,
2007). However, the new technical-managerial idgaihd accompanying organizational
structure give Rijkswaterstaat employees littlenndor manoeuvre and freedom to
participate in strategic local and regional nedimties about context-specific and tailor-
made solutions. One important fear is that whers#tiety norms are made part of
integrated, interactive and decentralised planpiogesses, water safety could come off
worst. Efficiency measures can further discouragpleyees to investigate alternative
explanations more fully before arriving at a sauti
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7. Develop an attitude of wisdom

To prepare for climate change, Rijkswaterstaat @rilpfocuses on realising strict safety
norms through technical measures of flood preventoom a managerial control
perspective, it is also considered the most effednd efficient way of protecting the
Netherlands against floods. Rijkswaterstaat thesttongly beliefs in and values the use
of computer models and simulations to determimaaté scenarios, to calculate flood
risks and to construct and plan defensive meastihesstrong one-sided reliance on
scientific experts regarding uncertainties candesiered a weakness. Although
without advanced knowledge about land use, ocedramospheric processes and
feedbacks and sophisticated climate models, clilz@ge most likely would still be a
non-issue, important uncertainties and ambiguéiast, which cannot be solved by
scientific experts alone. In this respect, the dimbito develop a ‘Delta Model’ is a
rather paradoxical choice. In spite of the contumly increasing uncertainties and
ambiguities the aim is to integrate all hydraulimivledge in one integrated model. This
ambition can further force Rijkswaterstaat to retyone scientific reality, which is
primarily based on probability rather than plaugiparguments. Moreover, it can
exclude the involvement of local and regional atitles, citizens and NGOs, which is
necessary to develop downscaled and contextuadipeigs of what is going on.

6. Conclusion and reflection

This paper addressed the question as to what extgat management authorities, such
as Rijkswaterstaat in the Netherlands, are abie#b with the known and the unknown
unknowns of climate change, which are almost imipéss$o predict and to prepare for.
In addition, this paper aimed to investigate to tidxdent Weick’'s sensemaking
framework is useful for answering this question.

Starting with our first aim, we can conclude tha Rijkswaterstaat organisation
has been successful so far to cope with flooditeged risks. Still, any organisation
inevitably has weaknesses, which are often rel@t@d even a consequence of the
strengths. Following Weick, we argued that allowfogclear identities is a basic
organisational condition for sensemaking. The pagezaled how Rijkswaterstaat is
characterized by a strong identity, accompanied high level of self-respect, proud and
mutual trust. However, it is just this strong idgnthat gives cause to many of the
revealed weaknesses. Let us explain that.

In the paper we have shown how the technocracyudlise influenced and
structured the organizational development of Rigk®#sstaat and its way of thinking and
acting. Core values were the belief that techracal scientific knowledge and expertise
could be harnessed to solve social problems, anfehef in the possibilities for shaping
society. The tide turned in the 1970s, due to iteaf new social and political
discourses. In reaction, Rijkswaterstaat decidedatosform into a public-oriented
government business, thereby integrating elememntgpeactices of in particular the
neoliberal managerial discourse. From a managesiaiol position and on the basis of
its engineering knowledge and expertise, it noesttd protect the Netherlands against
floods.
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However, in order to prepare for climate change,dhoice to cherish and
‘managerialise’ the technical-engineering identiégyr be questioned. As a result of this
choice, first, less room is left for variety andxibility. Rijkswaterstaat employees ‘at the
front’ are not enabled to make their own choiceautultiple identities, depending on
the specific situation. Second: further efficiermperations and contracting out can cause
knowledge leaks and put the processes of sharipgsifexperiences under pressure.
Third: organizational learning is only loosely cteghwith daily activities, and the recent
agencification further restricts Rijkswaterstaagieeers to revoke from prescribed plans
and schedules. Fourth: the dominant idea of oné/pmssible truth decreases
Rijkswaterstaat’s capability to grasp complexityddinders respectful interactions with
other networks partners and societal stakehol&gth: the managerial turn together with
the dominant focus on risk reduction suppressesawigation skills during crisis of both
Rijkswaterstaat and society. Sixth: the chosentitieleaves less room for a culture of
complicating through continuously questioning itéggand investigating alternative
explanations more fully before arriving at a sautiSeventh: the reliance on one
scientific reality, which is primarily based on padbility rather than plausibility
arguments, decreases the capacity to develop mitlc@ntextualized stories of what is
going on.

We started our empirical research with an analylike transformation process
of Rijkswaterstaat towards a new organizationahiitiz that could better cope with
political and societal developments and demanddet@r prepare for the unknown
unknowns of climate change, we suggest that Rijkswgtaat would restart this search
process to an appropriate identity. The pathwanptdo distance itself from the
managerial-technical identity nor to domesticatmes@lements of the sensemaking and
resilience organisations discourse. Indeed, théerige Rijkswaterstaat is facing is to
develop an identity, that 1) encourages multipédities, media and interpretations; 2)
animates employees to understand technical expasipart of the continuously
changing physical environment and the social cdntewhich it is embedded; and 3)
legitimizes messy meetings in which people can nsakese of complex situations and
problems of ambiguity, in spite of the managerfatiency frame.

Let us then briefly return to our theoretical flamork. On the basis of Karl
Weick’s work we revealed 7 organisational condigitinat can strengthen sensemaking
in order to better cope with surprises and distucka. This list of 7 conditions has
proven to be a useful framework to describe antyaedow Rijkswaterstaat prepares
for climate change. In spite of some overlaps,dtseven resources helped to focus on
different organisational aspects. The Rijkswatatssédudy showed that the resource of
identity differs from the other resources, becalkether resources are more or less
rooted in identity. A methodological problem instlstudy was that there are hardly any
data about how Rijkswaterstaat actually operatéisnes of crisis. Therefore the results
of our study have the character of an ex ante ssggg. The proof of the pudding is in
the eating.

In this paper we restricted ourselves to the aggiof Karl Weick. We have not
paid attention to how his theories relate to othidis concept of sensemaking, for
example, shows several similarities with theoriesneractional framing (Dewulf et al,
2009) and discourse analysis. From a more presaipbint of view many of Weick’s
arguments and devices show similarities with culygropular complexity theories,
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resilience theories and adaptive governance thefffleod, 1999; Teisman et al, 2009,
Holling, 1978; Norris et al, 2008; Olsson et alpg@pPahl-Wostl, 2007). However,
through its focus on organizational conditionsustures and cultures) we assume that
the sensemaking approach introduced by Weick catribate to our knowledge about
how governmental authorities deal with the knowd anknown unknowns of climate
change.
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