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Table 1 Abbreviations and Dutch terms translation 

Abbreviations Translation table Explanation 

Dutch Plain English 

 
VROM 

Volkshuisvesting, 
Ruimtelijke 

Ordening en 
Milieubeheer 

Ministry of 
Housing, Spatial 

Planning and the 
Environment 

Former ministry in the 
Netherlands which was merged 

with other ministries in October 
of 2014  

 
- 

Plant je Vlag Plant your flag A residential development 
project in the municipality of 

Nijmegen 

 

VINEX 

Vierde Nota 

Ruimtelijke 
Ordening Extra 

Fourth 

Memorandum for 
Spatial Planning 

A strict zoning policy which 

designates the form of urban 
development in an area  

 

 
- 

Particulier 

opdrachtgeverschap 

Private 

commissioning  

It allows the cooperation of plot 

owners, small contractors, buyers 
and small investors in any form 

and combination for developing 

residential projects. 

 
 

 

WABO 

Wet algemene 
bepalingen 

omgevingsrecht 

General 
Directives of the 

Environmental 

Law Act 

The environmental building 
permit in the Netherlands. It is 

mandatory for all the buildings in 

the country. In general, it 
determines the proper position 

and operation of a building in 
relation to the environment. 

 
 

- 

Bouwbesluit Building 
Permission 

It is a set of technical building 
regulations for all the building in 

the Netherlands. It expresses the 
necessary standards for a safe 

and a decent living environment. 

- Woongemeenschap Living 

community 

The name of an area designated 

for community building.  

ISV Investeringsbudget 
Stedelijke 

Vernieuwing 

Urban renewal 
Investment 

program 

A municipal budget for urban 
renewal projects in the 

Netherlands.  

WoningbouwVg Woningbouw 

vereniging 
Gelderland 

Housing 

association  of 
Gelderland 

A housing association that was 

interviewed for the needs of this 
research .  
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Abstract 

The changing land use planning context of the Netherlands challenges the traditional role of 

municipal spatial planners. This master thesis is rooted in the need to understand the role of municipal 

spatial planners in community planning initiatives. To achieve the objective two community-led 

planning developments were studied in the municipality of Nijmegen.  The theoretical concepts of 

self-organization and meta-governance were used as means of analysis of the case studies. The 

concept of self-organization is used to look into the organizational structure of communities whereas 

the concept of meta-governance explores the interventionist role of municipal spatial planners. The 

outcome of the thesis is a description of the role of the municipal spatial planner in the new planning 

context and recommendations for municipalities who want to develop community initiatives.  

Key words: Community, Netherlands, plan, meta-governance, self-organization, spatial  
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Summary 
The role of municipal spatial planners is subjected to a constant change. Public criticism, as well as 

social, environmental and economic conditions are responsible for the changing role of the municipal 

spatial planner. The change in the role of the municipal spatial planner takes place all over the western 

world and more is specifically apparent in the prominent land-use planning system of the Netherlands.  

In our dynamic world, which is subjected to a constant change, the traditional role of the Dutch 

municipal spatial planner cannot be unaffected. A new planning context is formed in the Netherlands. 

The traditional role of the municipal spatial planner as an executive of the national government is 

limited. The government decisions are an outcome of many actors and not a privilege of public 

elected representatives. Consequently, the role of the municipal spatial planner is not shaped 

exclusively by the national government but also by a vast amount of actorsô origin from the society 

and market. Actors, such as community initiatives, construction companies, architects, housing 

associations and public-private partnerships exploit the land according to their interests. All these 

stakeholders have the capacity to self-organize and together with the municipal governments develop 

commonly accepted projects such as social houses, residential areas, management of urban and 

natural environment or leisure activities in a neighborhood. Community-led planning represents the 

current dynamic context in which a spatial plan is conceived by many stakeholders and not 

exclusively by the government. Although it may seem that the government (and its representatives) is 

retreating, it retains a pivotal role in this new dynamic planning context.  

The role of municipal spatial planners is re-arranged. Municipal spatial planners may use more 

sophisticated means for controlling the community-led planning. Meta-governance strategies are 

useful means for municipal spatial planners to retain control over community-led planning. However, 

there are no certain guidelines or prescriptions for the role of the municipal spatial planner in 

community-led initiatives, as different local conditions are applied and identified in different 

community-led projects. In addition, community-led planning is a relative new concept in the Dutch 

spatial planning discipline. Hence, the role of the municipal spatial planner remained uncharted within 

the concept of community-led planning. 

Thus, in relation to the changing role of the spatial planners in the state of the Netherlands, the 

objective of this master thesis is to explore the role of municipal spatial planners in community-led 

planning using the theoretical lens of self-organization and meta-governance. 

To achieve this objective this master thesis develops a case study research design in two community-

led developments, Iewan Strowijk and Eikpunt Woongemeenschap. Both social housing projects 

reside in the municipality of Nijmegen. They were built within the residential development project of 

Plant je Vlag. 18 semi-structured-interviews were conducted with the involved actors in the two 

community-led planning projects, in an effort to reveal the role of municipal spatial planners in 

community-led planning. 

The theoretical concepts of self-organization and meta-governance were used as building-blocks for 

the interview questions. Self-organization explores the way the two communities were developed. It 

looks on the issues that triggered the development of the two communities, the relations of trust 

between the involved actors, the subjects of discussion between planners and other actors. 

Furthermore, self-organization looks at the key players for the development of the two communities 

and the capacity of all the involved actors to adapt in a dynamic and always in a process of becoming 

spatial plan. 
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The meta-governance concept narrows down to the role of the municipal spatial planner as an 

exclusive representative the government. Meta-governance looks at the potential interventionist role 

of municipal spatial planners over community-led projects by the use of different strategies such as 

monitoring, storytelling, supporting actions, play rules and fear.  

The outcome of the research depicts the dynamic spatial planning governance of the Netherlands and 

clarifies the role of the municipal spatial planner in community-led planning. The municipal spatial 

planner needs to have a dynamic role that allows him/her to test the intention and the commitment of 

different actors. S/he needs to promote networking and cooperation between the stakeholders. S/he 

needs to combine the interest and expectations of all the involved actors in a way that these interests 

are not full filled to the detriment of the public life and space. In addition the municipalities should 

create interactive environments which allow the dynamic contact with their citizens as well as the 

networking between them. Clear guidelines and an unbuilt environment facilitate the development of 

community led-planning projects and offer more flexibility to the municipal spatial planner.  
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Samenvatting 

De rol van lokale ruimtelijke planners is voortdurend onderhevig aan verandering. Maatschappelijke 

kritiek, maar ook veranderende sociale, economische en ecologische omstandigheden zijn hiervoor 

verantwoordelijk. De veranderingen in de rol van lokale ruimtelijke planners vinden plaats in de hele 

westerse wereld en is ook duidelijk zichtbaar in de Nederlandse ruimtelijke ordening, die 

internationaal in hoog aanzien staat. 

In deze dynamische wereld kan de traditionele rol van de Nederlandse lokale planner niet 

onveranderd blijven. Er ontwikkeld zich een nieuwe planningcontext in Nederland. De traditionele rol 

van de lokale planner als uitvoerder van landelijk beleid wordt beperkt. Overheidsbeslissingen worden 

meer het resultaat van vele actoren in plaats van alleen het privilege van gekozen vertegenwoordigers. 

Als gevolg daarvan wordt de rol van de lokale planner niet alleen bepaald door de landelijke overheid, 

maar ook door een groot aantal actoren in de samenleving en de markt.  Actoren als lokale  

gemeenschappen, bouwers, architecten, woningcorporaties en publiek-private partijen geven elk op 

hun eigen manier vorm aan de ruimte. Al deze stakeholders hebben de mogelijkheid tot 

zelforganisatie, en samen met de lokale overheid ontwikkelen ze algemeen aanvaarde projecten op het 

gebied van sociale huisvesting, de ontwikkeling van nieuwe buurten, onderhoud van de stedelijke en 

natuurlijke omgeving of ontspanning in buurten. Gemeenschappelijke planning is een uiting van deze 

dynamische context, waarin ruimtelijke plannen voortkomen uit meerdere stakeholders en niet alleen 

vanuit de overheid. Hoewel de indruk kan ontstaan dat de overheid (en haar vertegenwoordigers) zich 

terugtrekt, blijft ze een centrale rol spelen in deze nieuwe planningcontext. 

De rol van lokale planners wordt herschikt. Lokale ruimtelijke planners kunnen gebruikmaken van 

nieuwe, meer subtiele instrumenten. Meta-governance strategie±n kunnen bruikbaar zijn voor 

planners om controle te houden op gemeenschappelijke plannen. Er zijn echter geen vaste richtlijnen 

of voorschriften voor de rol van de ruimtelijke planner bij gemeenschappelijke initiatieven, omdat elk 

project verschillende omstandigheden en condities kent. Daardoor is het ook minder duidelijk wat de 

rol van lokale planners bij gemeenschappelijke planning precies is.   

 

In samenhang met de veranderende rol van ruimtelijke planning in Nederland is het doel van deze 

masterscriptie om de rol te onderzoeken van lokale ruimtelijke planners, gebruikmakend van de 

theoretische invalshoeken van zelforganisatie en meta-governance. Om dit doel te bereiken is een case 

study onderzoeksmodel ontwikkeld voor twee gemeenschappelijke ruimtelijke projecten: Iewan 

Strowijk en Eikpunt Woongemeenschap. Beide sociale huisvestingsprojecten zijn onderdeel van de 

ruimtelijke ontwikkeling Plant je Vlag in Nijmegen. 18 semi-gestructureerde interviews zijn 

gehouden met actoren in beide projecten, om zo meer inzicht te krijgen in de rol van lokale planners 

bij gemeenschappelijke projecten. 

 

De theoretische concepten ózelforganisatieô en ómeta-governanceô zijn gebruikt als bouwstenen voor 

de interviewvragen. Zelforganisatie onderzoekt de wijze waarop de twee gemeenschappen zich 

ontwikkelden. Het kijkt naar de triggers die leidden tot de vorming van de gemeenschappelijke 

projecten, de vertrouwensrelaties tussen de actoren en de discussiepunten tussen planners en overige 

actoren. Daarnaast heeft zelforganisatie betrekking op de sleutelspelers bij de ontwikkeling van beide 

projecten en de capaciteit van alle betrokken actoren om zich aan te passen aan een dynamisch en zich 

voortdurend ontwikkelend ruimtelijk plan. 

 

Het concept meta-governance beperkt de rol van de lokale planner tot die van 

overheidsvertegenwoordiger. Meta-governance bekijkt de potenti±le interventionistische rol van 

lokale planners in gemeenschappelijke projecten door het gebruik van strategie±n als monitoring, 

storytelling, ondersteuning, het opstellen van spelregels en het inzetten van fear tactics. 
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Het resultaat van het onderzoek toont de dynamische planningspraktijk in Nederland en brengt 

helderheid in de rol van de lokale ruimtelijke planner in gemeenschappelijke projecten. De lokale 

ruimtelijke planner dient een dynamische rol te hebben, die hem/haar in staat stelt om de intenties en 

het commitment van de verschillende actoren te onderzoeken. Hij/zij dient netwerkvorming en 

samenwerking tussen de stakeholders te bevorderen. Hij/zijn dient de belangen en wensen van alle 

betrokken actoren te combineren op een manier die geen schade doet aan de omgeving en het 

publieke belang. Aanvullend daarop zouden gemeenten moeten zorgen voor een interactieve 

omgeving, die zorgt voor zowel een dynamisch contact met burgers als netwerkvorming tussen 

burgers. Duidelijke richtlijnen en een nog onbebouwde omgeving vergemakkelijken de ontwikkeling 

van gemeenschappelijke projecten en bieden een grotere flexibiliteit aan de lokale ruimtelijke planner. 
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1. Introduction  

The role of the spatial planner is to organize the development and use of land for the benefit of the 

public environment and welfare. A spatial planner acts as a representative to the government and 

guides the orderly development of space (Faludi & van der Valk, 2013). He uses his skills and 

knowledge to shape and manage the physical organization of cities and their consisting parts, such as 

residential, commercial, industrial and suburban areas, parks, transportation, distribution networks and 

other infrastructure (Kaiser et al., 1995). 

Spatial planning has its roots in land use planning and space management. Over the last years spatial 

planning has undergone many changes and transitions in the western world. First, the criticism done 

by Jacobs (1961) against the authoritarian role of spatial planners to influence lives of people through 

technical interventions changed the top-down form of planning to a more bottom-up approach. 

Second, criticism from Flyvbjerg (1996) against the profession of spatial planners as absolute 

regulators of cities and living areas challenges even more their role. For Flyvbjerg (1998) planners 

serve perfectly the interests and policies of the government without taking into account the real needs 

of people. They use bureaucracy, their institutionalized power and predetermined topics to narrow 

down the freedom of people in decision making (Boelens, 2011; Boonstra & Boelens, 2011). 

Accordingly Boonstra (2015) states that bottom-up planning is often a form of window dressing for 

top-down planning. 

In addition, changes in the form and performance of government are reflected in spatial planning 

(Teisman & Klijn, 2008; Dam, 2016). Sociocultural capital and development goes hand in hand with 

spatial planning and vice-versa (Allmendinger, 2017). Ƚn a globalized world the government becomes 

governance, meaning that the performance of government ceases to be the privilege of a few elected 

representatives of the state and becomes the right to many actors, such as market, citizens and 

communities (Taylor, 2007; Qu & Hasselaar, 2011). This change does not leave spatial planning 

unaffected, as government and planning are having strong bonds (Allmendinger, 2017). Within this 

social and historical context, the traditional role of the government in shaping space is challenged and 

the role of the spatial planner seeks its new identity. 

Spatial planners seize to be the exclusive initiators and implementers of a blueprint; their central role 

in the organization of space is restricted. The organization of space is increasingly becoming an 

outcome of cooperation and struggle between different actors and spatial planners (Healey, 2006). 

Actors, such as investors, contractors, urbanists, citizens and resident associations play key roles in 

shaping and managing urban environments (Van Buuren & Loorbach, 2009). The spatial plan is 

structured by many actors and is not limited to the role of the spatial planner (Rhodes, 1996). 

The Netherlands is a country with a long history and tradition in spatial planning. It is considered to 

be a true plannersô paradise (de Roo & Boelens, 2016). As a country of the western world, the 

Netherlands has been a leader in innovative changes for spatial planning. The high population density, 

a relative absence of spatial restrictions because of the flatness of the country, and the need for intense 

water management are conditions that shaped the Dutch planning practice (Faludi & van der Valk, 

2013). The land use planning history of the Netherlands illustrates both top-down and bottom-up 

forms of planning. 

The Netherlands had a top-down, hierarchical, centralized government planning system; which 

influenced the design and management of space. The land use planning and regulatory framework of 
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the Netherlands was structured in three levels, national, provincial and municipal (Van der Valk, 

2002). Each level had the liberty to structure its own vision for spatial plans. The spatial planning 

system in the Netherlands was top-down, as the power for organizing space stems from the national 

government. The visions from provinces and municipalities responded to the vision made at the 

national level (Van der Valk, 2002). The spatial planning system was also hierarchical, as the power 

of the national government outweighed the power of regions and municipalities in decision making. 

Lastly, the spatial planning system was centralized, as guidelines and information for an urban plan 

were shaped by a group of experts (spatial planners) in the three levels of government. 

Spatial planners had a distinct role in organizing public space. Their role for managing and shaping 

public environment was institutionalized by the three levels of government. The three levels of 

government allowed the adaptation of the specific needs and visions of local areas to the National 

plans. This could also be seen as a bottom-up procedure which tended to integrate the visions of 

planners from the three different levels. The role of citizens used to be limited, but this situation is 

changing. 

A series of events over the last few years challenges the traditional role of spatial planners as the sole 

directors of the public environment in the Netherlands. The initial event was the closure of the 

department of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment (VROM) in October of 2010 and the 

absorption of it by other departments, mainly that of Infrastructure and Environment. This event 

signaled the undermining of the central and specialized role of spatial planners (Boelens, 2011). 

Another pivotal event was a report published by the government (VROM, 2007) to foster the intention 

that citizens should take more responsibility for their welfare and their environment. In addition, 

Dutch government intends to strengthen citizen participation in spatial planning by abolishing 

unnecessary rules and regulations wherever possible (Rend·n, 2011; Koster, 2014; Niedersachsen et 

al., 2015). In doing so, the government expands the shaping of plans beyond the control of spatial 

planners. In the same line, the new Environmental Law (Omgevingswet), which is coming into effect 

in 2021, aims to further increase the involvement of other actors and especially citizens in spatial 

planning by simplifying and reducing the number of existing regulations. The institutionalized role of 

the spatial planner shifts from fixed regulations to broader directives for spatial quality standards that 

can be interpreted in a flexible way.   

These events are precursors; and harbingers to mark the entry into a new era for spatial planning; the 

era of active citizenship (Qu & Hasselaar, 2011; Boonstra, 2015; Dam, 2016; Ministerie van 

Infrastructuur en Milieu, 2016). The government planning, either top-down or bottom-up is 

transitioning to a new form of planning: the community-led planning (Van Meerkerk et al., 2013).  

The transition from top-down and bottom-up government-led spatial planning to community-led 

planning is visible in urban renewal and residential cases, where the plans and the blueprints are 

conceived not only by government spatial planners but by many actors, such as water companies, 

citizen-associations and construction companies (Van Buuren & Loorbach, 2009; Qu & Hasselaar, 

2011; Metz, 2016). Examples like the residential project of Eva Lanxmeer community in Culemborg 

(Vernay et al., 2010a; Vernay et al., 2010b), the Chass® Park in Breda (Van Onna, 2007) and Vondel 

parc in Utrecht (Vondelparc, 2017) prove that a new planning context is emerging in The Netherlands. 

These community residential projects bring a new way of spatial planning to the forefront. Residents 

together with other actors and spatial planners implement jointly the entire development or 

management of community areas.  
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The creation of private organizations such as Platform31, which aims to bring together different actors 

for the benefit of the public environment and welfare, is another proof of this transition in spatial 

planning (Koster, 2014). Furthermore, conferences such as New Europe City Makers and Stadmakers 

(City makers) are focused on structuring new relations for the management of the urban space away 

from the hierarchy of national planning guidelines and the control of planners (De Zwijger, 2016; 

Stadmakerscongres, 2017). In addition, public municipal projects such as Right to Challenge, 

Buurtbudgetten (Neighborhood budgets), Buurtinitiatieven (Neighborhood initiatives), Medebeheer 

(Co-management) and Zelfbeheer (Self-management) invite citizens to take responsibility for the 

development and management of their environment (Engbersen, 2017). These projects grant money 

and tend to facilitate the management of the environment by many actors. They are also considered as 

transition and pilot arenas in which alternative forms of spatial planning are tested by the government 

(Van Buuren & Loorbach, 2009). In these testing grounds, municipal spatial planners become 

facilitators or essential participants of the planning process and not the main controllers of it, their 

traditional role as was explained looks outdated. The municipal spatial planner seeks its new identity 

in a dynamic, emancipated and complex planning context. 

1.1. Problem description 

In a changing planning context, the role of the spatial planner is exposed and is unclear, as planning is 

determined by many actors. The relations between the Dutch government and other actors in this new 

planning context have gained the attention of several scholars (Healey, 2006; Boonstra & Boelens, 

2011; Dam, 2016; Nederhand et al., 2016). The focus of attention is the conflict between two views. 

On the one hand, community-led initiatives tend to order and manage the land use planning based on 

the self-organization approach. Self-organization is an outside-in planning approach, which expresses 

the idea that the spatial plan should be structured jointly from the start by different actors and the 

government (Boonstra & Boelens, 2011; Dam, 2016). On the other hand, it is stressed that self-

organization does not takes place in a vacuum, unaffected by the same government that had such a 

dominant role during the previous years (Nederhand et al., 2016). As Bºrzel and Risse (2010) point 

out, the government is needed for creating a developmental organizational environment in which 

many actors can be involved. However, for Nederhand et al. (2016), the government might be 

retreating, but is still able to control vital resourses and means. This control allow government to use 

more complex strategies to influence governance and consequently the dynamic self-organized spatial 

planning.  

This new situation can become ambiguous, hence sometimes it creates controversies between the 

involved actors and municipal spatial planners. The former blame the latter for abuse of power, 

window dressing and inclusionary processes that are not truly representative for equal participation in 

decision making (Boelens, 2011; Boonstra & Boelens, 2011). Examples of this type of conflict can be 

found in the residential development of Nieuw-Crooswijk in Rotterdam (Edwards & Schaap, 2006), 

as well in residential projects in Gouda, Spijkenisse, and The Hague as described by Hasselaar (2011). 

These projects did not meet fully the expectations of all the involved actors and especially of 

residents. Contrarily, according to the Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu (2016) the government 

tends to develop community-led projects in a flexible and innovative way but usually in a pilot 

context. All in all there is a call in academics and land use planning researchers to further investigate 

the relations between government and communities; how they developed, the influence of one actor 

over the others, and the impact of the local environment in decision making  (Boonstra, 2015; 

Nederhand et al., 2016; Maurice, 2017). In this context the role of the spatial planner (as 
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representative of the government) on community-led planning remains unclear and raises the 

question; 

ñWhat is the role of municipal spatial planners in community-led planning?ò 

1.2. Objective 

Thus, in relation to the changing role of the spatial planners in the Netherlands, the objective of this 

master thesis is to explore the role of municipal spatial planners in community-led planning using the 

theoretical lens of self-organization and meta-governance.  

The concepts of self-organization and meta-governance are explained in Chapter 2. They are the 

theoretical lens of this research and target to answer the main research question. The main research 

question breaks down in sub-research questions which are presented at the end of Chapter 2.  

 

1.3. Outline of the report 
Chapter 1 presents the transitioning and challenging role of the spatial planner in the context of 

Netherlands. It depicts the study objective of this research and the reasons to study it. 

Chapter 2 presents the theoretical lens to study the role of the spatial planner. Also, it presents sub-

research questions which target to reveal the role of the current spatial planner.  

Chapter 3 presents all the used scientific methods for extracting the necessary data to answer the sub-

research questions. In addition it presents the two case studies a where the research took place. 

Chapter 4 presents the results based on the theoretical framework and the methodology of the two 

previous chapters. 

Chapter 5 answers the sub-research questions and reflects on the contribution of the selected 

theoretical framework in the research; strengths and weaknesses. 

Chapter 6 answers the main research question and proposes recommendations for future research, as 

well as for the current role of municipal spatial planner in the Netherlands.  
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2. Theoretical framework 

This chapter presents the theoretical lenses of this master thesis. The existing theoretical background 

is a simplification of a proposed theoretical framework by Nederhand et al. (2016). Nederhand et al. 

(2016) propose the concepts of self-organization and meta-governance to study the relations between 

government and other actors such as communities and shop owners, in their common effort to 

establish new forms of order and management. In the same line with Nederhand et al. (2016), and 

following their call:  

ñto explore, within a single country, the link between self-organization and the weak and/or 

strong governance tradition in different policy sectorsò (Nederhand et al., 2016, p. 1080) 

ɇhis master thesis uses the concepts of self-organization and meta-governance to explore the role of 

the spatial planner and empirically un-reveal it in relation to the other actors. In doing this, the case 

studies are considered as self-organized communities and the influential or intrusive role of the spatial 

planner will  examined by the concept of meta-governance. The following chapter is divided in three 

parts. The first part presents the concept of self-organization and the second part the concept of meta-

governance. The last part presents the operationalization of the concepts (use of theory) for answering 

the main research question.  

2.1. Self-organization  

In a general context, self-organization is a main concept of complexity theory. In complexity theory 

the organization of the world is a set of interactions between parts in an open system. Self-

organization expresses the capacity of a system to organize itself and adapt to changes of the 

environment (Goerner, 1994). Self-organization can be seen everywhere; in the dance of a school of 

fish, in the predictable behavior of motorists in traffic jams, in spontaneous actions after disasters, in 

the construction of lightning, in the veins of forehead and the wave in the football stadium (Bootsma 

& Lechner, 2002). In management studies self-organization is seen as a pattern of spontaneous 

cooperation between employees or teams (Bootsma & Lechner, 2002). In public administration, the 

self-organization focuses on the capacity of non-state actors to adjust in an institutional setting 

without interference by the government (Pierre & Peters, 2000). In the context of spatial planning 

self-organization is defined: 

ñas initiatives for spatial interventions that originate in civil society itself, via autonomous 

community-based networks of citizens, outside government control.ò (Boonstra & Boelens, 

2011, p. 100)  

In urban development, self-organization can be understood as the emergence of initiatives for spatial 

interventions from intrinsically driven, community-based networks of citizens and entrepreneurs 

(Boonstra, 2015). 

The concept of self-organization has already been used to study different spatial planning phenomena. 

For example, Boelens (2011) used the term of self-organization to describe an alternative approach for 

the urban renewal of the Mainport Rotterdam. Portugali (2012) used the concept of self-organization 

to express the dynamic complexity of cities. He tried to monitor this complexity by coding the 

relations between different parts of the city in an effort to find out certain pattern formations. Cools et 

al. (2013) used the concept of self-organization to understand the dynamic relations of traffic 

congestion and how to manage it within cities. Van Meerkerk et al. (2013) used the concept of self-

organization to study the relations of shop owners, businessmen and other stakeholders in managing 
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and planning their shopping district. Zhang et al. (2015) used the concept of self-organization for 

exploring the competitive and cooperative relations between the Chinese government and other actors 

in urban development projects, after the liberating reforms of the last years. Dam (2016) used the 

concept of self-organization to study the autonomous and independent initiatives of people to squat 

public space, focusing on the relations and bonds between squatters and the physical and social 

environment. Out of all these scientific works, this master thesis aligns with the concept of self-

organization as it is presented by Nederhand et al. (2016). Nederhand et al. (2016) use certain factors 

to describe the form of a self-organization process for the emergence of new welfare services shaped 

by relations between citizens and other actors i.e. market and state.  

In the next paragraphs these factors are presented and explained. For Nederhand et al. (2016)  these 

factors sufficiently explain the content and the emergent process of self-organization, and as such they 

give a realistic depiction of the dynamic environment, in which the government (in this master thesis 

the spatial planner) is called to act. In this master thesis the features of self-organization are used to 

unfold the dynamic development of community-led planning. 

A. Presence of a trigger 

The first factor is the presence of a trigger. A trigger event is required to generate interaction and 

stimulate self-organization. Self-organization is seen as an outcome of a random or unexpected event. 

Bootsma and Lechner (2002) perceive the trigger of an event as a reaction to any form of disturbance 

in a system. For example the closure of a military facility that contributed to the local economy, or the 

economic slowdown of a commercial district that initiates reactions in local communities (Van 

Meerkerk et al., 2013). Self-organization stimulates the exploration of new forms of organization 

following an unexpected or a spontaneous event. A spontaneous event challenges the existing order. 

New interactions between actors start to emerge.  These interactions trigger the rise of a new form of 

organization. For Nederhand et al. (2016) it is considered very important to understand what triggers a 

self-organization process. The presence of a trigger focuses on the starting events and reasons that 

instigate the planning process. Presence of a trigger is the factor to explore the motives, the concerns 

and the reasons of the involved actors. It shows how a self-organization process is triggered as a 

reaction or as a new start.  

B. Trustworthy relationships  

The second factor examines trustworthy relationships between the involved actors. Trustworthy 

relationships are important for self-organization. Trust allows actors to communicate openly between 

them and expose their ideas and aspirations. Trust sets the foundations for the further development of 

a self-organization process. The importance of trustworthy relationships is considered a main feature 

that leads to more legitimate and effective outputs (Van Meerkerk et al., 2013). Trust depends on the 

social capital. A strong social capital is a large stockpile of networks, contacts and a shared history of 

collective action and collaboration between actors (Nederhand et al., 2016).  

In terms of spatial planning the attachment of a common meaning to a specific place is the outcome of 

a strong social capital.  A strong social capital strengthens the relations between the involved actors. 

Strong social relations create trust between actors by bonding through common values, actions, views 

and meanings (Dam, 2016). Strong and trustworthy social relations coordinate the movement of 

heterogeneous actors towards a same direction. For Manzo and Perkins (2006) it is crucial to focus on 

the organization of trustworthy social relationships for a better understanding of the actions of all the 
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involved actors in community planning. By looking at the social relations between the actors it can be 

understood how trust is developed between stakeholders in a self-organized process.  

 

C. Focus and Locus of interaction 

The third factor is focus and locus of interaction. This factor is a unification of two factors (focus and 

locus of interaction) as defined by Nederhand et al. (2016). They consider focus and locus of 

interaction as two different factors, since their research studies government and self-organization in a 

wider scope. However, the current research has a clear orientation in studying the role of the spatial 

planner, as thus it treats these factors as one. The reason of this unification is that self-organization in 

spatial planning is manifested physically into space. So the focus and locus of interaction are concepts 

which are very close to each other. 

Interaction is necessary for the interplay of ideas, information and experiences between the involved 

actors. A shared goal may be formed after the exposure of all the ideas on the table. A certain number 

of involved actors is important for a sparkling interaction in a self-organized process (Ostrom, 2005). 

Participants within small groups tend to adjust their behaviour more easily in order to gain focus on a 

shared goal. Focus of interaction represents the spontaneous dissemination of knowledge, ideas, 

working methods, contacts and division of responsibilities between the actors (Bootsma & Lechner, 

2002). This interaction creates a common code of communication between stakeholders. A common 

code of communication sets the pillars to a certain focal point. The interaction allows a better 

understanding among stakeholders. The interaction creates uniformity in the language of 

communication between the involved actors. This uniformity leads to more stable forms of self-

organization. In this way the actions of the involved actors are synchronized to the same direction. A 

clear focus is the outcome of a collective emergent behavior between the involved actors (Bootsma & 

Lechner, 2002; Nederhand et al., 2016). 

The locus of interaction highlights the place where the information and knowledge exists and interacts 

between the stakeholders. Feedback mechanisms allow sharing of the information and the proper 

understanding of it. In this way every actor is aware of the intentions of others, and consequently the 

adjustment of different ideas can take place. This leads to the formation of a new order. The locus of 

interaction could be a physical place such an assembly room or a municipal hall, or it could be a 

virtual one such as information and communication networks (Nederhand et al., 2016). 

Comprehensive decision making requires transparency between the stakeholders and an honest 

sharing of existing knowledge and information (Ostrom, 2005).  

Focus and locus of interaction examines the synchronization of the information to a certain goal and 

the place where this information is. Understanding the concerns and the point of agreement points 

between stakeholders allows becoming aware of how self-organization focuses on certain goals and 

places. 

D. Boundary spanning 

The fourth factor to describe self-organization is boundary spanning. Boundary spanning refers to key 

individuals and their actions which structure a self-organization process. Key individuals act as 

mediators and link the flows of ideas, people and resources (originating from different actors) 

between them. These key individuals are considered mediators, innovators, frontrunners, people that 

think out of the box and look forward to new ideas and forms of organization (Boonstra, 2015).  
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ñThese are people who are skilled communicators, able to talk the right language of the 

different forums or networks in which they are active, and have excellent networking skills 

giving them the ability to gain entry to a variety of settings and to seek out and ñconnect upò 

others who may have common interests or goalsò(Van Meerkerk et al., 2013, p. 1633) 

According to Van Meerkerk et al. (2013), the organization in a system results in connections of 

various subsystems leading to a highly dynamic process. In this dynamic context key persons have the 

crucial role to bring different sub-systems together and consolidate the ideas of many about the main 

goal. They bring consistency to an initiative by linking the different ideas and by assuring their future 

legitimacy. They ensure consensus and understanding between all the actors, by connecting a 

community initiative with its environment (Nederhand et al., 2016). These people bridge the gap 

between the stakeholders by linking their ideas to common agreed points. Boundary spanning 

examines the persons that link different actors between them and their actions. This factor reveals 

which actors have a main role in self-organization.   

 

E. Adaptation of grown practices 

The last feature to describe self-organization is the adaptation of grown practices. This feature 

describes a mutual adaptation in which all the involved actors have the freedom and capacity to be 

autonomous. Autonomy means that each actor is free to adjust his role and behavior in a given 

context. The practices that bring consistency, speed up and mature an initiative are those that prevail 

in the end (Ostrom, 2005). The involved actors are not restricted to certain roles, but consciously 

adapt their behavior to a common agreed environment.  

ñThe succession of the emerging structures by the self-organizing stakeholdersô coincide with 

adaptation of institutionalized roles of other actors in the environmentò (Van Meerkerk et al., 

2013, p. 1649) 

The roles, the procedures, and routines, as well as legal norms of the involved actors are normalized 

(Nederhand et al., 2016). They cease to possess the element of surprise, but acquire a permanence and 

stability (Bootsma & Lechner, 2002). The self-organization gains a structure. The last feature of self-

organization examines the capacity of the involved actors to take un-coerced decisions. It examines 

why certain results have prevailed over others.  

2.2. Meta-governance 
The concept of meta-governance has emerged as a reaction to the concept of governance (Whitehead, 

2003). Within the concept of governance, the governing of modern societies is an outcome of 

interactions between state, market and civil society (Kooiman et al., 2008). Governance is seen as a 

new way of government which brings together state and non-state actors in public private partnerships 

(Herbert-Cheshire, 2000). Rhodes (1996) describes governance as a complex set of organization 

drawn from the public, private and voluntary sectors. Governance can be seen as a response of the 

state government to the self-organization of independent actors, who develop complex relations of 

reciprocal interdependence between them (Taylor, 2007; Termeer et al., 2013). Governance expresses 

the logic that the decision-making is truly participatory and bottom-up, without the hierarchical 

interference of the state (Herbert-Cheshire, 2000) 

ñThe fundamental difference between governance and meta-governance is that while the 

former draws attention to the processes that dislocate political organization from government 
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and the state, the latter focuses explicitly on the practices and procedures that secure 

governmental influence, command and control within governance regimesò(Whitehead, 2003, 

p. 8) 

Meta-governance expresses the capacity of the state government to exert control over a decentralized 

form of organization; either this organization is instigated by the government or it emerged by other 

third parties (Whitehead, 2003). State government uses different means, strategies and institutions to 

create a certain environment for governance. These conditions allow the government and its 

representatives (spatial planners) to have a leading role in the decision making (Jessop, 2003). Meta-

governance is not another top-down technique; it guides a developmental or a planning process in a 

pluralistic way. Meta-governance expresses the role of political authorities in encouraging and 

guiding the óself-organization of governanceô by the use of institutional tactics and other political 

strategies (Whitehead, 2003). Meta-governance provides a way to explore the new articulations of 

state power over governance structures and the methods in which governance systems are forged by 

the statehood (Whitehead, 2003). 

Nederhand et al. (2016) define meta-governance by discerning certain strategies. In the following 

paragraphs these strategies are presented. For the needs of this master thesis, they are considered as 

methods of intervention, used by spatial planners to exert control on community-led planning.  

A. Imposing strategic Frameworks and Monitoring   

The first strategy that is used by the government to promote and guide self-organization is the 

imposing of strategic frameworks and monitoring. Strategic frameworks and monitoring are main 

techniques of governments to control the development of urban regeneration and residential projects 

(Healey, 2006; Boonstra & Boelens, 2011). In the same line, this research considers the strategic 

frameworks and monitoring as actions taken by spatial planners to control self-organization in 

community-led planning.  

These frameworks act as regulators to the process of self-organization. The initiatives have to comply 

with predetermined regulations and norms. These regulations and norms are shaped by the 

government and they define the context of a self-organization process. They are in the form of binding 

guidances or regional-national regeneration strategies and they influence the development of self-

organization (Whitehead, 2003). A strategic framework does not allow the deviation of self-

organization outside a specific context. In this way the government regulates, guides or even controls 

self-organization (Van Meerkerk et al., 2013).  

Monitoring stands for the use of performance and benchmark systems, which allow governments to 

control the outcome of a self-organized process (Nederhand et al., 2016). Certain criteria and 

standards influence the development of a self-organization. Annual reports, milestone checks or 

delivery plans act as benchmark for the development of self-organization (Whitehead, 2003). The 

process of self-organization has to meet these criteria and standards to become real.  

Framework and monitoring are not just considered as a government strategy to exert control over self-

organization processes, but also as way to ensure the provision of services and spaces of sufficient 

quality (Bºrzel & Risse, 2010). In the general context of governance, examples of framework and 

monitoring can be found in telecommunications or in the German healthcare system where 

government agencies closely monitor pricing and competition among private firms to make sure they 

provide public services of sufficient quality and at affordable prices (Bºrzel & Risse, 2010). 



10 

 
 

Government does not set margins for the actions of the actors but it sets margins for the outcomes of 

the process.  

 

B. Framing and storytelling 

The second strategy is framing and storytelling. The government presents a story which connects the 

goals and ideas of all the involved actors with the goals and ideas of the government. In this way the 

government creates a shared context that helps in aligning different ideas towards common goals. 

According to Taylor (2007) governments present prerequisites to other actors in the form of a 

narrative. Through framing and storytelling, the government actors create a shared belief to sparkle a 

discourse among other actors in a certain context (Nederhand et al., 2016). On one hand, according to 

Healey (2006) the government may have a persuasive role for making the things done and it may 

strongly intervene in self-organization by framing only the ideas that it considers to be important. On 

the other hand, according to Sandercock (2003) framing and storytelling widens the democratic 

discourse by allowing actors to imagine an un-presentable image of the city. In its most developed 

form, storytelling has certain key properties, such as temporal, explanation and moral topics, which 

influence the perception of other actors for a spatial plan (Sandercock, 2003).  

 

C. Presence of supporting actions 

The fourth strategy has to do with the different forms of capital that are owned by the government. 

Government plays a supportive role in self-organization and planning as it possesses the vital means 

for their success. Information, land, resources, money, incentives and access to services are being 

provided by the government to self-organized initiatives (Nederhand et al., 2016). Self-organization 

depends on the government for means and resources; consequently the government can make use of 

this dependency for promoting its ideas (Boons, 2008). This strategy can be expressed by the Carrot 

and stick metaphor. Carrot represents the resources and stick represents the capacity of the 

government to limit or prevent the access to them when the views of the involved actors are opposing 

those of the government. 

 

D. Formulating play rules 

The fourth strategy is formulating play rules. In this strategy the government has the capacity to 

control the institutional setting of self-organization. In this way the government assigns certain 

responsibilities and key positions to certain actors (Nederhand et al., 2016). The government exerts 

control over a self-organized process and the environment by selecting the relevant actors. In addition, 

the government can regulate the relationships between actors thereby stipulating interdependency. 

The interdependency leads self-organization to a certain direction (Boons, 2008). According to Taylor 

(2007), the institutional setting allows government to formulate the play rules by limiting the number 

of people who can take up key roles, by demanding certain skills and knowledge and by placing 

practical limitations on who can participate. Managers, consultants, human relations experts, 

accountants and spatial planners are positions designated by the government (Jessop, 2003). The 

predefined selection of actors formulates the ñrules of the gameò (the set-up of self-organization), 

therefore the government influences the final outcome (Taylor, 2007; Nederhand et al., 2016).  
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E. Playing with fear 

The last strategy is considered as the most efficient for controlling self-organization and to robustify 

the position of governments in governance. Fear is used by governments in a way to control the 

outcome of self-organization and to bring public initiatives back on the governmental track. The idea 

behind this strategy is that the government uses its power to scare the involved actors. Governments 

use different mechanisms to scare and to force actors to receive certain decisions such as financial 

claw-back procedures, project appraisals, and implementation of binding rules (Whitehead, 2003). 

These mechanisms force the involved actors to follow the ideas of the government and cooperate with 

it. The government actors tend to scare the other involved actors so to take certain decisions 

(Nederhand et al., 2016). Playing with fear is a strategy in which the form of self-organization is 

supervised by the government. According to Boons (2008) fear can be used as a technique to speed up 

decision procedures for finalizing a plan or a project, as it happened in the post-industrial self-

organized development of Rotterdam. Fear can be combined with any of the above strategies, so the 

power of the government goes beyond coercive control forming what has been labeled as ña shadow 

of hierarchyò(Whitehead, 2003; Bºrzel & Risse, 2010; Nederhand et al., 2016). This shadow of 

hierarchy represents the capacity of the government to influence governance and self-organization, 

directly by using an institutional setting or indirectly by creating fear of failure, rejection or 

punishment.  

 

2.3. Use of theory 
The theoretical framework presents self-organization as a shared understanding in the context of 

meta-governance (Nederhand et al., 2016). The outcome of this understanding is the establishment of 

a new spatial planning arrangement. The approaches of self-organization and meta-governance are the 

theoretical means of this research to observe the role of the municipal spatial planners in this new 

spatial arrangement, which are led by community planning, figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 Theoretical framework, own figure based on Nederhand et al. (2016, p. 1068) 
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2.4 Research questions 
To understand the role of spatial planners in community-led planning it is important to empirically 

unravel this problem. This can be done by using the proposed theoretical framework of Nederhand et 

al. (2016). The concepts of self-organization and meta-governance are used to shed light on the role 

of the spatial planner in community-led planning. Self-organization examines the emergence of order 

and planning in a dynamic environment (consisting of many different actors), whereas meta-

governance examines the strategies of governments in this dynamic environment. The main research 

question is ñWhat is the role of spatial planners in community-led planningò. The sub-research 

questions are: 

a) What is the role of spatial planners in triggering self-organization processes? 

b) What is the relationship and interaction between spatial planners and other actors in the 

process? 

c) What meta-governance strategies are taken by spatial planners to control the dynamic 

environment of community-led planning? 

The first sub-research question studies the starting context in which the spatial planner is called to 

operate as a representative of the government. The starting context is studied though the concept of 

self-organization. The second sub-research question studies the relationships of all the involved actors 

in community-led planning. It studies the configuration of relationships between government and 

other actors using the concepts of self-organization and meta-governance. The third sub-research 

question examines the influence of spatial planners in community-led planning, by applying the 

framework of meta-governance. The third research question serves to depict the current role of the 

spatial planner in community-led planning. Hence by knowing the starting context, the relationships 

between the involved actors and the influence of spatial planners this master thesis reveals the role of 

the spatial planner in community-led planning. It aims to offer a more holistic understanding of the 

role of the government in community-led planning.  
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3. Methodology 
This chapter describes the study plan (methodology) of this master thesis. The aim of this chapter is to 

create a coherent methodological framework which assesses and depicts the current role of the 

municipal spatial planner in a systematic, consistent and comprehensive manner. 

3.1. Worldview of the researcher 

According to Creswell (2014), the term worldview is broadly defined as a core set of notions and 

perceptions which will guide actions in the research. This research is based on a ñsocial 

constructivistò notion which means that the researcher assumes that every involved actor conceives its 

surroundings and the environment with his/her own way. For this thesis, the social constructivist 

notion means that every involved actor (municipal spatial planner, citizens and any other) perceives a 

process (spatial planning and the role of the planner) in his/her own way. Social constructivism is a 

worldview that accepts knowledge and reality as socially constructed; meanings that objects, actions 

and roles have subjective, often socially and historically constructed meanings to each actor 

(Creswell, 2014). The meanings assigned to objects, actions and roles vary greatly, because the 

experiences of actors are different. Through social constructivism the main goal of the researcher is to 

understand the complexity of the reality by exploring the varied and multiple perspectives of the 

involved actors; and more specifically the role of the municipal spatial planner (meta-governance) in 

community-led planning (self-organization). The following parts aim to clarify the actions that were 

taken in order to define the current role of the municipal spatial planner in community-led planning.  

3.2. Research approach  

As the objective of this master thesis was to explore the role of the municipal spatial planners in 

community-led planning, the research approach of this master thesis can be defined as interpretative. 

Interpretative approaches are characterized by a strong orientation on complexity and an 

acknowledgment of real life phenomena (Creswell, 2014). The research took place in a complex 

environment, where different actors influenced the planning process and challenged the traditional 

dominant role of spatial planners. The research focused on studying the current role of municipal 

spatial planners in relation to other actors. 

3.3. Research Design 
For conducting this research a case-study research design was selected. The case study research 

design offered advantages in this research. According to Kumar (2011) case-study research provides 

an in-depth and precise description of a complex phenomenon, especially when the study area or 

phenomenon is relatively unknown. Case-study research is important for the development of a 

nuanced view of reality, as it recognizes the complexity and the contradictions of real life (Flyvbjerg, 

2006); such as the changing role of the spatial planner. As stated in Yin (2009, p. 2) 

ñThe distinctive need for case studies arises out of the desire to understand complex social 

phenomenaò. 

In the same vein Boonstra and Boelens (2011) argue for the scarce empirical understanding of self-

organization in the public sector and the need for case study research. According to Creswell (2014), 

case-study research is commonly used by the planning profession to highlight and analyze in details a 

specific situation or a phenomenon. Case-study allowed the researcher to observe the role of spatial 

planners in community-led planning. Through case-study research the current role of municipal 

spatial planners was observed in a given spatial context, in relation to other actors and its influence in 
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community-led planning. Case-study research allowed the depiction of reality by looking at all the 

elements that compose a case and their relations between them. In plain English, case study research 

allowed to see the general depiction of phenomenon; the case study research does not miss the forest 

for the trees.  

The case-study was considered as a proper research design for the needs of this master thesis. Two 

cases were selected in the context of the community-led project Plant je Vlag in Nijmegen, the 

Netherlands.  

3.3.1. The spatial context of the case studies-Plant je Vlag 

The following paragraphs present the reasons that initiated the Plant je Vlag project. Plant je Vlag was 

the background and the spatial planning context which bounded the development of the two 

communities; Iewan and Eikpunt. Plant je Vlag was initiated by the municipality of Nijmegen as a 

reaction to the financial crisis of 2008 and the failure of large investors to respond to VINEX policies. 

The municipality of Nijmegen developed Plant je Vlag in Vossenpels, Waalsprong
1
, following the 

regional and national plans which designate the wider area for urban development see (map1). The 

final spatial plan of Plant je Vlag was the outcome of the municipal vision as well as experience and 

inspiration by the spatial development bureau We love the city. The spatial plan was an open call to 

people who wanted to realize their own homes and design their own landscape; now that the big 

commercial companies were out of the game. The moto was literally Space to build yourself. 

 

Map 1The spatial planning scale for the two communities, own creation inspired by Gemeente Nijmegen (2012) 

                                                                    
1 A map for positioning and showing the relations between the areas has been created. It is accessible in the 
following link: 
https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/viewer?mid=1F193HKIOWIQzkOXTFdu7DNjYp6SVvuRH&ll=51.8986695
5268239%2C5.916488200000003&z=10 

https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/viewer?mid=1F193HKIOWIQzkOXTFdu7DNjYp6SVvuRH&ll=51.89866955268239%2C5.916488200000003&z=10
https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/viewer?mid=1F193HKIOWIQzkOXTFdu7DNjYp6SVvuRH&ll=51.89866955268239%2C5.916488200000003&z=10
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Plant je Vlag started in May of 2011 and is spread in an area of 14 hectares close to the river Waal. 

More than 200 houses reside in the area now. It was developed in three phases. At the start a website 

was created (www.plantjevlag.nl) on this which people were free to point at a building area by putting 

a flag. This first step allowed the municipality to see the real demand for the project. In a second 

phase, We love the city organized an open meeting-workshop. During this meeting the people who 

planted their flags on the website could meet each other and exchange views for their houses and how 

they imagined their public space. This meeting allowed for the land distribution and neighborhood 

selection between the participants. In addition, it ensured financial feasibility as the future neighbors 

could cooperate for their own benefit. Plant je Vlag was a collective self-building residential project 

which acted as a broker to bring market and people together. So it created fruitful conditions for 

private, co-housing, and community-led planning.  We love the city designed the final spatial plan of 

the area based on similarities that identified in the second phase, i.e. social, ideological, construction 

and financial similarities came together to make this spatial plan feasible. The last phase was the 

building phase which started in 2014.  

The given area in Vossenpels (see figure 2) was divided in three zoning categories and six areas 

(Gemeente Nijmegen, 2012). The zoning categories represent a scale of freedom in relation to the size 

of the land. So in zone one, buyers could choose between fixed size parcels, due to monumental and 

safety reasons. In zone two, they were offered plots which could expand to a certain degree. Zone 

three offered the most space for a variety of building designs, with an unfixed size. The six areas were 

used as means for bringing architectural consistency and uniformity between the different ideas of the 

stakeholders. One of the six areas was Woongemeenschap (see image 1). 

 

Image 1 The Woongemeenschap area, an aerial photograph which shows the two communities Iewan and Eikpunt. The 
rights of the photo belong to Wen Versteeg. 
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Woongemeenschap is the place were two community-led planning initiatives Iewan and Eikpunt 

found available space to build. This area was defined for community building within the Plant je Vlag 

project and belongs to zone 3 (see figure 2). The two communities were already in contact with the 

municipal authorities and were looking for available land before the official announcement of Plant Je 

Vlag. Social housing community initiatives such as Iewan and Eikpunt were target to take the whole 

project of Plant je Vlag one step further. The two communities of Iewan and Eikpunt were the 

harbingers of the development. Iewan and Eikpunt are also social housing projects which were 

supported financially by the government by 800.000ú.  

 

Figure 2 The zoning regulations for Plant je Vlag and for the community building area. The rights of the photo belong to the 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ōǳǊŜŀǳ ²Ŝ ƭƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ Ŏƛǘȅϯ source Geerse (2011). 

 










































































































