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Chapter 1 Introduction

In this introductory chapter, the incentives behimd PhD thesis are outlined. First of all,
in section 1.1 governance and Dutch nature polibg, subjects of this thesis, are
introduced. Section 1.2 explains why these subjamsinteresting enough to base this
dissertation upon them. After that, in section th8& goal of this study and the research

guestions are presented. A general outline oftli@sis is elaborated in section 1.4.

1.1 The governance of Dutch nature
This thesis is about governance and Dutch natuleypoConsequently, the terms
“governance” and “policy” are mentioned extensivétyoughout this book, and so to
establish their precise meaning, they are firseflyridiscussed here. For introductory
purposes, | refer to th@®xford Advanced Learner’'s DictionaiyVehmeier et al, 2005),
which defines governance ke way in which a country is governed or a cormypam
institution is controlled’ A policy is defined a%a plan of action agreed on or chosen by
a political party, a business, a government, etc”

According to these definitions, governance isrégmultant of governing activities.
The fact that “to govern” is a verb implies thaisidone by somebody, i.e. by a governor.
In political science, such governors are oftenrrefk to as actors, who are people or
organizations that have a stake in the objectithgbverned (hence another well-known
term, “stakeholders”). Policies are consequentliingd as action plans issued by one
actor or a group of actors. They therefore reprethensubject of the governing activities.

Policy science literature generally focuses oneéhgeverning activities that relate
to policies with a collective interest; besides unat other examples include the
environment, infrastructure or national securitiheTgovernance of such policy fields has
traditionally been linked to the sphere of theestgbvernmental actors are the ones that
are, and should be, responsible for it. Over tbefaw decades, however, policy scientists
have begun to discern a decline in governmentalament in such policy fields, and a
corresponding increase in governing activities by-governmental actors, i.e. from the
spheres of the market and civil society. This pinegioon is often referred to as the shift

in governance or as the shift from government teegoance (Jordan et al, 2005).
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An initial glance at Dutch nature policy revealattthe changing pattern of governmental
and non-governmental involvement does not seenallp with the shift in governance
claim. In fact, a rather confusing picture aris€his confusion, further elaborated in
section 1.2, is the main incentive for this the$ise remainder of this section provides a
brief overview of the character of Dutch naturei@olFirst of all, in section 1.1.1, a brief

overview of involved actors is given, followed iecsion 1.1.2 by a brief historical sketch.

1.1.1 Governmental and non-governmental undertakings: an overview

In the past, the governance of Dutch nature wasimatacterized by preservation; rather,
it reflected an agrarian orientation. This led lie tisappearance of primeval nature, the
last patch of which (th&eekbergerwouydwas cleared in 1871 (Van der Zanden and
Verstegen, 1993). The Dutch government traditignplayed an important role in these
cultivation activities. De Jong (1999, p. 84) fasmeple argues that, at the start of th& 20
century,“the primary motive for government interventiontire rural area was protection
against nature instead of the protection of natufely translation, as is the case in the
remainder of this thesis).

Around the same time, however, the preservatiomaifire is also put on the
agenda by non-governmental nature conservatiom@a@ons (NCOs; for an overview
of all abbreviations and acronyms in this theseg Annex I). Eminent among them is
Natuurmonumente(Nature Monuments: NM), founded in 1905. In aduditithere ar®e
Landschapper(the Landscapes), twelve provincial sister orgaiions founded in the
1920s and 1930s. Nowadays, these NCOs have acautedsive amounts of land (NM
about 88,500 hectare®e Landschappembout 100,000) and are supported by many
benefactors (about 900,000 for NM and 300,00@ferLandschappgn(figures based on
the situation in 2007, www.natuurenmilieucompendidin In addition, there are NCOs
who are concerned with the protection of certarcggs (for example the Dutch branch of
Birdlife International) and NCOs who have their gag base in a smaller part of the
country. Other involved non-governmental actors smentific knowledge institutes and
actors from adjacent policy fields, for exampleniars or private estate owners (Van
Veen et al, 2004).
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In addition, from the late 1960s, nature policy bE® become firmly embedded in Dutch
governmental organization. Nowadays, eisterie van Landbouw, Natuurbeheer en
Voedselkwaliteit(Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food QualitgNV) creates the
main guidelines, coordinating this with other ieged ministries such as tManisterie
van Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke Ordening en Mili@inistry of Housing, Spatial
Planning and Environment: VROM). In addition, LN\Wda VROM together subsume
nature policies introduced by the EU. Subsequeritig, provinces take care of the
implementation of the national policy frameworkfea developing their own policies at
the same time (IPO, 2006; Peters, 2007). They sigmervise the activities of local
governments, who guide expansions in their respectiral areas through their spatial
plans, but otherwise are not very much involvedIdBla, 2003). Other important
governmental actors afgienst Landelijk GebiedDLG), LNV’s implementation agency,
andStaatsbosbehedthe State Forest Service: SBB), founded in 1889rasponsible for
managing the lands owned by the state (in 2007 talk2®0,000 hectares)
(www.staatsbosbeheer.nl).

This brief overview suggests that, whereas a cgrago nature policy was a non-
governmental matter, nowadays a broad scale ofsatanvolved. The engagement of
the government has significantly increased (see @ Oldenbeek, 2000), while at the
same time non-governmental actors have remainddgeitfal players (see for example
Van der Windt, 1995; De Jong, 1999; Van Veen et2804). In the next section, this
changing picture is elaborated in more detail.

1.1.2 Sixty years of Dutch nature policy: a brief historical sketch

After the Second World War, government gives lihisgtention to nature policy because
of a general focus on the rural economy; this tesual government support for sectors
such as forestry and especially agriculture, thinotlge so-called modernization project
(Boonstra, 2004), which constitutes a neo-corpstratbalition known as th&roene
Front (Green Front) (Frouws, 1993). The main componehtsie modernization project
are large-scale re-allotment processes, which eagily disputed by the abovementioned
NCOs (Driessen et al, 1995). This results in agsfiel about the amount of land that
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should be re-allotted. In this “battle of the heetd the NCOs are forced into a defensive
role (De Jong, 1999).

From the 1970s: signs of explicit governmental inveement

From the late 1960s, however, the ongoing detdraraof Dutch natural areas is
criticized by a growing proportion of the populaticAs a result, the Dutch government
decides to become more actively involved in napalcy (Boonstra, 2004). The Ministry
of Culture, Recreation and Societal Works (CRMjniade responsible for nature policy
and provides new subsidies for the purchase otralatweas, to be effected by the NCOs.
Moreover, in 1968, th&latuurbeschermingswéNature Protection Act) is initiated with
the aim of safeguarding threatened species andahaineas (Kuindersma et al, 2002).

In the early 1970s, further action is undertakepnnBw, the total amount of Dutch
nature has shrunk from 875,000 hectares at thenbiegi of the century to 480,000
hectares (Huitema and Hinssen, 1998). As a resptimsgovernment launches three so-
called green policy plans — thiota Nationale Parkenthe Interimnota Nationale
Landschapsparkemnd theRelatienota— which respectively aim at the foundation of
National Parks, National Landscape Parks and tbsepvation of agricultural lands with
high nature and landscape values (Van Kleef, 2004).

However, throughout the 1980s, the impact of the gevernment nature policies
is rather limited. The VCNP, the national committestablished to bring about the
installation of National Parks, operates very sigveind the ambition to create National
Landscape Parks is not taken up at all (Van Schend#997). Moreover, the setting up
of nature reserves under tRelatienotais only marginal, mainly because agrarians are
not inclined to participate in nature managemenividies or to sell their lands. The
Relatienotadoes not provide the incentives to elicit cooperatfrom the agrarians
(Boonstra, 2004). In addition, the Dutch NCOs at#l sot able to build up a
countervailing force against th@roene Frontactivities (Driessen et al, 1995). The
transfer of responsibility for nature policy frometMinistry of CRM to théMinisterie van
Landbouw en Visseri{Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries: L&V) in B2 does not

change this.
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Towards the late 1980s, new room for nature pdhdyatives seems to appear, closely
related to cracks in the agricultural domination tbé rural area. Resistance to the
detrimental effects of agrarian activities is grogi Eventually, the government
introduces unprecedented restrictions on agriclltactivities, for example on manure
production, which are strongly but unsuccessfutiptested by agrarians (Frouws, 1993).
Under the newLandinrichtingswet(Land Consolidation Act: LIW), large re-allotment

projects are no longer authorised (Van den Berg@4p

The 1990 as a turning point: government nature potiies intensified

Around the same time, spurred by the lack of sieadsthe Relatienotaand by the
abovementioned developments in the agriculturaloset&V civil servants work on a
new nature policy plan. They pursue ecologicakddt and introduce the idea of nature
development, inspired by, for exampRan Ooievaar(De Bruin et al, 1987). In 1990,
when the Ministry has changed its name to LNV, phan is issued under the heading
Natuurbeleidsplan(Nature Policy Plan: NBP). The main pillar is thealization of a
network of natural areas, the Ecological Main Sticee (EHS), which in addition to the
traditional purchase of existing natural areas dtsmises on the development of new
nature and the interconnectedness of natural éiassterie van LNV, 1990).

After the issuing of the NBP, nature policy gainfoathold in Dutch rural area
policy, mainly because the government becomes muanie explicitly engaged in it. The
Wetenschappelijke Raad voor Regeringsbgl®aentific Council for Government Policy:
WRR) even characterizes the EHS*aslassic example of top-down policyBoonstra,
2004, p. 54). The NCOs are also involved, but tbeeghment takes the lead (Huitema
and Hinssen, 1998). In 1994, a so-called decemnaitgdn impulse is introduced. As a
consequence, the Dutch provinces have to takeofdahe elaboration and implementation
of the EHS (De Jong, 1999). DLG, the LNV impleméiota agency, is actively involved
in the realization of the EHS as well, assumingoesibility for acquiring and developing
land.

However, whereas on paper the new policy seemsave la rather hierarchical
character, in practice, the situation is much nmranced. For example, agrarians are still

not obliged to sell their lands for nature poliayrposes. Moreover, the amount of money
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provided for these purchases and for the subseqlear@lopment of new nature is not
sufficient to realize all the new ambitions. In didoh, the still powerful agricultural
interest organizations lobby strongly to downgréuke EHS targets, as a consequence of
which the implementation of the new policy encountgignificant difficulties (Bogaert
and Gersie, 2006).

Around the mid 1990s, additional nature policy-redhinitiatives appear. First of
all, the installation of National Parks begins & gnderway (Hinssen, 1998). Moreover,
LNV and VROM begin to emphasize a more integral rapph to the rural area,
combining nature policy with adjacent policy fieldBoonstra (2004) refers to this as
Geintegreerd Gebiedsgericht Beldldtegrated Area Specific Policies: GGB). Examples
are LNV’s WCL policy, which focuses on enhancing tjualities of several unique man-
made landscapes, and VROM’s ROM policy, in whiclvesal environmental and
planning targets are combined (Driessen and Glgshe2000). In such projects, NCOs
become involved to varying extents (Pleijte e2800).

The second half of the 1990s is also charactelgeithe entrance of the European
Union into the Dutch nature policy arena. The Etgadly introduced the Bird Directive in
1979, but this has had only a marginal impact (Atscand Arts, 2009). In 1994, it
introduces the complementary Habitat Directive.daedly, it turns out that this new actor
has quite a powerful position. It demands, for eplanthat the two directives be properly
translated into Dutch legislation, ignoring LNV’k&in that the EHS policy already meets
the requirements of both directives (Van den Togd ®an der Zouwen, 2000). When
LNV fails to comply, the Netherlands are convicteyl the European Court of Justice.
After that, LNV has to make haste with the incogimm of the EU policies (Arnouts and
Arts, 2009).

Towards the end of the 1990s, the abovementioned Eplementation
difficulties result in significant delay. Many agians still refuse to sell their lands, and
land prices have begun to rise (Bogaert and Ge66). Moreover, agrarians and
private owners are reluctant to engage in naturaagement activities (RIVM et al,
1997). To try and solve this latter problem, theszegament works on a new subsidy
scheme, thd’rogramma Beheef(Management Program: PB) that formally recognizes

farmers and private owners as nature managers.ig his important break with the past,
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as now the traditional NCOs are no longer the aydyernment-sanctioned managers
(Kickert and Van der Meer, 2007).

The 2000s: integration, EU pressure, private naturenanagement, decentralization

In 2000, LNV present®Natuur voor Mensen, Mensen voor NatyiWature for People,
People for Nature: NvM; Ministerie van LNV et aD@D). In this successor to the NBP,
the EHS is presented as an important success. Quarsity, new measures to strengthen
it are introduced. However, the ministry also acklealges that, since 1990, nature policy
has been too much guided by ecological criteria setgovernment (Balduk, 2003;
Bogaert and Gersie, 2006). Therefore, LNV wantsntwease the involvement of the
general public and new non-governmental actorscatld for a more integral approach,
acknowledging that nature has a much broader sbdignction, for example as living
environment, recreational facility or economic coatlity.

As a consequence, a new government, taking office002, further emphasizes
the realization of the EHS through nature managémed development activities by
farmers and private owners, in line with the newdsIBsidy scheme. At the same time, it
reduces the budget for purchasing existing nataraas. With this so-called transition
from purchase to management, the government wamé&ltice costs and at the same time
broaden the group of non-governmental actors emisgeature policy. NCOs do not like
this development and argue that farmers and prieatgers do not have the expertise to
adequately manage and develop nature (Van Vedn2Q@4; Kickert and Van der Meer,
2007).

Meanwhile, the Dutch government is still strugglwgh the implementation of
the Bird and Habitat Directives, continually presged by the EU. Because in the
meantime Dutch courts have to apply the unelabdrdiectives in the strictest fashion,
important construction works are halted. This serded by many actors, who argue that
this has led to a construction stoppage in the étkthds (Arnouts and Arts, 2009;
Kickert and Van der Meer, 2007). Eventually, thevised Natuurbeschermingswet
(Nature Protection Act) and thElora- en Faunawet(Flora and Fauna Act: FFW)
incorporate the directives, respectively issue@005 and 2002. However, the latter one

in particular is often criticized for being far toadical (Broekmeyer et al, 2003).
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In addition, nature policy continues to be integdatvith other policy fields. This is
particularly obvious in th&econstructiebeleiReconstruction Policy), the first signs of
which appear after a 1997 outbreak of swine felerthe early 2000s, this policy
manifests itself as a comprehensive integral itvigato reorganize a large part of the
Dutch rural area (Bleumink, 2007). Furthermore, Wimistry of LNV, in cooperation
with several other ministries, issues thieta RuimtgSpatial Memorandum) in 2004 and
the Agenda Vitaal PlattelanAgenda for a Vital Rural Area: AVP) in 2005. Tfemer
designates several regions as National Landscépesatter distinguishes AVP regions.
Regions that are given such statuses receive additigovernment support to further
integrate rural area functions.

The late 2000s are characterized by a further dedzation of nature policy. In
2007, the Ministry of LNV initiates thénvesteringsfonds Landelijk Gebi¢bhvestment
Fund for the Rural Area: ILG), a budgetary scherhat ttransfers new financial
responsibilities to the provinces. The ILG is expdcdo help diminish the extensive load
of coexisting policy initiatives (Selnes and Kuinslma, 2006). As a consequence,
provincial involvement in nature policy further neases. The provinces are able, for
example, to direct DLG, traditionally a ministeriahplementation agency (Kickert and
Van der Meer, 2007).

1.2 The governance puzzle

As mentioned, the main incentive for this thesighis confusion that seems to appear
when the above-presented developments are condromiidn theoretical claims about
governance. In this section, this confusion, phtase thegovernance puzzles further
elaborated. First, governance, and a shift in gwveee, is introduced somewhat more

explicitly. After that, the governance puzzle isistvucted.

1.2.1 Governance and a shift in governance: a brief introduction

The previous section has provided an example ofobcyp field in which both

governmental and non-governmental actors are edgadge already mentioned,
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governance is one of the theories that discussds esngagement. As a concept, it has
many faces, which will be more elaborately discdssethe next chapter (section 2.1.1).

For now, it suffices to introduce some main chamastics that are at the core of this

thesis. These are based on definitions by Piefi@0f2), in his introduction to a book that

has become a well-known contribution to the goveceadebate (Pierre, 2000a).

Pierre (2000b, p. 3) argues that governdigemnotes a conceptual or theoretical
representation of co-ordination of social systems,aor the most part, the role of the
state in that process This is the common focus of most, if not all, tdyutions to the
governance debate (Treib et al, 2005). Therefareeignance theory discusses the role of
the government in determining the course of evants society. From this, it logically
follows that governance theory also considers tite of non-governmental actors. Pierre
(2000b) acknowledges this by splitting up his megrof governance into two categories
that reflect two ends of a continuum.

On the one hand, he refers gtate centricor old governancewhich relates to
governing activities by governmental actors, fongson political brokerage and the
definition of goals and priorities, implying thatolgy processes are essentially a
government affair (see also Weber et al, 1978; &hll Lynn, 2005). On the other hand,
he mentionssociety centredor new governancewhich focuses on the allegedly
considerable influence of non-governmental actorsuch processes. In such a case, the
government has to take serious cognizance of, @asdmetimes even overshadowed by,
the governing activities of non-governmental ac{eee also Rhodes, 1997).

The classification®ld and new attribute a chronology to the different types of
governance; they suggest that a pattern of chasmggsible from the old state centric
conception of governance towards the new societyreg conception. This is what is
meant by theshift in governanceor the shift from government to governan@éan
Kersbergen and Van Waarden, 2004; Jordan et af)2@0erre (2000b, p. 4) illustrates
this shift by arguing thdiwhat previously were indisputably roles of goveemhare now
increasingly seen as more common, generic, soqgietdllems which can be resolved by
political institutions, but also by other actorshd main point here is that political

institutions no longer exercise a monopoly on tiehestration of governance”
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The extent to which a shift from state centric agisty centred governance has appeared
over the years is very much disputed among govemdameorists. Some claim that the

state has lost its central position; others artpaé this is not the case. Again others claim
that more traditional types of governance coexish@gside newer ones, resulting in a

juxtaposition. Nevertheless, it is generally agréledt at least some sort of shift has

appeared (Kooiman, 1993; Pierre and Peters, 20@@eP 2000a; Van Kersbergen and

Van Waarden, 2004; Treib et al, 2005; Goetz, 2008).

1.2.2 Governance in Dutch nature policy: puzzlement

To sum up, governance is about the governing éesvof certain actors, and it becomes
manifest in policy processes. In this, two extremesvisible as two ends of a continuum.
On the one hand, governmental actors govern society the other hand, non-
governmental actors do. Although governance thesoteke various positions on this
continuum, there is a tendency to assume thatdleeaf non-governmental actors has
increased over time, at the expense of traditigrddiminant governmental actors. When
this claim of a shift in governance is confrontethvihe developments visible in Dutch
nature policy, a rather confusing situation seemnappear. On the basis of the overview
presented in section 1.1.2, evidence can be foamatfleast three different claims.

First of all, the shift in governance thesis cansbpported. From the overview, it
can be deduced that government involvement in eatalicy begins to rise from the early
1970s, culminating in the initiation of the NBP aBHS in 1990; this, according to many,
is a classic example of state centric governancker Athat, however, when the
implementation of these policies encounters problem shift towards more society
centred forms of governance is visible. Nature qyls increasingly regarded from an
integral perspective, with all kinds of new non-gowmental actors engaging in nature
policy-related governing activities.

Secondly, and quite paradoxically, it can also tgied that the exact opposite of
such a shift appears, i.e.raversedshift in governance. The overview indicates that,
before the 1970s, nature policy is the respongthilf the traditional NCOs. This picture

remains largely accurate throughout the 1970s &ed1980s. The government does
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become involved, but with a relatively limited ingbaThis suggests society centred
governance. In 1990, however, exemplified by thenth of the NBP and EHS, the
government begins to become explicitly engagederAtthat, there is a rather explosive
increase of government initiatives in nature pqlioyershadowing the exploits of non-
governmental actors. Moreover, from the late 198ts EU involvement in Dutch nature
policy further emphasizes the state centric charasftnature policy.

Thirdly, it can also be stated that nature polisycharacterized by a type of
governance that is located in between the stat&iceand society centred extremes, a
picture that does not change over time. Alreadihenlate 1960s, governmental and non-
governmental actors are working together — visilide, example, in the fact that the
former provides the finance for the latter to bayd. This picture of anon-shiftin
governance continues to appear over the years, teeigh the contents of nature policy
and the interrelation between, for example, naamd agriculture have changed. This
claim is grounded in the assumption that the Né&ihds has a neo-corporatist tradition
(Lijphart, 1968; Frouws, 1993; Veenman, 2008)siailongstanding phenomenon that the
government works closely together with a selecugrof non-governmental actors. It is

likely that this phenomenon is visible in Dutchuratpolicy also.

1.3 Research goal and research questions

The aim of this research — the unravelling of theve-elaborated threefold governance
puzzle — can be realized through an analysis otiDuature policy, focusing on the
changing governing activities of governmental andfin-governmental actors. This leads

to the following research goal:
To explain how governmental and non-governmentabrachave shaped Dutch
nature policy over time, in order to determine Wiesta shift, a reversed shift or a

non-shift in governance is visible in relation kst policy field.

By studying governance shifts in Dutch nature pgolan important claim in contemporary

policy science literature can be investigated, ic&df to the boundaries of a select
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empirical field. This means that, to some extdmt study has a theory testing character
(George and Bennett, 2005). The field in questias heen chosen because a critical
analysis seems justified; there are reasons totdbab a shift in governance in Dutch
nature policy has taken place. This can also beiaktifrom research by, for example,
Boonstra (2004), Van der Zouwen (2006), De Boa ¢2008) and Van Bommel (2008).
In addition, the conceptual framework created tdresls this research goal (see Chapter
2) can be used to analyse governance shifts inrgema@d consequently constitutes
another scientifically relevant contribution ofghhesis.

Besides having scientific relevance, this thesisiniteresting from a policy
perspective. First of all, it provides a detailegscription and analysis of Dutch nature
policy. Secondly, it addresses the governing aatviand abilities of governmental and
non-governmental actors over a relatively long tispan (see below). Therefore, even
though this research does not have an explicituatige purpose, it is likely that some
conclusions can be drawn on the functioning of goaece in Dutch nature policy. This
may be useful for current and future generation®uwofch — and international — nature
policymakers.

In addition, some further elaboration and clariiima of the research goal is in
order. First of all, when talking about the actorgolved in Dutch nature policy, | am
using the dichotomy governmental/non-governmental eimphasize the difference
between actors from the sphere of the state onrthéhand and actors from the spheres of
the market and civil society on the other. The taon-governmental actors should not be
confused with the well-known term non-governmepitganizations, or NGOs. The latter
typology refers to non-profit organizations fronethphere of civil society, whereas the
former, to which | adhere, is broader — for examgleo including non-governmental
interest organizations.

Furthermore, nature policy, as used in this thels&s not yet been formally
defined. By nature policy, | mean policies relatinghe conservation and/or enhancement
of natural areas and/or qualities. A frequently rdeterm in this respect is nature
conservation policy. However, although conservattmmstitutes an important part of
nature policy, it implies a rather narrow focus,pé@sizing the maintenance of a status

quo. Section 1.1.2 has outlined that nature padilsp constitutes nature development.
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Therefore, | would like to use the broader terature policy(see also Van der Zouwen,
2006).

It is also important to acknowledge that the adiohactors are not the only forces
that can affect policy change and governance shitie overview presented in section
1.1.2 shows that, at the same time, developmerdsjacent policy fields, general trends
and unexpected events also have been of influeBgamples are societal unrest,
decentralization processes, the rise of the EU,eakening agricultural sector and an
outbreak of swine fever. Such factors have notieitiyl been mentioned in the research
goal because the activities of governmental andgomernmental actors are the focal
point, but they have to be taken into account rieeérss (see section 2.3).

Finally, until now, | have dealt with nature polidevelopments mainly on the
national level. However, the unravelling of the gmance puzzle requires a more detailed
investigation. Therefore, | study two cases, thécBuegions Utrechtse Heuvelrug and
Midden-Brabant. In addition, to focus on governaslits, a significant time span has to
be encompassed. My analysis commences in the £ar@s because, from this point in
time, governmental actors begin to become morei@typlinvolved in Dutch nature
policy (see section 1.1.2). It ends in 2008, whHendata gathering process ceased. These
methodological issues are further addressed in t€h&p

Now that the goal of this study has been estaldigimel elaborated, it can be split
up into four research questions. The first questiddresses the governing activities of
governmental and non-governmental actors:

1. How have governmental and non-governmental actees tme been involved in
shaping Dutch nature policy?

Answering this question will identify which actoase involved, how they operate, how
they interrelate with each other and how this ewalht affects Dutch nature policy. The

next question connects this to governance, focusmghanges that occur over time:

2. Which types of governance are visible over timéia shaping process?

13
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As already outlined, why shifts in governance odsualso a subject of interest, i.e. the
extent to which this is related to governmental aod-governmental actors and to trends,

events and developments in adjacent policy fieltiss is dealt with in the third question:

3. If visible, why do changes in these types of goaege occur?

The fourth and final research question addresseglifferent claims that constitute the

governance puzzle. Answering it will achieve thalgaf this thesis:

4. To what extent do these changes tally with the aesge claims of a shift in

governance, a reversed shift in governance or ashshin governance?

1.4 General outline

In this final introductory section, the outline thfe remainder of this thesis is presented.
Chapter 2 deals with the theoretical frameworkhias thesis. In section 2.1, governance is
further elaborated. In section 2.2, the main amadyttool, i.e. the policy arrangement
approach, and the main concepts of this thesidpue ideal typical modes of governance,
are presented. Section 2.3 discusses governandes. s@hapter 3 constitutes the
methodological account. Section 3.1 introducesmian research strategy used in this
thesis — the case study. Section 3.2 subsequesdlg dith the selection of the two cases
that are at the core of this research. Sectioricg3ses on the consequences of studying a
particular time span, and section 3.4 explaingptloeess of data selection and collection.
In section 3.5, the research questions stateddtiosel.3 are rephrased in terms of the
theoretical framework and methodological account.

Chapters 4 and 5 are the two empirical chaptews,féhmer dealing with the
Utrechtse Heuvelrug case, the latter elaboratireg NMidden-Brabant case. These two
chapters have a similar structure. They constaatepening section (respectively 4.1 and
5.1) in which the two regions are introduced, bgdographically and empirically. The
next four sections (respectively 4.1 to 4.5 andt6.5.5) deal with the four successive

periods studied. The first of these four sectiomsslightly different from the others
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because it elaborates a “starting point”, i.e.dheation in the region at the beginning of
the story. In these sections, the most importanéld@ments in terms of nature policy are
described and analysed in terms of the policy gearent approach, with attention also
being paid to adjacent policy fields. Note that tlwve empirical chapters are not wrapped
up with a conclusion as the conclusions of thisihare presented in Chapter 7 (see
below).

In Chapter 6, the policy arrangements construatethé empirical chapters are
analysed in terms of governance by comparing thethe four ideal typical governance
modes constructed in Chapter 2. Section 6.1 deadistiae Utrechtse Heuvelrug case, and
section 6.2 focuses on the Midden-Brabant casesesutently, in section 6.3 the
governance developments in the two cases are cemhpath each other. In section 6.4,
some generalizations are presented on the basissafomparison.

Finally, Chapter 7 presents the main conclusiorts reflections of this thesis. In
section 7.1, the former are elaborated by briefhsweering the research questions
rephrased in section 3.5. Section 7.2 presente@dhcal, methodological and empirical

reflection.
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Chapter 2 Theoretical framework

In this chapter, the analytical, theoretical andaaptual building blocks of this thesis are
presented. In section 2.1, governance is elaboraedclassified. In section 2.2, four

modes of governance are conceptualized. Sectiodeald with governance shifts.

2.1 Elaborating governance

Since the early 1990s, governance has been orteahost broadly discussed issues in
both academic and non-academic policy-relatedalitee. It appears, for example, in

disciplines such as public administration, politicgcience, international relations,

economic studies and development studies. Sevetlabis have attempted to provide an
overview of different perceptions on governance difean, 1993; Rhodes, 1997, 2000;
Hirst, 2000; Pierre, 2000a; Pierre and Peters, 20@@ Kersbergen and Van Waarden,
2004; Kjaer, 2004; Treib et al, 2005). This introttuy section also attempts to do so,
first by providing a governance state of the artl aecond by distinguishing three

perspectives embedded in this overview.

2.1.1 A state of the art

As outlined in Chapter 1, the debates on governagereerally identifystate centric
governance(Pierre, 2000b), also referred to @lsl governance(Pierre, 2000b; Peters,
2000) orhierarchical governancé€ooiman, 2003), as a first governance categaryhis
respect, governance deals with the traditional candvand-control fashion of governing,
in which governmental actors determine policy g@aldd also implement policy. Society
is governed by laws and other strict forms of ragoh, and this results in a clear
distinction between the governmental and non-gawemtal spheres (Pierre and Peters,
2000). This category is closely related to ideasualraditional authority (Pierre and
Peters, 2000ktatism(Van Waarden, 1992) armireaucracy(Weber et al, 1978).

Several authors emphasize that state centric gameenis still very much in vogue
(Pierre and Peters, 2000; Goetz, 2008). Othersatatkit the extent to which hierarchical
governance has been replaced or juxtaposed by newes of governance (Hill and
Lynn, 2005). There are also those that debate biiyaof state centric governance to
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deal with the problems of contemporary societiesgkample questioning the legitimacy
and effectiveness of governmental interventions apting for the possibility of state
failure (Janicke, 1990).

The variety of newer types of governance is mucehela Network governance
takes a very prominent place amongst them, maippearing in political sciences and
public administration (Rhodes 1997, 2000; Schatpf7; Torfing, 2006). The debate on
network governance is a continuation of the disomsson policy networks. These
discussions date from the late 1970s, the 1980shendarly 1990s (Van Waarden, 1992;
Jordan and Schubert, 1992; Dowding, 1995; Klijn Kngpenjan, 1997) and deal with the
idea that policy processes are dominated by autooenmetworks of interdependent
governmental and non-governmental actors. Togethese actors decide what happens
in a policy process through bargaining, negotiatiodeliberation. Kooiman (2000, 2003)
refers to network-related governancecasyovernance

The debate on network governance often focuses@mextent to which networks
have replaced hierarchies; this is closely reldtethe allegedly decreased influence of
governmental actors. Some authors claim that nésvimdeed have replaced hierarchies
and that the role of government has diminished (lRBp1997, 2000; Van Kersbergen and
Van Waarden, 2004). Others argue that, even thoogtworks often appear in
contemporary policy processes, governmental acetesn a certain form of dominance,
and networks and hierarchies exist alongside edlclr dHill and Lynn, 2005; Hirst,
2000). This debate can be traced back to discusanpolicy communities and issue
networks (Jordan and Schubert, 1992), or neo-catigon and liberal pluralism (Van
Waarden, 1992).

The network governance debate has also a more tivenaspect. Although it is
generally acknowledged that networks can have aflwal effect on a policy process, at
the same time, many authors focus on less posdide effects, or even on network
governance failure (Jessop, 1998, 2000; Kjaer, Rd0gr example, Van Kersbergen and
Van Waarden (2004) refer to problems of accountgbénd legitimacy in relation to
network governance, and Rhodes (1997, 2000) engd#ssiccountability problems and
talks about a democratic deficit in network govewwe Sgrensen and Torfing (2005)

study the democratic anchorage of networks. Acogrdo Torfing (2006), governance
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network research has moved towards addressing lexdwtse kinds of normative
guestions, focusing on the problem-solving capadityetworks.

Society centred governantea governance conception closely related to owtw
governance, since it acknowledges the existendbeohetwork-like structures in which
policies evolve. The key difference is that netwgovernance assigns a certain amount of
centrality to governmental actors (how much prdgisemains contested) whereas in a
society centred oself governancesituation governmental actors play a periphers ro
(Kooiman, 2003). The idea is that non-governmestébrs are perfectly capable of taking
care of their own affairs, effectively operating policy processes without the
involvement of government (Peters, 2000). Societytred governance is grounded in the
autopoeisis thesis (Luhmann, 1982, 1995), in dsous about self organization (Ostrom,
1990) and in the notion of governing without goveemt (Rhodes, 1996, 1997).

There is some debate about the extent to whichgovernmental actors are really
able to operate autonomously, i.e. beyond goverhmemirol. Some argue that societal
governance practices only occur when governmemrtesgwith the pursued targets, setting
certain guidelines. A frequently heard expressiotthis context is self regulatian the
shadow of hierarchy(Héritier and Eckert, 2008; Borzel, 2007). In thblic
administration literature, however, self regulatiby non-governmental actors is a
phenomenon in its own right (Kooiman, 2003)

A conception of governance that is closely reldatedetwork governance maulti-
actor governance(Kohler-Koch and Eising, 1999). The debate on tbaception
emphasizes the number of actors involved in a pgrocess and claims that this number
increases over time. Furthermore, the fact thatracstem from different backgrounds
increases the diversity of a policy process. Tlesgfmulti-actor governance emphasizes
the horizontal character of networks (Van Bommed0&. It is often questioned,
however, whether increases in process diversityaatol numbers lead to better policies.
An increase in actors, for example, can lead taaeor overload, which in turn may
trigger a trade-off between legitimacy and effestigss (Arnouts and Arts, 2009).

Multi-level governancds another important governance perspective. lbfisn
mentioned alongside multi-actor governance to emighathe distinction between a

vertical and horizontal governance conception. @dtih several authors attribute a multi-
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level component to networks (for example Marks &wbghe, 1996; Héritier, 1999;
Hooghe and Marks, 2001; Van Kersbergen and Van &éaar2004), multi-level
governance is considered as a governance straiitd own. It stems from the fields of
international relations and comparative Europediipyolicy analysis (Van Kersbergen
and Van Waarden, 2004) and emphasizes the changuuljvement of actors from
different — and sometimes new — policy tiers. #oatoncerns the changing division of
tasks and responsibilities between the actors tpgran these tiers, implying a changing
division of power amongst these actors and levels.

Much of the debate on multi-level governance fosusa the extent to which
national governments are able to continue domiggtiwiicy processes. On the one hand,
there are those who advocate tt@lowing out of the statéhesis (Rhodes, 1994, 1997,
2000; Marks and Hooghe, 1996; Boérzel, 1998). Thwtesthat, over time, national
governments have lost their dominant position ttwracon other levels. On the other
hand, there are authors who argue that the natate semains the most important
governing actor (Moravcik, 1993, 1998; Putnam, )9@Bhers do acknowledge that the
state has lost some of its traditional influenocgt, &rgue that its role has changed rather
than decreased (Hirst and Thompson, 1995; PierdePaters, 2000; Arts and Leroy,
2006a; Arts et al, 2009).

Another aspect of the debate on multi-level goveceadeals with the alleged
consequences of a shift towards multi-level govecea Rhodes (1997), for example,
discusses the accountability problems that coulskan a so-called hollow state. Van
Kersbergen and Van Waarden (2004) claim that tisemgajor concern among multi-level
governance theorists about legitimacy problems bsult from the rise of the European
policy tier.

Multi-sector governances a less extensively debated notion of governameénly
found in environmental policy sciences and ofteedugs a complement to the multi-actor
and multi-level distinction (Wiering and Driess&01; Crabbé, 2008). It refers to the
idea that policies — in this case environmentahr 80 longer be considered in isolation;
they need to be seen as connected to other adjpokay fields. This implies a shift
towards a multi-sector environmental policy (Lerayd Arts, 2006) that requires more

integral policy processes (Lafferty and Hovden, 200ulti-sector governance is closely
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related to debates dntersectoral coordinatior(Verbij and Schanz, 2002; Shannon and
Schmidt, 2002; Verbij 2008) that discuss the imkation and cooperation of actors
originating from different sectors.

Informal governanceis a relatively recent governance branch, for edam
elaborated by Christiansen and Piattoni (2003)efers to the occurrence of policy
processes outside the traditional governmentaltutisins and is grounded in the sub-
politics idea introduced by Beck (1997; see als@&u 2008) and the idea of policies that
arise in a so-called institutional void (Hajer, 3D0OThe debate on informal governance
focuses on the extent to which the spheres ofttite,amarket and civil society encroach
on each other (Arts and Leroy, 2006a), a procesas ithalso called de-differentiation
(Dubbink, 1999), the blurring of the traditionaluralaries between state, market and civil
society (Kooiman, 2000; Van der Zouwen, 2006) a thterplay between formal and
informal practices (Van Tatenhove, 2003).

Some of the debate on this branch of governanaeséscon the question of the
extent to which informal governance is democraiccountable, effective, etc. Van
Tatenhove et al (2006) see openness, accountadmidytransparency as important aspects
when looking at a formal-informal interplay. Hajand Wagenaar (2003) present
deliberative democracy as the way of dealing watiggnance in the institutional void.

Global governances related to multi-level governance because ipleasizes
policy processes on inter- and supranational lesetsbecause it also stems from the field
of international relations. This governance notisriinked to the well known political
globalization debate. The question at the corénisfdebate is: Who rules the world? On
the one hand, there is the traditional neo-reafistel that claims that states are the
dominant actors in the international field (Kja2904). On the other hand, this model has
been heavily criticized over the years, for exanipteRosenau (1992, 2000) who claims
that global issues are addressed by so-called eploérauthority, which can contain both
governmental and non-governmental actors. Consdéguemgovernance without
government is very well possible on a supranatitadl.

Furthermore, there is a debate going on about theppcts of the increasingly
global character of policy processes. This debattudes global governance optimists
like Held (1995), who claims that globalization l@eated opportunities for the rise of a
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cosmopolitan democracy, and pessimists like Ced899%), who argues that policies
become less democratic and accountable becaus$ebaligation.

Good governancestems from the field of economic development ssidKjaer,
2004), referring to a set of proper administrapivecesses to be followed by governments
that apply for financial support from institutiorke the World Bank or the IMF
(Doornbos, 2001). It has been a buzzword sincestiaeof the 1980s and defines explicit
criteria required to make governance “good”. Itsstrimportant aspect is the creation of
an effective political framework that is conducite private economic modernization
(Hirst, 2000).

Over the years, good governance has been challeageell. Doornbos’ (2001)
claim that expectations about the results of gamteghance are overstretched has led to a
diminution in its popularity, mainly because of tsieong political connotations attached
to the conception. Kjaer (2004) confirms this bgiling that development studies have
severely critiqued the donor community for imposimgp-liberal models of governance
on the developing world.

Corporate governanceas closely related to good governance. It refersthe
introduction of good governance principles in thesgte sphere (Van Kersbergen and
Van Waarden, 2004) and has recently gained a bogsbpularity. According to Hirst
(2000), corporate governance is mainly a normatwacept. It deals with trying to
increase the accountability and transparency gfelaorporations and provides a set of
criteria to be pursued by the management of theqeocations.

New public managemelNPM), also known asnarket governancé¢Pierre and
Peters, 2000) oeconomic governanc@ones, 2001; Jessop, 1997) is a final governance
perspective that is often mentioned. It deals withintroduction of management concepts
from private enterprises into the public realm, iympy a focus on efficiency and
customer orientation and a diminished role for gomeent. New public management
characteristics were strongly advocated in the §980the Reagan administration in the
United States and the Thatcher administration itaBy, both of whom addressed the
problems of “big government” (Pierre and Peter@Kjaer, 2004; Van Kersbergen and
Van Waarden, 2004; Padt, 2007).
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2.1.2 Three governance perspectives

In the state of the art presented in section 2rbuighly three governance perspectives can
be distinguished. First of all, many authors more l&ess equate governance with
governing, to be carried out by governors, i.e.ggomental and/or non-governmental
actors. This is the most basic definition of gowsce, as introduced in section 1.2.1.
Hirst's (2000, p. 24) definition, for example, isline with this perspectivegbvernance
can be generally defined as the means by whichctinitg or ensemble of activities is
controlled or directed” Put like this, governance also includes the niditional state
centric way of steering society. This definitiors@lsuggests that governance is by no
means new.

This latter claim is contested by those who resdhee term “governance” for
conceptions beyond the state centric way of gowugrisociety. Stoker’s (2000, p. 93)
definition reflects this idea‘governance can be broadly defined as a concerrhwit
governing, achieving collective action in the reafrpublic affairs, in conditions where it
is not possible to rest on recourse to the autarftthe state."These authors distinguish
between government and governance, using the foterer as a substitute for state
centric governance. Héritier (2002) elaborates thahism by distinguishing an
encompassing category (in which governance alscstitotes traditional forms of
governing) and a restricted category (which dog¢snmuude the state centric conception).
For example, in the overviews of Rhodes (2000)stHj2000) and Van Kersbergen and
Van Waarden (2004) a restricted approach is apparen

The second perspective focuses on a chronologagabach to governance, which
closely relates to the claims embedded in the g@rere puzzle (see section 1.2.2). This
perspective places different modes of governan@ahronological order and deals with
the question of whether or not there has beenfafaehin state centric to society centred
governance (Pierre, 2000b), from old to new gowuacea(Peters, 2000) or from
government to governance (Van Kersbergen and Vaardféa, 2001). Leroy and Arts
(2006, p. 12), for example, claim thaovernance relates to the fact that steering no

longer is the privilege of governmental agencieBébates relating to this perspective
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often concern the extent to which a shift is visjhf it is visible in the first place (Van
Kersbergen and Van Waarden, 2001).

The third perspective on governance is more noumatit focuses on the
performance of different governance types and deigtsthe question of whether shifts in
governance are desirable and good, i.e. whethey timprove the problem-solving
capacity of a policy process. Debates relatinghte perspective centre on the extent to
which different governance types are, for examp#gjtimate, accountable, effective,
democratic, efficient, etc., providing a set of leation criteria to measure governance
capacity (Kjaer, 2004). Governance in such a caseatso be regarded as an instrument
to be applied to create better policies. Hirst (0p. 24), for example, argues that
governance“should deliver an acceptable range of outcomesoaging to some
established social standard.”

To sum up, the first perspective refers to govecaamdesi.e. types of governing
with their own distinct characteristics. The secqetspective deals with governance
shifts i.e. processes of transformation in which differenodes appear at different points
in time. The third perspective addresses governaecrmance i.e. a focus on the
problem-solving capacity of a particular mode anel subsequent desirability of a shift.
The different governance perceptions discernechénprevious section can be ordered
according to these three perspectives (see TalleaB. overview of all the tables and
figures presented in this thesis is given in AnfigxNote that this thesis focuses on the
first two perspectives (modes and shifts). Addresgjovernance performance is beyond

the scope of this research.

Governance modes

Governance shifts

Governance performance

State centric
governance

Network
governance

Soc centred
governance

Command & control
by the government

Governing in
networks of various
actors

Self regulation (in the
shadow of hierarchy)

Government retains its
domination; no change

Networks replace/appear
beside hierarchies

Increase in governing
without government

Government able to solve
societal problems

Network legitimacy,
accountability &
effectiveness

Self governing capacity of
non-governmental actors
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Governance modes

Governance shifts

Governance performance

Multi-actor Governing with a The number of actors Actor overload, legitimacy—
governance large group of actors increases over time effectiveness trade-off
Multi-level Governing dispersed Hollowing out/changing Accountability and
governance over various tiers role of the state legitimacy gap in the hollow
state
Multi-sector Governing dispersed  (Environmental) policy as  Increased efficiency through
governance over policy sectors multi-sector field integral governing efforts
Informal Governing in the Encroaching state, Transparent, open and
governance institutional void market and civil society deliberative democracy
Global Governingina Relocation of politics in Global accountability &
governance globalizing world spheres of authority democracy deficits
Good Governing rules for Overstretched good Effective framework for
governance developing countries  governance loses ground economic modernization
Corporate Governing rules in the Corporate governance Accountability and
governance private sphere gains in popularity transparency increase
New public Governing based on Move away from big Governmental efficiency &
management market principles government customer orientation

Table 2.1: Classification of different governanesgeptions

2.2 Modes of governance

In this section, the modes of governance perspediconceptualized. In section 2.2.1, an
analytical framework is introduced to structurestldonceptualization. Section 2.2.2
elaborates the state centric/society centred aomtmof section 1.2.1 into a governance
typology. Section 2.2.3 deals with the actual openalization of these modes, creating
the conceptual building blocks of this thesis. &ctt®on 2.2.4, the way in which these

concepts should be applied is discussed.

2.2.1 Creating analytical clarity: the policy arrangement approach

To conceptualize modes of governance and addresgdliernance puzzle of section
1.2.2, an analytical “search light” is required.id’bearch light has to incorporate several
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key terms that need to be addressed to successfully out this research. These key
terms can be deduced from the research questiessiged in section 1.3. From the first
guestion, it can be derived that an analysis shmalorporate a particular policy field (in
the case of this thesis Dutch nature policy). Idith, this question addresses the actors
that are involved in this policy field, while alémcusing on the roles that these actors play
and on how they influence each other. Furtherntbiefirst research question focuses on
changes that occur over time. The second researestign introduces an obvious key
term, i.e. types of governance, which in sectidh2have been rephrased as governance
modes. Research question three subsequently addretsmnges in these types of
governance, or, in terms of section 2.1.2, govereahifts. An overview of the seven

different key terms is provided in Table 2.2.

Key terms

. Policy

. Actors

. Roles

. Influence
. Change

. Governance modes

N o o AW N P

. Governance shifts

Table 2.2: Key terms to address the governanceguzz

The policy arrangement approach: an introduction

The policy arrangement approach (PAA) is a framéwiiat takes into account the
above-formulated key terms. It is suited to camgywut an institutional analysis of a
particular policy field, focusing on the dynamicsdastability of that field. A policy
arrangement is defined abke temporal stabilisation of the content and ongsation of a
particular policy domain”(Leroy and Arts, 2006, p. 13). It constitutes falimensions,

one of them referring to the content of the relévamlicy domain (i.e. discourse), the
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other three emphasizing the organization of thimaa (i.e. actors, power and rules of the
game). The PAA therefore incorporates the ideakanaterial duality that is often
referred to in the social sciences (Leroy and At)6). These four dimensions function
as analytical lenses, enabling the unravellinghef televant policy domain. Moreover,
they are interrelated; developments in one dimenare likely to affect what happens in
the other dimensions. Therefore, a policy arrangeroan be visualized as a tetrahedron
(Liefferink, 2006, see Figure 2.1).

resourcesﬁaotver

actors

Figure 2.1: The four dimensions of a policy arrangat

rules of
the game

discourses

The fact that a policy arrangement is referred daastable situation with @mporary
character implies that it is susceptible to chafiggoy and Arts, 2006). This means that
the structural properties of an arrangement at réaicepoint in time can lose their
stability, reshaping into a — partially — new forom,disappearing altogether. This process
of stabilization and change is referred to astuistinalization.

In explaining why policy arrangements change, tWeé\Rlistinguishes between
endogenous (or internal) and exogenous (or exteotange factors (these are further
elaborated in section 2.3). Endogenous changeoisght about by the conscious actions
of actors involved in a policy arrangement. Exogenchange is caused by developments
that occur beyond the control of these actors. eans that the approach is inspired by
a second duality, i.e. that between agency andtsiel (Giddens, 1984), or voluntarism
(Hay, 2002; Scharpf, 1997) and determinism (Kj2é04).
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Meeting the key terms

The first five key terms, derived from researchsjiom one (see Table 2.2), are all in a
way covered by the PAA. The first key term, i.ee tontents of the policy field studied in
this thesis (i.e. nature policy as it materialigesnvo Dutch regions, see Chapter 3) can be
captured in the discourse dimension. The secondtdsy, actors, directly corresponds
with the actor dimension of the PAA. The third kieym, addressing the roles that the
involved actors fulfil, is covered by the rules @insion, even though roles and rules of
the game are not per definition the same (see BeBubsequently, the fourth key term,
influence, relates to the power dimension. Findh, fifth key term, change, is addressed
by focusing on the institutionalization procesd ra arrangement undergoes. This means
that research question one can be answered byreciirst) nature policy arrangements as
they develop over time (this is done in Chapteasid 5, see section 2.2.3).

This leaves the sixth and the seventh key term, gavernance modes and
governance shifts. Both these key terms also cadbeessed by using the PAA, but this
requires some elaboration. Concerning governanaes@t the beginning of section 1.1
it was argued that governance mainly is an org#éoizal matter. A policy then is the
subject of governance. When this train of thoughtannected to the ideational-material
duality that is incorporated in the PAA, it can &gued that each policy arrangement
enshrines a certain mode of governance. This mbde torresponds with the three
organizational dimensions of a policy arrangemeee (section 2.2.3). Subsequently, a
shift in governance is then caused by changes & anmore of these organizational
dimensions. As argued above, such changes arenrbtaught about by endogenous or
exogenous change factors.

However, the PAA does not yet offer an explicit gmance operationalization,
and neither does it explicitly link the explanatarfyange factors to governance shifts.
Consequently, a modes of governance typology basede organizational dimensions of
the PAA, needed to answer the second researchaudsas to be constructed. Moreover,
the link between the change factors and shiftsomeghance, needed to answer the third
research question, has to be established. To achie former, the PAA will be
complemented with the work of Kooiman (2003). Talize the latter, the endogenous

and exogenous change factors referred to in tkesti&AA-related publication (Leroy and
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Arts, 2006) are elaborated. These exercises aree@daut, respectively, in the remainder
of this section (2.2) and in section 2.3. Befores tis done, however, the four PAA

dimensions are delineated in more detail (for agraew see Table 2.3).

Actors: coalitions and policy entrepreneurs

Liefferink (2006) argues that an analysis basedh@n PAA can provide various foci,

depending on the dimension that is taken as thet mdi departure. Which dimension

should be selected as such a point of departurendspon the research goal and
guestions. Given the emphasis that this thesis @gutghe involvement of governmental
and/or non-governmental actors in governance, @mse logical to take the actor
dimension as a starting point and interpret theemtthree dimensions from this

perspective. Within this dimension, it is firstaf important to identify the governmental
and non-governmentaktorsthat participate in a certain arrangement.

In addition, thecoalitions that are formed between these actors are studied.
coalition, for the purposes of this thesis, is nedi as a more or less stable form of
cooperation between a group of at least two actibrsan be bound by a common
discourse, but also, for example, by rules or resms This ultimately remains an
empirical question. On the one hand, it may beiptes¢hat all actors in the arrangement
form a tight group, operating together. On the otiend, it may be possible that several
smaller coalitions operate beside each other. #ilge possible that actors are not at all
organized in coalitions or that certain actorslafteout.

Moreover, it is likely that, within an arrangemenmta coalition, some actors will
be more proactive than others. When these proaatt@s are actually able to make a
significant difference, they are referred topadicy entrepreneurs a term inspired by the
work of Kingdon (1995). A policy entrepreneur islealio tackle an existing policy
problem by combining it with an existing or newlgwtloped policy alternative, at the
same time navigating the push and pull factorfiefolitical arena. By doing so, a policy

entrepreneur is able to change what happens inrangement (see also section 2.3).
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Discourse: concepts and strategies

In thediscoursedimension, the contents of an arrangement areieahtfocusing on the
policies that are the subject of governance. Tla@eemany different ways to interpret
discourse. Arts and Buizer (2009), for exampleeréd communication, text, frame or
social practice. The PAA uses Hajer’s (1995) dabni referring to discourse in relation
to physical and social realities. However, this ensiructural interpretation does not tally
with the focus on actors that is adhered to in tesearch. A discourse interpretation that
relates to interactional framing (Dewulf et al, 2D8eems to be better suited.

Through interactional framing, actors in interastioegotiate a discourse. For the
purpose of this thesis, a distinction is made betwwvo levels. First of all, a discourse
constitutes a policgoncept(Wiering and Immink, 2006). Such a concept is thamed
by the actors that are involved in the relevaniggoarrangement. Dewulf et al (2009)
refer to this phenomenon as interactional issumifig. A concept reflects a desirable
situation — in the case of this thesis concernityire, for example ecological networks. A
nature policy arrangement may also embody more dm&nconcept, for example framed
by separate coalitions. Such concepts may eithexist, or one may be predominant,
challenged by the other(s).

Secondly, a policy concept is further operatioreliby a policystrategy(Wiering
and Immink, 2006). Strategies reflect ideas abbatgrocess through which a concept
should be put into practice; they comprehend optiomn reaching the desirable situation.
Consequently, the actors involved in an arrangeraeat coalition elaborate the concept
to which they adhere into one or more strategreshis matter, Dewulf et al (2009) talk
about interactional process framing. Also in trase, more than one strategy may appear,
respectively contesting with, or co-existing besidee another. The ecological networks
concept might for example be realized through coting existing natural areas, but also

through developing new nature.

Power: resources and influence
Like discourse, power can be interpreted in difiérevays. Arts and Van Tatenhove
(2004), for example, distinguish dispositional powelational power, power from an

organizational or a discursive perspective, traresior intransitive power and power on
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an agency or structural level. Given the fact tit actor dimension is the analytical
starting point of this thesis, an interpretatioattfocuses on the relative power of actors
vis-a-vis each other is the most appropriate, rietational power (Liefferink, 2006;
Schmidt, 2005). Power then focuses on the capatiguch actors to achieve a desired
outcome in a cooperative or competitive interactiwacess with others (Arts and Van
Tatenhove, 2004).

With respect to relational power, this thesis digtiishes two different aspects.
First, theresourcesupon which the power of the involved actors iseoas taken into
account. Actors can use such resources to try aadhrtheir goals, while sometimes
(either consciously or subconsciously) constrainorgsustaining the goals of others
(Edwards and McCarthy, 2004). Examples of resouscesnoney, legal means, scientific
or lay expertise, land ownership, social contattkbying, experience or charisma
(Buizer, 2008). Note that actor coalitions, diss@ms or rules may also be employed as
resources. It remains an empirical question ashigiwtypes of resources are used at what
moments in time.

Second, when these resources are actually mohiliredactors orchestrating this
mobilization are actively exercising their poweraking use of their capacity. In such a
case, actors are able to exert a certain amouimflaence(Willer et al, 1997; Van der
Zouwen, 2006). Actors can exert influence by malnly resources that they themselves
control, but they can also try, for example, to gsene of their resources to mobilize
resources that are controlled by others. Policyepnéneurs are generally able to exercise

a relatively large amount of influence.

Interaction rules: access and responsibility

Rules also can be interpreted in many ways. Timraesn(2001) for example
distinguishes access rules, competence rules,mafiown rules and decision rules. Rules
are also often interpreted very broadly, for exampihen they are equated with
institutions (Scharpf, 1997; Kjaer, 2004). It imgeally agreed that rules can be explicitly
agreed upon, but can also be the result of a waddf doing things a certain way (Van
Buuren and Kilijn, 2006). The actor perspective efmoas the analytical starting point of

this study implies a focus anteraction rules(Liefferink, 2006), also referred to as rules
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of conduct or rules of engagement (Hajer, 2006EhSwles constitute the conventions,
i.e. formal procedures and informal routines, tehape the interactions between the
involved actors, delineating what they do and diodwoin their dealings with one another.

This thesis distinguishes two types of interactiates (Klijn, 2007; Rhodes and
Murray, 2007). First of allaccess ruleseflect which actors are allowed — or willing — to
participate in or leave an arrangement, and onbih&s of which attributes this is
determined. Such rules are also referred to asdasynrules (Ostrom and Crawford,
2005). This may result in arrangements that aiivelly closed, i.e. only accessible to a
small select group of actors, or relatively opehijalv means that every actor that wants to
participate is allowed to do so.

Secondly,responsibility rulesdetermine the division of responsibilities amongst
the actors that have gained access to an arrange8uh rules are also referred to as
domain rules (Van Buuren and Kilijn, 2006). Resphbitisy may be formally allocated, for
example through official governmental mandates #esign each participant a certain
task. It may also be informally taken, for exampleen an actor (coalition) voluntarily
undertakes a certain task in a policy process #iso possible for actors to dispute each

others’ responsibility, or for an actor to be atity responsible, but in practice not to act

upon this.
Dimensions Interpretation
Actors Involved participants
- coalitions - stable forms of cooperation between actors
- entrepreneurs - proactive actors that are able to make a difference
Discourse Manifest nature policy contents as framed by the involved actors
- concepts - desired nature-related situation
- strategies - ideas about how this situation should be achieved
Power Capacity that actors have to achieve a desired outcome vis-a-vis others
- resources - means that constitute an actor’s capacity
- influence - extent to which actors make use of their capacity
Rules Conventions that shape the interactions between the involved actors
- access - which actors (are allowed to) participate

- responsibility

- who is responsible for what task

Table 2.3: A policy arrangement with the actor disien as starting point
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2.2.2 Four governance modes

As already mentioned, PAA-related publications db provide examples of a modes of
governance typology. In fact, it is not even cleduat the relation between the PAA and
governance exactly is. Van Tatenhove et al (200fiy),example, connect a different
mode of governance to three stages of modernityoyLand Arts (2006, p. 12) in turn
refer to governance shifts, for example when thajncthat“governance relates to the
fact that steering no longer is the privilege ofvgmmental agencies.Arts and Van
Tatenhove (2006, p. 33) seem to regard governasi@raode, but reserve the term for
newer conceptionsgovernance refers to a society centred way of gowg or steering,
accentuating coordination and self governance.”

This means that a clear governance modes typolbgy it connected to the
organizational dimensions of the PAA still has ® donceptualized. Such a typology
should provide various constellations on the irlation between governmental and non-
governmental actors, while also incorporating thgower relations and the interaction
rules that guide their behaviour. These consteltatifunction as so-called ideal typical
governance modes. Working with ideal types is atsgy that is often used in the social
sciences (George and Bennett, 2005), having beed mscombination with the PAA
already (Padt, 2007).

The twofold starting point: the state centric—socity centred continuum

As a point of departure, the governance continuketcbed by Pierre (2000b) is taken,
introduced in section 1.2.1. On one extreme of ¢bistinuum, state centric governance is
positioned, on the other end, society centred gwrere is situated. The former
maximizes the role of governmental actors whilegmalizing that of non-governmental

actors; in the latter it is the other way arouree(Eigure 2.2).

State Society
centric centred
governance governance
R | >

Figure 2.2: State centric/society centred goveraaontinuum (based on Pierre, 20(
33



Regional nature governance in the Netherlands

This governance continuum, however, remains totradisa base upon which to analyse
governance shifts in Dutch nature policy. Its maimortcoming is that it does not
conceptualize a mode of governance in which govermat and non-governmental actors
work together. Consequently, it does not incormorat significant portion of the
governance debate (for example network governameelti-actor governance and
informal governance, see section 2.1.1). The gara® continuum presented by Pierre
(2000b) therefore needs to be expanded with angibsition situated in between state

centric and society centred governance.

Governing interactions in first, second and third eder governance

To address this issue, | turn to the work of Koaim@993, 2000, 2003), who has
contributed extensively to the debate on governaHtebook published in 2003 gives a
comprehensive overview of his conception of govecea so this is the reference mainly
used. Kooiman explicitly connects governance togiverning activities of governmental
and non-governmental actors; the essence of higragt is thatgovernance of and in
modern societies is a mix of all kinds of goverreffgrts by all manner of social-political
actors, public as well as privatg€2003, p. 3).

Kooiman elaborates governing efforts by explainitigat these result from
interactions between actors focused on solvingesalcproblems and creating societal
opportunities. He calls thiirst order governancein which actors form images about
what they are governing, images that guide thewegung activities. Second, the actors
select instruments, derived from certain resourttegeploy in these interactions. Actors
have varying access to these instruments. Thirdjran refers to social-political action,
referring to the extent to which the involved astacting on their governing images, are
able to put the selected instruments into use.

Subsequently, Kooiman (2003) refers ¢gecond order governancevhich he
relates to institutions. He sees institutions a&sphedefined structures within which first
order governance is taking place; this equates Wi definition given in the PAA.
However, Kooiman does not go into institutionaliaat he only refers to the governing
needs of first order governance, linking thesenedoverning capacities of second order

governance. He argues that there often is a disoogp between these needs and
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capacities, and that it is the essence of secael governance to balance them. Kooiman
elaborates on the possibilities for actors from $pberes of the state, market and civil
society to engage in second order governance.

Thirdly, Kooiman distinguishethird order governancealso referred to as meta
governance. Here he deals with a normative govema@onnotation. To explain third
order governance he uses a similmeta governance is like an imaginary governor,
teleported to a point outside, and holding the whgbvernance experience against a
normative light” (2003, p. 170). It is the task of this imaginaoyvgrnor to formulate a set
of criteria with which to judge governance. Kooimaaims that, with these criteria, the
performance of governance can be determined.

Therefore, through interactions, actors take parsa-called governing activities
that affect three orders of governance. Consequegdlerning is defined dhe totality
of interactions, in which public as well as privadetors participate, aimed at solving
societal problems or creating societal opportursfieattending to the institutions as
contexts for these governing interactions; and leghing a normative foundation for all
those activities”(Kooiman, 2003, p. 4). Kooiman explicitly relatesvgrnance to his
ideas on governing interactions by defining itthe totality of theoretical conceptions on
governing” (2003, p. 4). Note that this means that, in terofisHéritier's (2002)
distinction, Kooiman adopts an encompassing petsfeeio governance, including a state
centric conception, rejecting the government—goaece terminology. This thesis

henceforth also adopts this stance.

First order governance elaborated: hierarchical, ceand self governance

Kooiman’s ideas about first order governance intipaiar are relevant for this thesis,
because they can be equated with a modes of gowsn@erspective, emphasizing the
efforts of governmental and non-governmental actorgoverning activities. Second
order governance is less suited for the purposésothesis. It does focus on institutions,
but, as mentioned, it does not go into instituticmadion, i.e. governance shifts. Third
order governance is largely compatible with thalfiperspective distinguished in section
2.1.2, i.e. governance performance. However, asadyf mentioned, such normative

conceptions of governance are beyond the scogesittesis.
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The relevance of first order governance becomen eware profound if one focuses on
the way in which Kooiman (2003) structures his eathroad and abstract definition of
governing. He argues that there are generally ttypes of governing activities, to be
subdivided into three governance modes, which diifem each other in the extent to
which non-governmental and/or governmental actogsiravolved. He calls these modes
hierarchical, co- and self governance. With thigéfold elaboration, Kooiman provides
the building blocks for the governance typology stomcted below; hierarchical

governance relates to state centric governanceggeérnance corresponds with society
centred governance and co-governance is the missiagnediate position (see Figure
2.3).

Hierarchical Co- Self
governance governance governance

< | | | >

Figure 2.3: The hierarchical, - and self governanccontinuum (derived from Kooiman, 20(

Hierarchical governancé€Kooiman, 2003) deals with the most vertical andrfalized
interactions, also referred to as interventionghia mode of governancéhose that are
governing are, or see themselves in some way asrisymwsed above those that are
governed” (Kooiman, 2003, p. 115). Although this is not bgfidition the case, the
governors mainly have a governmental status. Thetas steer society in the desired
direction in a top-down fashion. Behaviour of thenrgovernmental actors that are
governed is heavily influenced through mechanisimsoercion, which are applied in a
rather strict fashion. The formulation of a poli&yd the related decision-making process
is effected by a relatively small group of govermta actors. Implementation of a policy
is considered a formality, to be carried out withowch resistance. Kooiman claims that
hierarchical governance can also take a more oppeasance, when a limited number of
non-governmental parties are allowed to give tbpinion. This is meant to increase the

guality of, and the support base for, a particplaicy.
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In co-governancegovernmental and non-governmental actors havenaron goal that
they can achieve only if they work together. Co@oance is characterized by more
horizontal interplays between involved governmemtadl non-governmental actors who
can have diverse interests and backgrounds. Kooif2®3) claims that many
conceptions of governance fall under co-governande. gives the examples of
communicative governance, public-private parth@shco-management, networks and
regimes. Consequently, the extent to which, andhthaner in which, governmental and
non-governmental actors work together varies camnallly. Kooiman tries to structure
this by introducingcollaboration and cooperation The former refers to much more
volatile, diverse and open forms of co-governingwihich actors can have conflicting
images of what should be achieved, whereas ther lathplies much more closed,
structured and fixed forms of governing with muchrencommon concern and consensus
about what should be achieved.

Self governanceefers to the capacity of social entities to govénemselves
autonomously. Kooiman (2003) claims that thererarentirely self governing societies,
because the state should always play at leastigedinole in order to avoid anarchy. In
certain policy fields or sectors, however, self gmance can be a mode in its own right.
Governmental actors set the boundaries but keep fthhistance and allow non-
governmental actors a high degree of autonomy. Wlicg to Kooiman, the extent to
which actors can govern themselves depends ondlganizational capacity, congruence
in their interests and enthusiasm. This resultspantaneous, unorganized and flexible
forms of interactions that Kooiman calls interfazes. These interferences are guided by
informal rules established by the self governingpcthemselves. Kooiman refers to self
organization (Ostrém, 1990), autopoeisis (Luhmahf95) and actor constellations
(Mayntz and Scharpf, 1995) as examples.

The fourfold continuum: hierarchical, closed co-, pen co- and self governance

The threefold continuum provided by Kooiman is mumditer suited as a base for a
modes of governance typology than Pierre’s twofodehtinuum. Co-governance is an
essential addition. That having been said, howeseigovernance in itself still remains

too broad to adequately capture the variety of wiays/hich governmental and non-
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governmental actors can work together. Kooiman &lfreseems to acknowledge this as
well, by introducing the aforementioned distinctionetween cooperation and
collaboration As already stated, the former is characterized byuch more closed form
of non-governmental/governmental cooperation thas |closer to hierarchical
governance, whereas the latter constitutes a muamte mpen alternative that is more
related to self governance. Following this distimct co-governance is now split up into a
closed and an open conception (see Figure & further operationalization follows in
section 2.2.3).

Hierarchical Closed co- Open co- Self
governance governance governance governance

< ] ] ] ] >

Figure 2.4: The hierarchical, closed and open cw self governance continuum (based on
Kooiman, 2003)

2.2.3 A governance typology: the four modes in PAA terms

In this section, the modes of governance typolaggreated. This is done by linking the
organizational dimensions of the PAA to the hienaral, closed co-, open co- and self
governance modes. First, however, the link betweemolicy arrangement and a

governance mode is further elaborated.

Policy arrangements and governance modes

In this thesis, policy arrangements and governamodes are closely intertwined. Above,
a policy arrangement has been defined as the temlyostabilized organization and
contents of a certain policy domain. The four disiens that constitute a policy
arrangement have been interpreted in terms othiesis and narrowed down further (see
Table 2.4). It has also been claimed that the argéion of the policy domain in question
equates with a certain governance mode. This mdaais each policy arrangement

enshrines such a mode. In the previous section, four gover@amodes were
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distinguished. The contents of the policy domaat ik embedded in the arrangement are
not a part of a governance mode; rather, theyharearget of it.

This means that a mode of governance can be opeasiied by focusing on three
dimensions, not four. A mode of governance coristitthe governing activities of certain
actors between whom certain power relations anbleisnd who are guided by certain
interaction rules. By zooming in on these threeeatpin a governance mode (instead of
only focusing on actors), a huanced governancengaan be provided.

To determine which of the four modes of governadiseerned above is visible in
a certain policy arrangement, what each of thegefwdes looks like in terms of actors,
power and rules has to be elaborated. First offatl,each of the ideal types, which
participants are involved has to be elaboratedsg@tial importance is the governmental
or non-governmental status of participants andcgoéintrepreneurs. Subsequently, the
issue of which actors have the capacity to achéedesired outcome has to be addressed.
In this case, it is essential to focus on influermse resources as a commodity of
governmental and/or non-governmental actors. Bindlle interactions enabled by the
interaction rules have to be distinguished. Thegeraction rules show a certain role
division between the involved governmental andbmr-governmental actors.

The specific interrelation between a policy aremgnt and a governance mode
also has consequences for the structure of thgssesato be carried out in the remainder
of this thesis. In each of the empirical chaptersafd 5), a trail of developing nature
policy arrangements is constructed. Each arrangemme@med according to its discourse
and outlined in terms of substance and organizafidrese chapters focus quolicy,
providing the answer to research question one. hapter 6, the organizational
dimensions of the arrangements as elaborated iptéfsa4 and 5 are compared with the
ideal typical modes of governance. Chapter 6 tleediocuses ogovernanceaddressing

research questions two, three and four.

The ideal typical hierarchical governance mode
The first ideal typical mode of governance constgu hierarchical governance,
additionally inspired by ideas on state centric gyaance, bureaucracy, hierarchy,

traditional authority and etatism (see section1).1ln a hierarchical governance mode,
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the governors mainly have governmental status amd saperimposed above those
governed, i.e. non-governmental actors. Non-govermial actors can be involved, but
they are mainly on the receiving end of governifigere probably is one strong coalition
in which the involved governmental actors are oizggoh possibly complemented with a
few non-governmental actors. Policy entreprenetilisaiso have governmental status.

Furthermore, government is significantly more pdwlethan non-governmental
actors because it controls a larger variety anahiifyeof resources that can be mobilized,
among which formal authority and legal means featstrongly. This means that
governmental actors are also able to exert coraiemore influence, de facto deciding
what happens. Non-governmental actors may be ahl&luence what happens as well,
but only when government is susceptible to thiser&fore, government determines
governing in a top-down fashion. Implementation eofpolicy is considered to be a
formality, carried out without much resistance.

The interaction rules give government all the rabrequires to take the lead. This
means that coercion by the government is the pradorinteraction type, whereas non-
governmental actors (if visible) are forced inteudbservient role. Access to governing is
restricted to governmental actors and to those fmternment chooses to involve.
Moreover, government takes responsibility for gougg, or possibly assigns a portion of
it to the involved non-governmental actors. In tater case, government will monitor

carefully whether the allocated responsibilities aret.

The ideal typical closed co-governance mode
The second ideal typical mode is closed co-govammanhis ideal type is also inspired by
ideas on policy networks, policy communities, natwgovernance and neo-corporatism
(see section 2.1.1). In a closed co-governance nedelect few governmental and non-
governmental actors are engaged. These actorsgaaized in a small and tightly knit
coalition. Because all actors are important for fimectioning of the arrangement, it is
quite likely that some of them, ideally at leasteogovernmental and one non-
governmental actor, are operating as policy engregurs.

In addition, power is pooled by the governmental ann-governmental coalition

members, mainly because these actors cannot realizeticular outcome on their own.
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This implies a certain interdependence on eachrstmesources. The pooling of such
resources is a main prerequisite to achieve aeatksesult. This also means that both
governmental and non-governmental actors are ablexercise a certain amount of
influence, taking part in a joint decision-makingeess.

The interaction rules provide the governmental aod-governmental actors with
the leverage they need to jointly take the inwi@tiThis means that cooperation is the role
division that is visible, but in a very restrictivashion. Access is privileged to, and
guarded by, those engaged in the main coalitioes@&lactors are able to exclude others.

Responsibility is divided among the coalition memnsheach of which has its own task.

The ideal typical open co-governance mode

The third ideal typical mode is open co-governaittas.also inspired by ideas on network

governance, policy (issue) networks, informal goeeice, good governance, corporate
governance, new public management and liberal jdungsee section 2.1.1). Compared
to closed co-governance, open co-governance hagh more lax character. It involves a

large group of governmental and non-governmentwradhat engages in competitive

and/or stimulating governing activities. These extoan be organized in one loosely
bound coalition or in several relatively small d¢hahs that exist beside each other. It is
also very possible that they operate on a morevidhaalistic basis. As a consequence, a
wide range of various governmental and non-govenmaheactors can be engaged as
policy entrepreneurs.

Because of the extensive involvement of all kinflsactors, power is diffused,
residing with the various participants. After aflach of the involved actors controls
resources, which are mobilized separately, eitlyembividual actors or by small sub-
coalitions that either support or compete with eattter. Consequently, many parties to
some extent have influence; this is reflected iropan and rather unorganized decision-
making process.

The visible interaction rules enable the initiatimegoverning to be fragmented
over the large group of involved governmental and-governmental actors. This means
that flexible collaboration between these actorthes dominant role division. Access to

41



Regional nature governance in the Netherlands

governing is generally open to those that wantaidigipate. Each actor is responsible for

its own activities, only loosely working togetheitlwothers.

The ideal typical self governance mode

The fourth ideal typical mode concerns self govecea It is inspired by ideas on

autopoeisis, self organization, self regulation a@merning without government (see
section 2.1.1). Self governancefers to the capacity of non-governmental actors t
govern their own affairs. Governmental actors pitbbably be involved as well, but they
keep their distance. Therefore, the coalition @litions that are manifest will mainly be

comprised of non-governmental actors. Moreover pthleey entrepreneurs that are visible
will have non-governmental status.

It is not necessarily the case that in self goweceapower resides with non-
governmental actors. Resources can be controllegblagrnment as well. However, they
are mainlymobilizedby non-governmental actors, who thus to a signitiextent are able
to influence what happens. This gives such acttigladegree of autonomy. In principle,
governmental actors retain the potential to interfdout they only do so when the
governing activities violate certain boundaries.

The interaction rules make sure that the non-gewemal actors that are involved
have the liberty to govern as they see fit, takimginitiative themselves. This means that
non-governmental forerunning is the predominanetypinteraction. Access in general is
open to, and controlled by, non-governmental acteh® can involve those governmental
actors that are willing to facilitate. Responstlyilfor governing mainly rests with non-
governmental actors. Governmental actors can st@wand facilitate governing, but this
does not necessarily have to be the case. For arview of the four ideal typical

governance modes, see Table 2.5.
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Modes of governance

Hierarchical Closed co- Open co- Self
Actors Mainly govern- Select mixed group Large mixed group Mainly non-
mental actors of actors of actors governmental actors
Power With government Pooled Diffused With non-
government
Rules Governmental Restricted Flexible Non-governmental
coercion cooperation collaboration forerunning

Table 2.4: Comprehensive overview of the four idgplcal governance modes in terms of the
organizational PAA dimensions

The four ideal typical modes of governance in a Doh context

At this point, it should be emphasized that, in ¢fheboration of the two extremes of the
governance continuum, i.e. hierarchical governasmeeé self governance, neither non-
governmental nor governmental actors are excluttedould be too absolute to argue
that, in a hierarchical governance mode, there as room whatsoever for non-

governmental actors. In the same train of thoughtpuld be too rigorous to claim that,

in a self governance mode, governmental actorbyagefinition absent.

This clarification is motivated by the desire taduae the four ideal typical
governance modes to the empirical context of tegearch, i.e. Dutch nature policy. In
any case, the complete absence of non-governmanthlgovernmental actors from a
governance process is quite unlikely, but in theecaf this research this is even more
implausible, given the Dutch neo-corporatist triadit Therefore, this thesis takes a more
nuanced stance in relation to hierarchical andg®iernance.

As a main critique of this choice it could be aduhat, in their current form, the
four governance modes in fact all have co-goveraacitaracteristics; each of them
includes both governmental and non-governmentairacHowever, this thesis does not
focus on the possible presence of a monopolisteeigumental or non-governmental

position. Rather, it looks for predomination of tiree over the other.
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2.2.4 Applying the PAA and the governance typology

In this section, two remaining issues are addresséating to the application of the PAA
and of the modes of governance typology in the nedea of this thesis. First of all, the
stability of a policy arrangement and the corresjiog strength of a governance mode is
addressed. Secondly, an outline is given of hovaraangement is characterized when it

reflects different modes.

The stability of policy arrangements and the corregonding strength of governance
modes: two stages

In the publications outlining the PAA, the stagevliich a particular policy field is stable
enough to qualify as a policy arrangement is necsged (Van Tatenhove et al, 2000a;
Arts and Leroy, 2006a). This drawback has alreadgnbdiscussed by, for example,
Boonstra (2004) and Van der Zouwen (2006), who hsoheed it by discerning policy
arrangements-to-be and policy arrangements in tigstaespectively.

In this thesis, a similar approach is followedradiucing an additional stage in
which an arrangement can find itself, i.e. an wst@ane. A fully fledged arrangement
then is referred to as a stable arrangement. Ttesly proposed by Boonstra (2004) and
Van der Zouwen (2006) is not followed because trseggyest a certain chronology, i.e.
that an unstable arrangement is a pre-stage tabdesarrangement. However, it is also
very conceivable that it is the other way aroune, that a stable arrangement becomes
unstable.

In an unstable arrangement, interactions betweenntlolved actors either occur
only occasionally (for example, if there is no lilsi coalition between them) or have a
relatively limited impact. Therefore, the actorsaived are only to some extent able to
exercise influence, and only few resources are lmeldi The interaction rules that
appear, for example, remain unclear, are not reailhding or emphasize a lack of
engagement.

It ultimately remains an empirical question whethgow and why unstable or
stable policy arrangements will manifest themselaad what precisely distinguishes

them from one another. The additional stage has bex#uded to more explicitly trace
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institutionalizing or deinstitutionalizing policyr@ngements back to their source and by
doing so reduce the chance of missing importawotimétion. It is, for example, important
to determine why an arrangement remains unstalblg,itwnstitutionalizes (or not) into a
policy arrangement, or why a stable arrangementtab#izes into an unstable
arrangement.

In addition, it can be claimed that the stability an arrangement affects the
strength of the governance mode embedded in &nlanstable arrangement, the mode of
governance that is visible will havenseakconnotation, given the irregular or diminished
character of the governing activities that takee@la stable arrangement then embodies a

strongmode of governance.

Characterization of policy arrangements in terms ofgovernance

As mentioned above, the operationalization of maafegovernance in three dimensions
(i.e. actors, power and rules) enables the consiruof a very nuanced governance
picture. As a downside, however, it may be diffidol identify the modes of governance
found in the cases as hierarchical, closed co-n @pe or self governance; it is not very
likely that such modes “from the field” will speélly match one of the ideal typical
governance modes.

This means that there is a real chance of the emnemd modes beingybrids i.e.
mixes of different ideal types. If this is the caee essential thing is to determine which
mode of governance is predominant. For each ofdtkeerned arrangements, the most
strongly visible mode of governance must be idadif Otherwise, it would not be
possible to distinguish a clear pattern over titeg a first and obvious step, it should be
well argued why a particular dimension reflects ohthe governance modes; even within
one dimension, it may be disputable which modeesigminant.

When all dimensions indicate the same mode of garere, there is no doubt
about which mode is predominant. When two out oéehdimensions point at the same
mode of governance, it seems justified to claint ths mode is predominant. However,
it should then be indicated that there is a certiegree of incongruence between the
dimensions. In the event of each of the three dgioers reflecting a different governance

mode, it is very difficult to select a predominanbde. In such a case, it should be well
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argued which dimension is most important. Howeiteseems rather unlikely that such a

situation will occur.

2.3 Shifts in governance

In this section, the seventh and last key term alfld@ 2.2 is addressed, i.e. governance
shifts. Such shifts are caused by the endogenadixamgenous change factors that are
incorporated in the PAA. In section 2.3.1, fivetlése factors are introduced. Since they
affect an entire arrangement, i.e. both its costeamnd its organization, they are
responsible for both policy change and governahdessThis is the reason why the fifth
key term of Table 2.2, i.e. change, was not elabkdraarlier. Instead, it is addressed in
this section as well. Consequently, the term “agesment change” is used, which
indicates that the change factors that are disdusgag about both policy change and
governance shifts. In section 2.3.2, the governastutis perspective is related to the

governance puzzle presented in section 1.2.2.

2.3.1 Factors for arrangement change

As mentioned in section 2.2.1, the PAA deals withange by focusing on
institutionalization. When a policy arrangement basome fixed at a particular point in
time, its four dimensions are the structural prapsrof a temporarily stabilized situation.
The PAA acknowledges that such structural propertien destabilize and change as a
result of both human agency and structural tremds events. The former is known as
endogenous change, originating from within a certairangement, and the latter as
exogenous change, stemming from outside an arraagefWiering and Immink, 2006;
Wiering and Crabbé, 2006).

Endogenous change factor: policy entrepreneurs
In the latest PAA-related publication (Arts and dgr 2006b), one endogenous (or
internal) change factor is distinguished, i.policy entrepreneuts Above, such

entrepreneurs have been captured in the actor diorefisee section 2.2.1). The term is
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derived from the work of Kingdon (1995). A policyiteepreneur is able to create so-
called windows of opportunity by connecting certaiolicies to certain problems, also
navigating the political situation.

In terms of the PAA, a policy entrepreneur may bk do introduce new actors,
change the discourse, modify the interaction rokeaffect the power relations within an
arrangement, possibly making use of opportunitfesred by external factors. In this, the
entrepreneur may be assisted — or opposed — by attas that are involved. Either way,
its activities will affect the structural properieof an arrangement, bringing about

arrangement change.

Exogenous change factors: shock events, adjacentramgements, socio-political
trends, policy initiatives

At the same time, Arts and Leroy (2006b) distinguteree exogenous (or external)
change factors, which are all taken into accourthis thesis. The first of these factors,
shock eventgefers to occurrences that have an unexpectedi@mdatic impact. If such
occurrences are significant enough, they can spagklaunch of new policies or the
change of existing ones, subsequently affecting twheappens in an arrangement.
Examples of shock events are natural disastergxpfoding nuclear plant or a large
epidemic outbreak.

The second exogenous change factadjacent arrangementsrefers to
developments that are going on in policy domainat tare situated close to the
arrangement under study. To take an example thdbsely related to the subject of this
thesis, the presence of a strong agricultural gearent might constrain the
institutionalization of a nature policy arrangemefr example because agrarians
dominate the political agenda in a certain regldowever, an adjacent arrangement can
also have a stimulating effect. Koenig-Archibugb@2), amongst others, distinguishes
between competing arrangements (referring to a etitye relation) and clustered
arrangements (constituting a symbiotic relation).

The third external factor, political modernizatiorefers to “those structural
transformations [...] which have or may have consegae for day-to-day policy

practices” (Arts and Van Tatenhove, 2006, p. 21). It therefooncerns abstract structural
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processes that have an effect on a particularypbétd. Examples are Europeanization or
individualization. However, as a concept, politiocadernization is intertwined with ideas
about shifts in governance, interpreted from a nstrectural perspective (Arts and Van
Tatenhove, 2006; Van der Zouwen, 2006; Crabbé, R00&refore, to avoid ambiguity,

in this thesis the termocio-political trendss used instead; this relates to more concrete
processes, such as economic developments, changaslic opinion or decentralization
processes, that can affect an arrangement.

In addition, this thesis incorporates a fourth ex& change factor, one that is not
covered by the PAA (Arts and Leroy, 2006b). As namd above and elaborated in
Chapter 3, this thesis focuses on two Dutch regi@msequently, the relevant nature
policy arrangements will have a (sub)-regional abtar. Such arrangements are most
likely to be affected by new nature-related polidgas that stem from the European,
national or provincial levels. An example is thelegical networks concept, introduced
in the Netherlands in 1990 (see section 1.1.2)hSdeas, from now on referred to as
policy initiatives are also incorporated in this thesis. This mearad, thverall, four
exogenous change factors and one endogenous chaoige are distinguished. This is

visualized in Figure 2.5.

Socio-political Policy
trends initiatives
Adjacent Arrangement Shock
arrangement change events
Policy
entrepreneurs

Figure 2.5: Explanatory factors to understand gyeament change (adapted from Arts and Leroy,
2006b
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2.3.2 The governance puzzle in terms of modes and shifts

In this final section, the three possibilities emitded in the governance puzzle, i.e. the
shift, the reversed shift and the non-shift (sedice 1.2.2), are briefly addressed in terms
of the modes of governance discerned in this theatdramework.

It can be argued that the neo-corporatist sitadtiat is at the heart of tme@n-shift
in governance closely resembles the ideal typical closed co-guumece mode.
Consequently, the third more deterministic posigjbihat is embedded in the governance
puzzle implies that, over the years, closed co-gwuece is continually apparent.
Following this train of thought, closed co-goveroans a timeless mode of governance,
appearing both at the start of the analysis iretréy 1990s and at its end in the late 2000s
(see Figure 2.6).

Closed co- — Closed co-
governance

governance

Early 1970s Late 2000
>

Figure 2.6: The nc-shift in governanc

In relation to theshift in governancethesis, it can be argued that, following the
terminology of Peters (2000), both hierarchical ggmance and closed co-governance are
old modes. For example, Van Tatenhove et al (20@Me both etatism (hierarchical
governance) and corporatism (closed co-governaircahe first stage of modernity,
visible in the 1960s and 1970s. These two modeshar@oint of departure for a shift in
governance.

From this claim it logically follows that open c@xernance and self governance
are the new modes that appear at the end of tfie \8an Tatenhove et al (2000b) claim,
for example, that liberal arrangements (closelyate®l to open co-governance) are
characteristic for the current stage of modernityis implies that, if a shift in governance

takes place, the cases will show hierarchical andésed co-governance at the start, to be
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replaced by open co- or self governance towardstiteof the analysed time span (see
Figure 2.7).

Hierarchical

/ closed co- — Self / open co-

governance governance
Early 1970s Late 2000s

>

Figure 2.7: the shift in governar

A reversed shift in governanceould then look precisely the opposite. In sucbaae,
open co- or self governance would be visible in #daly 1970s. Over the years,
government involvement would gradually increased ahe visible nature policy
arrangements would become characterized by hiecatcgovernance and closed co-
governance, replacing the open co- and self gonemanodes of the early 1970s (see
Figure 2.8).

Hierarchical

Self / Open co- — / Closed co-

governance governance
Early 1970s Late 2000}5

Figure 2.8: The reversed shift in governe

It essentially remains an empirical question awhah of these three patterns will or will
not appear in Dutch nature policy. To answer thissgion, a trail of developing nature
policy arrangements and subsequent shifts in ganeapatterns is reconstructed for two
Dutch regions, Utrechtse Heuvelrug and Midden-Bnaband presented in Chapters 4, 5
and 6. First, however, in Chapter 3 the methodcklgchoices that have been made to

realize such an enterprise are outlined.
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Chapter 3 Methodological account

This chapter outlines the methodological choicederfar the purpose of this thesis. The
research strategy, i.e. the case study, is intexiun section 3.1. In section 3.2, the
selection of the regions Utrechtse Heuvelrug anddén-Brabant as the two main cases is
elaborated. Section 3.3 deals with the implicatiohstudying a particular time span.
Section 3.4 focuses on the process of data seteatid collection. Finally, in section 3.5
the research questions presented in section 1.8ephgased in terms of the theoretical

and methodological chapters.

3.1 Research strategy: the case study
The selection of a research strategy depends aquistions that need to be answered and
on the situation at hand (Yin, 1994). A case stattgtegy should be selected when a
“how” or “why” question is asked that addressestdf events that occurs beyond the
control of the researcher. In addition, it is wideécognized that case studies are suited
for studying a few complex phenomena that requirddpth analysis (Flyvbjerg, 2006).
Strategies such as surveys and archival analysesnare suited for “who”, “what”,
“where”, “how many” and “how much” questions. Exjpeents and historic analyses also
deal with “how” and *“why” questions but are prefele when the investigator can
manipulate a set of events (in case of the formefdcuses on the “dead” past (in case of
the latter) (Yin 1994).

On the basis of these criteria, a case study sH®meppropriate research strategy.
The research questions presented in section 1.8yrfacus on the “how” and “why” of
governance shifts in Dutch nature policy. Moreoveeis the aim of this thesis to unravel
two very complex phenomena, i.e. the nature pdalitfeat appear in the two selected
cases. Their complexity shows, for example, invifie range of actors, resources, rules,
internal and external change factors, and natuateck concepts and strategies that are
likely to be covered. Because the events studiedbeaconsidered contemporary — even
though this thesis covers events spanning severadds (see section 3.3) — a historic
analysis is not suited. Carrying out an experinmiemot an option either, because this

thesis addresses a set of events that has alreadgg
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Addressing external and internal validity and religbility

The case study approach is often criticized folatk of external and internal validity,
and its ailing reliability (Swanborn, 1987; Hutjemd Van Buren, 1992; George and
Bennett, 2005). External validity refers to theesttto which the results of a study can be
generalized. It is argued that case studies cahaotised for generalization purposes
because they only deal with single examples. laleralidity deals with the accuracy of
research outcomes. Case studies allegedly scoméy moothis point because they create
context-dependent knowledge; an investigator gdgetapends on the interpretations of
other people (a phenomenon referred to dasible hermeneuticsGiddens, 1984).
Moreover, case investigators are allegedly biasedrgue towards the verification of a
particular desired outcome. This latter argumenals used in relation to reliability,
which addresses whether a repetition of the studyldvresult in similar outcomes. In
addition, the reliability of a case study is sumab$ be low because of the large range of
explicit and implicit choices a case investigatoakes, thus increasing the risk of
subjectivity.

Flyvbjerg (2006) tackles these accusations quitevibeingly. On the point of
external validity, he argues that too much valuassigned to enumerative generalization.
It is very possible to generalize on the basisred oase. This phenomenon is referred to
as analytical generalization(see also Van Bommel, 2008) and is related to &opp
emphasis on falsification. Popper (1959) argueg thgust one observation does not fit
with a theoretical proposition, the entire theorysinbe revised or rejected. He uses the
metaphor of white and black swans; the claim tHaveans are white is refuted when one
black one is found.

It could be argued that this thesis focuses origheernance shifts in Dutch nature
policy swans”, which may have a different colouremrcompared with the white “shift in
governance swans”. The remainder of this researcledicated to investigating whether
this really is the case, and why (or why not). Tdogs not mean that this study aims at the
rejection or acceptance of the appearance of aislgbvernance in contemporary society
as a whole. It does mean, however, that this thestigally assesses the shift in
governance claim and pinpoints why, or why nothsacshift is visible in one particular
policy field. From this train of thought it followthat possible theoretical generalizations,
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for example on the appearance of the modes of gawee distinguished in Chapter 2,
will focus on said policy field (see section 6.4).

On the issue of internal validity, Flyvbjerg (200&ygues that, in the social
sciences, all knowledge is context dependent infitise place. This implies that it is
useless to continue with the search for predictinedries in this branch of science and
that more attention should be giverttioe force of example’{Flyvbjerg, 2006, p. 228). A
case study is the most suited approach to do saubke it analyses the selected examples
in their full complexity to gain insight into theotv and why of a particular phenomenon.
To avoid the bias towards verification, the casegtigator should be intent on falsifying
not only a particular theory, but also his assuansiabout this theory. Flyvbjerg’s (2006)
argument that many case investigators have suclkntiahs counteracts the
abovementioned bias towards verification.

In relation to these arguments, it should be empbdsthat this thesis does not
search for any truth claims. It merely intends tovide a well argued and plausible
account of a certain interpretation (i.e. my owm)other people’s interpretations. To
achieve this, the empirical chapters have beeruslssd with respondents and colleagues
inside and outside Wageningen University (see @ecd.4). This results in a nuanced
picture of governance shifts in two Dutch regiosse( section 6.3), generalized to Dutch
nature policy in general and confronted with theeé¢h claims that constitute the
governance puzzle (see section 6.4).

To ensure reliability, Flyvbjerg (2006) calls fdnet creation of so-called thick
descriptions — well elaborated and detailed acasouahthe phenomena under study. The
choice to separately focus on policy arrangement€hapters 4 and 5 and governance
modes and shifts in Chapter 6 (see section 2.2.®jaitially inspired by the desire to
provide such thick descriptions. Through this sapan, maximal justice can be done to
the two cases. For example, it has enabled a éeétaitcount of the contents of the
arrangements under study, which otherwise woulelyikave been overshadowed by the
focus on organization (i.e. governance modes).ti®rsame reason, in Chapters 4 and 5
first a descriptive story will be told. After thahis story will be interpreted in terms of the
PAA.
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In addition, Yin (1994) argues that, to increasi@bdity, the narrator needs to provide
maximal transparency when it comes to explainirggdteps he has taken to come to the
presented end result. In other words, how has iy doeen carried out, which choices
have been made and why has this been done in dkisoh? These questions are

addressed in the remainder of this chapter.

3.2 Selection of the cases
In section 1.3, the intention was stated to stuolyegnance shifts in Dutch nature policy
by means of a focus on the developments in two Dteggions, the Utrechtse Heuvelrug

and Midden-Brabant. In this section, the selectibthese two regions is defended.

3.2.1 Reasons for choosing two regions

The governance puzzle presented in section 1.2gpesific to Dutch nature policy.

Therefore, it can be argued that it would have hmmssible to select Dutch nature policy
in general as a case. An analysis would then haceséd on the undertakings of
governmental and non-governmental actors onnttenal level, or in other words, on

policy arrangements and governance modes and shiftee overview presented in

section 1.1.2.

Such an approach was not chosen because it wawe provided an analysis
situated too far away from nature policy at its tussic level. The selection of regions as
the main cases enables a focus on nature polisighey materializen the field for
example including concrete measures to protectr@dtbhrough management activities or
nature development). More strategic nature poliepades at the national (or European)
level definitely are important for the governanéd®atch nature at a regional level, but in
a more indirect fashion; they may materialize adicpoinitiatives that affect the
stabilization and change of the nature policy agesnents and governance modes and
shifts that appear in the regions (see sectio2R.3.

In this train of thought, however, it could also begued that studying the

governance of nature in a single natural areagxample a National Park, would be more
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sensible than focusing on an entire region. Anothygion would be to focus on the
protection of species rather than areas. The refmonot doing this is that it would
provide too narrow a scope. As argued in secti@®R2what happens in a nature policy
arrangement is closely intertwined with what hapeuntside such an arrangement. Since
the boundaries between a phenomenon at the coaecake study and its context are
blurred (Yin, 1994), it is important not to narraewn this context too much. A focus on
one National Park or on the protection of particutpecies would constitute the
unacceptable risk of excluding relevant contexatexl developments. It remains an
empirical question as to how nature policy andciistext are precisely separated and
interrelated.

The choice to focus on regions does have some riamgoconsequences. First,
what a region means in this study needs to be dmteat. A region is hereby defined as a
coherent portion of the Dutch rural area, distisped as such by common societal
consent. It can constitute several types of afeatspature has to feature strongly. Urban
areas are excluded. For each case, a further datisargs provided in the introductory
sections of the empirical chapters (4 and 5).

Furthermore, when a regional focus is selecteld, possible, if not likely, that the
nature policy arrangements discerned in the caséyses will be complemented with
adjacent arrangements from other policy fields.hds already been argued that
developments in such arrangements are regardexterma change factors (see section
2.3.2). However, they are not explicitly elaboratadterms of the policy arrangement
approach (PAA), nor in terms of governance. Suckr@ses are only carried out in
relation tonature policy arrangements, to avoid carrying out an gsialwith too broad a
focus.

A next question that needs to be addressed contesnsumber of regions to be
studied. It could be argued that this researchiregwnly one carefully selected region
within which there is need to address governangessh stabilizing and changing nature
policy arrangements. This would imply a single-cdssign (Yin, 1994) in which a so-
called extreme or critical case is studied (Flyulpje2001, 2006; George and Bennett,
2005). However, since this thesis has the ambitbosay something about Dutch nature

policy in general, more than one region shouldaben into account in order to add to the
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external validity of this thesis. This allows vargocontexts to be considered (see section
3.2.2) and enables a comparative study of govemahifts in Dutch nature policy.

The decision to focus on two regions (instead aee¢hor four) is based on
pragmatism. Owing to the relatively extensive siftéhe cases (among other things due to
the considerable time span covered) it seemed ma@ent to focus in depth on two
regions rather than studying three or four, wité tisk of not being able to conclude an

in-depth analysis due to time constraints.

3.2.2 Why Utrechtse Heuvelrug and Midden-Brabant?

Now that it has been outlined why this thesis fesusn two Dutch regions, the process of
selecting suitable areas needs to be discussddisAtoint, it is important to mention that
the two cases (the Utrechtse Heuvelrug and Middedht regions) were also selected
for the purpose of the GoFOR project, an intermatidcU-funded research project that
took place in the first three years of this PhDeaesh (www.boku.ac.at/gofor). In line
with the requirements of this project, the two cagere selected at the end of 2005. A
map of the two selected regions and their locationhe Netherlands is presented in
Figure 3.1.

To ensure that the selected cases would be syitaBl&oFOR project started with
a pre-assessment phase that allowed for the sogeeniseveral possible cases. It was
decided to opt for four regions, narrowing this dot@ two cases that would be used for
the GoFOR main assessment, and eventually this fRbBis. Besides the Utrechtse
Heuvelrug and Midden-Brabant, the Veluwe and thdlaBdse Heuvelrug were
considered. It was decided to focus on the formwerliecause of their interrelation; these
two regions showed the most interesting varietitha selection criteria. Both during and
after the selection process, the cases were detussthin the Forest and Nature
Conservation Policy (FNP) chair group and in a GBR@orkshop in Norway (February
2006). The final confirmation that the cases werngable came in December 2006 at a
meeting between the FNP GoFOR team and two mentdfethe GoFOR National

Advisory Panel, one the director of tlBosschap(the main forestry-related interest
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organization), the other a high ranking officialtbk Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving

(Environmental Assessment Agency: PBL).
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Figure 3.1: The two selected regions and theirtiooavithin the Netherlands
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The case selection procedure was based on sevéeaslac(for an overview see Table

3.1). Because we wanted to take into account ay mifflerences as possible, we decided
to maximize variety between the two cases (Geongg Bennett, 2005), with the

exception that we looked for regions of roughly #asne size. A first criterion was the

location of the region within the country. In aduiit, attention was paid to whether a
region was considered a coherent entity or notrdlihiwe looked at the types of nature
that could be found in the considered regions. &uilsntly, the regions were judged on
the number of discernable nature-related polictesgnsure that there were enough
interesting developments. In addition, the regibad to contain one or more adjacent
policy fields in order to be able to study the eféeof adjacent arrangements on Dutch
nature policy. Finally, the actors involved in tregjions were taken into account, with a

focus on their governmental or non-governmentatistand their landownership.

Case selection criteria

Location

Regional coherence
Types of nature
Nature policies
Adjacent policy fields
Actor involvement

Landownership

Table 3.1: Case selection criteria

In the pre-assessment stage, it was discoveredhinattrechtse Heuvelrug, situated in the
centre of the country, was considered a coherajbme even though it was situated in
two provinces (Utrecht and Noord-Holland, see secd.1.1). In addition, the region,
constituting mainly of forests, had many natureigyoinitiatives. For example, it was

demarcated as a nature cdfeologische Hoofdstructuu(Ecological Main Structure:
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EHS) area, it had a National Park in the southexensive de-fragmentation project in
the middle and a separate program for the nortladbfition, there was a comprehensive
vision for the entire region. Furthermore, it waglent that forestry and military use were
important additional policy fields. Also, it wasriking to see that, besides several
governmental actors (especially the province ottht), non-governmental actors played
an important role. Private owners had taken thd iedhe National Park, whereas nature
conservation organizations (NCOs) had been invoindte latter three policy initiatives.
Finally, the region was mainly owned by NCGCStaatsbosbeheefthe State Forest
Service: SBB), the Ministry of Defence and privaweners (see Table 3.2).

On the other hand, Midden-Brabant, situated insth&h of the country, turned out
not to be as coherent as the Utrechtse Heuvelragyhther names were circulating, for
examplede Meierij or Groene Woudand the boundaries of the region were disputed.
However, the region, which mainly constituted helatids, forests, swamps, peat areas
situated among a traditional man-made landscagdeyrdvide ample nature-policy-related
initiatives. For example, the region was designated National Landscape, parts were
demarcated as EHS and Natura 2000 areas, it hac Méaardevol Cultuurlandschap
(Valuable Man-made Landscape: WCL) and LEADER -+tustan the past, and included
many otheiGeintegreerd Gebiedsgericht Bel€ldtegrated Area Specific Policies: GGB)
initiatives. Furthermore, it was discovered that@dture, in particular, was an important
adjacent policy field, having dominated the regtbroughout the 1970s and 1980s. In
addition, it was evident that the province of No@&mbant and especially the
municipality of Boxtel were important actors, anémg NCOs and agrarians were also
active. Finally, NCOs and SBB mainly owned landthe centre of the region. Around

that, most of the land was still owned by agrari@es Table 3.2).

Selection criteria Utrechtse Heuvelrug Midden-Brabant

Location Centre of the country South of the country

Regional coherence High Low

Types of nature Forests Heath land, forest, swamp, peat
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Selection criteria Utrechtse Heuvelrug Midden-Brabant

Nature policies EHS, National Park, defrag- National Landscape, EHS, Natura
mentation project, northern 2000, WCL, LEADER, GGB
program, coherent vision

Adjacent policy fields Forestry, military use Agriculture

Actor involvement Province, NCOs, private owners Province, Boxtel, NCOs, agrarians

Landownership SBB, NCOs, private owners, SBB, NCOs, agrarians

Ministry of Defence

Table 3.2: Case selection criteria applied to thedhtse Heuvelrug and Midden-Brabant

3.3 Studying change: a diachronic—synchronic analys IS

In Chapters 1 and 2 it was explained that a redgtilong time span would have to be
studied to adequately address the governance p&zbth an approach to a case analysis
is often referred to asngitudinal (George and Bennett, 200%jay (2002) argues that a
longitudinal case study calls for eithesynchronicor adiachronicapproach. The former
introduces the “snapshot” metaphor; a picture pf@cess is taken at a certain point in
time. This picture is then equated with what hagpean an entire period. The latter
approach emphasizes the entire change proces&amides an empirical investigation of
the developmental path and the pace of changeaéhthnic analysis is the metaphorical
equivalent of a video panning shot that follows itih&ion of the object in question.

Both approaches are adopted in this thesis. Ibeaargued that, to understand how
and why governance shifts over time in stabiliziagd changing nature policy
arrangements, it is very important to emphasize g¢h@re process. This calls for a
diachronic approach. However, at the same time,esamasuring points are needed,
moments in time at which it is necessary to ascemdat mode or modes of governance
are manifest. This requires an element of the symith approach. To stick with the
metaphorical terminology: this thesis aims at é¢ngata video, but when it is being
watched afterwards, this video should be pausesewaéral points to characterize the

situation at that moment in time.
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Therefore, the case analyses in Chapters 4 andeS5c@mnpartmentalized into four
successive periods. The demarcation of these eisddrther elaborated in said chapters,
but they follow a roughly similar pattern. It isportant to point out that these periods are
derived from the empirical chapters in an iterativay; they have not been established
beforehand. The first period commences in the eBE0s, when the government more
explicitly engages in nature policy (see sectioh?). The second period roughly deals
with the first six or seven years of the 1990s,etong a sudden rush of government
attention to nature policy. The third period comeenafter that, generally covering the
late 1990s and early 2000s, when new integral antbeehensive initiatives appear. The
fourth period continues until July 2008, at whighe it was no longer feasible to add new
data to this research.

There are thus five different measuring pointstfi@ early 1970s, in 1990, in the
mid/late 1990s, in the early 2000s and in 200§)regenting a starting point, a finish and
three linking pins situated in between. Note tl&t boundaries between the periods are
quite broad, i.e. not determined on the basis ef day (for example 27 April 1990) but
on the basis of a certain year (for example 199@ven a cluster of years (i.e. the early
1990s). This implies that the turning points sholld regarded rather as turning
trajectories. For each period, relevant naturecgalievelopments are outlined. These are
subsequently characterized in terms of the PAA.sTresults in an overview of
arrangements evident at five points in time, arelchanges in between these points in
time are elaborated as well. In Chapter 6, thesangements and changes are
characterized in terms of the four ideal typicabgmance modes. This results in a
fivefold governance shift pattern (see Figure 323t can be used to address the

governance puzzle.
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Figure 3.2: Measuring points for the Utrechtse Hetug and Midden-Brabant cases
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3.4 Data collection
In this section, attention is paid to the data &egufor the case analyses. First of all, a
description is given of the sources used and hovesscto these sources was gained.

Subsequently, the process of collecting and pratgssese data is outlined.

3.4.1 Sources and techniques

In a case study, generally three kinds of techrsiqean be used to gain access to three
types of information (Verschuren and Doorewaard)12@Ritchie and Lewis, 2003). First
of all, with in-depth interviews, access is gairtedhe ideas and memories of people that
have been involved in the case in question. Segor} carrying out a document
analysis, a researcher can tap into the contentglevant plans, memos, reports, etc.
Thirdly, through observation, an investigator cateiipret the interactions of relevant
actors, for example by observing a stakeholder imgeln this thesis, all three of these
techniqgues have been used. Through this procese-oalled data triangulation (Yin,
1994), the relatively large variety of informatigathered for this research increases the
internal validity of this study.

According to Verschuren and Doorewaard (2001)amnin-depth interview, the
people questioned can be regarded as informands oespondents. In the former case,
they provide information about a certain phenomeinothe latter case, they are asked for
an opinion about said phenomenon. In this thesisn fnow on the latter term will be
used, since information provided by an interviewe#t always be coloured by this
person’s opinion. The respondents were selectedigirthe snowball method (Guba and
Lincoln, 1989, see section 3.4.2). For each cadesyaplayer was approached first. By
asking this respondent to suggest additional nara#ser relevant respondents were
found. This way, a representative list was made/egng all respondents that were
considered relevant (see Annex llI).

The interviews with these respondents were cagigdn two sessions (see section
3.4.2), in a semi-structured way, based on a dedadhterview guide, a topic list
comprised of several open questions (VerschurerDamlewaard, 2001). Because it had

already been decided at an early stage that the RA&d be used as the analytical
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framework, the interview guide was structured inme of the four PAA dimensions,
although no explicit reference was made to the Rérninology because of its rather
abstract policy science connotation. All intervielwsk place at a venue selected by the
respondent and were taped with an MP3 recorder. |@ingth of the interviews varied
from one hour to two and a half hours. Subsequgatigh interview was transcribed and
sent back to the respondent in question, with grli@k request for a reaction. Some
respondents replied with comments, others clairhatithey had nothing to add and again
others, albeit a relatively small number, did regly at all. In such a case, it was assumed
that they agreed with the transcript in question.

The documents that were perused related to infeomain the selected regions, or
on national and/or international processes and/ents that affected these regions. These
documents also were interpreted in terms of the PAAey comprised policy plans,
vision documents, internal memos, transcripts oktings, advisory reports, scientific
publications, statistical data, promotion materehnual reports, newspaper clippings,
letters and website articles. Access to these dentsmwas gained by using the search
engines and libraries of Wageningen University, itadi University Nijmegen and
Utrecht University, the internet in general (andrenspecifically the websites of the actors
involved in the cases) and the provincial archiveBen Bosch and Utrecht. In addition,
relevant documents were occasionally presentedelpfli respondents who sometimes
kept a personal library on relevant policy processe

Compared with the other two techniques, observatiais used to a relatively
limited extent. The main reason for this was tlwi extensive an application of the
observation strategy would have increased the oislovervaluing the present while
undervaluing the past. It seemed improper to uservhtion extensively as a technique
during the last few years of the studied time spaen, at the same time, this technique
could not be applied to the years that had alrgedged. Therefore, for each case, only
one observation was orchestrated. In the utrediéssvelrug, a field trip was attended in
April 2006. Here, the main policymakers in the $oot the region were observed as they
participated in a discussion on nature managentgiessn the National Park. In Midden-
Brabant, an important meeting of policymakers wésnded in June 2008. In this

meeting, the merging of several regional boards dvssussed. This provided important
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confirmatory information about the roles and posi§ of the main players in Midden-
Brabant nature policy.

3.4.2 Gathering and processing data: two phases

The abovementioned data were gathered and procesds®d main phases. The first
phase took place from November 2005 (when the Gopf@Rassessment commenced) to
February 2007 (with the conclusion of the GoFOR mmassessment). As already
mentioned in section 3.2.2, the cases were seléctdte last months of 2005. For both
the Midden-Brabant and Utrechtse Heuvelrug cases,in-depth interview with a key
respondent was held, in both cases an official h&f provincial nature department,
responsible for provincial nature policy in thepestive regions. In addition, several basic
policy plans were collected and the websites ohtlaen landowners were consulted.

After the GOoFOR pre-assessment, the main assessoammenced. From this
moment on, more documents about the two regiong \gathered, and the variety was
increased as well. In addition, a first intervieggsion was held, from April to June 2006.
To find respondents for this session, in a newunegv, the key respondent that had been
guestioned before was asked for additional informnatand for the names of other
potential respondents. Eventually, this resulted4ninterviews for each case, i.e. 28 in
total (see Annex ).

Based on the gathered documents and interview ciptss the GoFOR main
assessment report was written. In this reportP#A terminology was not explicitly used
(see Arnouts et al, 2007). As outlined in sectidh A the case report was discussed with
the members of the GoFOR National Advisory Pandip vwgenerally confirmed the
described developments and the main conclusiores Ulrechtse Heuvelrug and Midden-
Brabant main assessment reports were eventuakbemied, discussed and approved in a
GoFOR Workshop in Budapest in February 2007.

After the conclusion of the GOFOR main assessmntéet,incentives behind this
PhD thesis were elaborated, a process that haadsglretarted but now could be
intensified. Consequently, the months of April, Mayne, July, August and September of

2007 were spent on the first versions of ChapteasdL2. In this period, it was decided to
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complement the PAA with Kooiman'’s ideas, inspirgdthe governance puzzle that was

beginning to take shape. The first versions ofidleal typical governance modes (three at
that time, not yet four) were confronted with trese reports as presented in the GoFOR
main assessment.

In February 2008, the second phase of data gathand processing commenced.
It became apparent that to solve the governanceleoaziditional data were required. On
the basis of the gaps in the re-written main assess report, the search for relevant
documents was renewed. More importantly, in a nesgisn of interviews, several of the
respondents questioned in the first phase werermoieidd with these gaps. Some extra
interviews were dedicated to the 1970s and 198t$,t@ adjacent policy fields such as
forestry, agriculture and recreation. Thereforesides the already familiar respondents,
several new ones were contacted. This resulted edditional 14 interviews for each of
the cases, i.e. another round of 28 interviews fega®ex lll). These interviews, and the
search for new relevant documents, were carriedrogipril, May, June and July 2008.
The newly gathered data were embedded into the ademgters from August to October
2008. Throughout 2009 and 2010, in an iterativlitag the seven chapters of this thesis
were rewritten and attuned to one another.

This means that, overall, the case chapters aedllas 56 interviews. In addition,
about 100 documents were consulted, all of thenudee in the bibliography at the end
of this thesis. In the empirical chapters (4 andtl®se documents are referred to when
relevant. Quotes from both documents and interviaves used to illustrate the points

made. All the quotes in Chapters 4 and 5 have traeslated by myself.

3.5 Rephrased research questions

In section 1.3, the research questions at theafdtes study were presented:

 How have governmental and non-governmental actees time been involved in

shaping Dutch nature policy?

* Which types of governance are visible over timéia shaping process?
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» If visible, why do changes in these types of gogeae occur?

 To what extent do these changes tally with the getsge claims of a shift in

governance, a reversed shift in governance or sshifhin governance?

Examination of these research questions in thet lgfhthe theoretical framework
presented in Chapter 2 and the methodological atcoutlined in this chapter reveals
several adjustments and additions that need to dptied. Research question 1 is

rephrased as follows:

1. Which nature policy arrangements institutionalizeghe Utrechtse Heuvelrug and
in Midden-Brabant from the early 1970s until theela000s?

The question now addresses the stabilization afragpolicy arrangements in the two
cases, covering the selected time span. This gqueitipartially answered in Chapter 4
(which covers the Utrechtse Heuvelrug case) arChapter 5 (where the Midden-Brabant

case is addressed). Research question 2 then b&come

2. Which modes of governance appear over time in thas@e policy arrangements?

The question connects the four ideal typical gogerce modes to the nature policy
arrangements constructed in Chapters 4 and 5. qudstion is addressed in section 6.1
(for the Utrechtse Heuvelrug case) and 6.2 (for kMhidden-Brabant case). Research

guestion 3, addressing governance shifts, now reads

3. Which change factors are responsible for the sthfis appear over time in these

modes of governance?

This question distinguishes the five factors elabext in section 2.3.2. Research question
3 is also addressed in sections 6.1 and 6.2, dgased on Chapters 4 and 5. To
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adequately tackle the final research question, dafitianal question should be inserted

first, dealing with the comparative character & tdase analyses:

4. Which differences and similarities are visible bed&w the governance modes and
shifts that have appeared in the Utrechtse Heuyednd in Midden-Brabant, and

why have these occurred?

By answering this question, the governance shtiest tappear in the two cases are
compared with one another. This is discussed iniaged.3. On the basis of this
comparison, the final research question (which beaomes question 5 instead of 4) can

be addressed. This final question is rephrasedllasvs:

5. What does the occurrence of these differences iarthsties mean for the general

manifestation of governance modes and shifts ircibaature policy?
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Chapter 4 Utrechtse Heuvelrug

This first empirical chapter deals with the UtreshHeuvelrug case. First of all, in section
4.1 the case is introduced. In sections 4.2 tothémain developments are discussed, in
four successive periods. Per period, these develnfsrare characterized as changing and
stabilizing nature policy arrangements in termstlé policy arrangement approach
(PAA). An analysis in terms of governance follows Chapter 6 (section 6.1). This

chapter partially answers the first research qoesti

1. Which nature policy arrangements institutionalizeghe Utrechtse Heuvelrug and
in Midden-Brabant from the early 1970s until theel2000s?

4.1 Introduction
In this section, first of all some background imf@tion and the map of the Utrechtse
Heuvelrug are presented (section 4.1.1). In additibe four successive periods and the

empirical focus of this chapter are outlined (satid.1.2).

4.1.1 The Utrechtse Heuvelrug: a geographical and historical sketch

The Utrechtse Heuvelrug (from now on also refetoeds Heuvelrug) is a region of about
20,000 hectares, located east of the city of Utrdtistretches from the city of Huizen in
the north to the city of Rhenen in the south and3skilometres long and 3 to 15
kilometres wide. In the relatively flat country tife Netherlands, it is a unique rolling
landscape, a result of the pushing force of a Igtgeier in the penultimate ice age. When
human inhabitation and the use of cattle increabedforested area changed mainly into
heath land and drift sand. At the beginning of 208 century, the Utrechtse Heuvelrug
was reforested, though occasional drift sand anathhéand areas were left (Buro

Hemmen, 2003). A map of the region is presentdélgare 4.1.
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Figure 4.1: The Utrechtse Heuvelrug region anfivessub-regions

The Utrechtse Heuvelrug can be roughly divided fite sub-regions. The National Park
is located in the south, below the A12 highway (Begure 4.1). This area lies in the
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municipalities of Utrechtse Heuvelrug (the resultaorecent merging of Amerongen,
Driebergen-Rijsenburg, Doorn, Leersum and Maarngenéndaal, Woudenberg and
Rhenen. Nowadays, almost half of the area is ownegrivate estate owners, but this
proportion used to be significantly larger (seetisac4.2.2). The rest is divided between
Staatsbosbehedthe State Forest Service: SBB) and the natureereason organization
(NCO) Het Utrechts LandschafThe Utrecht Landscape: HUL) — one of the Prowahci
Landscapes (see section 1.1.2) —Batlurmonumente(Nature Monuments: NM) (Buro
Hemmen, 2003).

North of the National Park, in between the A12 A28 highways, there is an area
that is as yet relatively underdeveloped in terrhsature policy; it is situated in the
municipalities of Zeist, Utrechtse Heuvelrug, Wonblerg and Leusden. Unlike the other
sub-regions, this area does not yet bear the ndraenmin policy initiative, principally
because it mainly constitutes a very extensive apely owned estateDen Treek
covering about 2,200 hectares, see Figure 4.1). &8B@ owns a considerable amount of
land in the area.

Above the A28 highway, the area knownHert van de HeuvelrugHeart of the
Heuvelrug) is located (Stichting HUL, 2001, seeufgg 4.1). This central part of the
Heuvelrug falls under the municipalities of Ameisfi) De Bilt, Leusden, Soest and Zeist.
The area is owned by HUL, several large healthaas&tutions and the Ministry of
Defence (which has practice ranges and a militapog there). In the north, the area is
demarcated by the railroad from Utrecht to Soedtlanthe provincial road between these
cities (the N234).

Right above thélart van de Heuvelrugrea, thd.aagte van Pijnenburgvalley of
Pijnenburg) is situated, located in the municipaditof Baarn, Soest, Bilthoven and
Hilversum. This area is largely owned by privateagsowners and SBB, and HUL and
NM have relatively small landholdings here. Foroad time, it is not included in any
particular nature policy. Only in 2005 is it incorpted in an initiative orchestrated by
HUL (Stichting HUL, 2005).

Finally, the upper part of the Heuvelrug is knoventhe Noordelijke Heuvelrug
Unlike the other four sub-regions, this area igrelyt situated in the province of Noord-

Holland. The provincial border separates it frore tlaagte van PijnenburgThe sub-
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region is also referred to &st Gooi The natural areas are owned by one NB&,Goois
Natuurreservaat (The Gooi Nature Reserve: HGNR), and are situabted the
municipalities of Blaricum, Bussum, Hilversum, Heig Laren and Naarden (Stichting
HGNR, 2003).

4.1.2 Demarcating the time span and the empirical focus

As outlined in section 3.3, the case analysis csaprfour successive periods demarcated
by so-called turning trajectories. The first perieegins in 1970, when nature policy still
has a relatively subdued character. Throughoutl®&s and 1980s, however, nature
policy stabilizes significantly. The second periodmmences in 1990 when, on the
national level, theNatuurbeleidsplan(Nature Policy Plan: NBP) and subsequent
Ecologische HoofdstructuyEcological Main Structure: EHS) are introduceele(section
1.1.2). The third period begins in 1996, when ie gouth of the region a form of
cooperation arises that eventually leads to thabéshment of a National Park there. The
fourth period commences in 2001, with the launctheHart van de Heuvelrugnitiative

in the centre of the Heuvelrug.

Furthermore, although the governance of naturetish@ core of this thesis,
relevant developments in other policy fields aodbken into account. Such fields have
been conceptualized as adjacent arrangements #nat affect nature policy and
governance shifts. One adjacent policy field, fogess dealt with in this particular case.
In the 1970s and 1980s in particular, developmentkis sector are important for what
happens in terms of nature policy.

Other adjacent policy fields are not dealt witheaplicitly, because their effect on
Heuvelrug nature policy is not as great. They are mriefly highlighted. First of all,
parts of the Heuvelrug have a military functiontekfthe Second World War, the Ministry
of Defence develops several practice ranges, mairilge central part of the Heuvelrug.
The military airport close to Soesterberg, coveabgut 500 hectares, is modernized. The
Ministry of Defence has its own nature managemewgamization, Dienst Vastgoed
DefensigDefence Real Estate Agency: DVD), to take caratfoown land.
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Other policy fields claim a smaller amount of labdt involve expansion activities that
infringe on the region. First of all, municipaliéry to expand their towns and villages.
The Heuvelrug is a very popular living and workemyvironment, and consequently many
houses and business establishments have beethleudtover the years (Reeskamp, 1971;
Provinciaal Bestuur van Utrecht, 1965). The eftédcduch expansions has been greatest in
the centre of the area, where the large municipaliof Utrecht, Zeist and Soest are
growing towards each other.

In addition, over the years a lot of infrastructin@s been constructed. Railways
are improved and expanded (for example those framactt to Arnhem and from Utrecht
to Soest and Amersfoort), and several large praadrroads are built (for example the
N224 from Woudenberg to Zeist, the N225 from Drrgle® to Rhenen and the N237
from Utrecht to Amersfoort). Moreover, the A12 aA87 highways have been created.
The extension of the A27 highway through the estdtdmelisweerds infamous, and
met with a lot of resistance in the 1960s and eB§0s, but was constructed nevertheless
(De Soet, 1969).

Furthermore, some large healthcare institution® teeen drawn to the Heuvelrug,
lured there by the green character, quietness mntty to the heavily urbanized west of
the country. They are mainly located in the cemifdhe Heuvelrug. Large examples
include Dennendaaknd Sanatoriumclose to ZeistSterrenbergnear Huis ter Heide and
Willem Arntzhoeveear Den Dolder (Buro Maas, 1985).

The Heuvelrug encompasses also many recreatioeals aand campsites, for
exampleLaag Kanjenear Maarn andhet GroteBos and Doornse Gatclose to Doorn
(Garthoff, 1964). Over time, recreational entreprgs, organized in/ereniging van
Recreatieondernemers Nederlan(Gociety for Dutch Recreational Entrepreneurs:
RECRON), have tried to expand their enterprisesthis has become more difficult (Van
Vuurde and Van Wolfswinkel, 2007). In addition,duaide the increasing stream of one-
day visitors, theVereniging Utrechtse HeuvelrugAssociation for the Utrechtse
Heuvelrug) was created in 1959. In 1975 it was soiesl into theRecreatieschapThis
latter organization is responsible for maintaingemeral recreational facilities (Bergmans
and Hokwerda, 1997).
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Finally, there is some small-scale agriculturalivéigt on the Heuvelrug. As outlined
above, the Heuvelrug consists mainly of forestg, ibubetween these forests there are
patches of agricultural land. Because these pataheselatively small, the effect of
agricultural activities on the Heuvelrug is onlyryenarginal. Consequently, agrarians or

agricultural interest organizations play only aited role (Buro Hemmen, 2003).

4.2 Period | (1970-1990): nature out of the shadow  of forestry

In this period, eventually a stable nature policyaagement institutionalizes, closely

related to the parallel decline of an adjacentdtryearrangement. Section 4.2.1 sketches
the situation at the start of this period. Secdah?2 focuses on the main developments in
the 1970s and 1980s. In section 4.2.3, both theselabments and their starting and

finishing point are analysed in terms of the PAA.

4.2.1 Setting the scene: the Utrechtse Heuvelrug in the early 1970s

In the early 1970s, several actors are active enutrechtse Heuvelrug. A rough division
can be made between those who focus on presehanggatural qualities of the Heuvelrug
forests and those who opt for utilizing these ftedsr economic purposes. Interaction

between the different actors is relatively limited.

Nature policy: NCOs purchase some natural areas witgovernment money
At the start of the first period, Heuvelrug natpadicy is carried out mainly by two non-
governmental NCOs. These actors value the natwdalitigs of the Heuvelrug forests.
They argue that these values should be kept safehat this can best be realized by
purchasing separate forested areas. After purctizese areas are managed to protect and
strengthen their natural qualities. At the starthe period, both NCOs have long since
been carrying out this twofold form of nature pgl&nd therefore already possess some
land on the Heuvelrug.

The first NCO is HUL (see section 4.1.1), foundedlB27. This actor owns for

example theRidderoordse Bogapproximately 250 hectares), acquired in 1933 and
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situated in the north. In addition, it owns arelse to Lage Vuursche and Bilthoven in
the centre of the region, ardoersbergen(approximately 200 hectares) in the south,
acquired in the 1950s and 1960s. HUL operates withyin the territorial boundaries of
the province of Utrecht (Provincie Utrecht, 1984).

The second NCO is NM. As already mentioned in sacti.1.2, NM is a nationally
organized non-governmental actor; this means ttsafacus is broader than just the
province of Utrecht, or the Utrechtse Heuvelrug.t®as Heuvelrug, it owns thig€aapsche
Bossen(approximately 4,425 hectares), situated in thethsobetween the villages of
Doorn and Maarn. This area is acquired in 1957other parts of the Heuvelrug, NM
owns only some small patches of land (PPD Utrekd4b).

The activities of HUL and NM are partially enableg wealthy beneficiaries who
donate land or money. A more substantial contrdmjtihowever, comes from the
government. Both NCOs receive subsidies to cowarr thanagement and administrative
expenses. Moreover, from the mid 1960s onwardse tleean agreement between NM,
HUL, the Ministerie van Cultuur, Recreatie en Maatschappe€M/erk (Ministry of
Culture, Recreation and Social Work: CRM) and thevimce of Utrecht, arranging the
reimbursement of the NM and HUL purchases with gowent funds provided by the
province and CRM, on a fifty-fifty basis.

Despite this agreement, generally only a small armoof land is bought.
Respondents claim that the purchase of naturakdseaot a government priority; the
government only sanctions the purchase of landishextplicitly offered for sale, therefore
taking a reactive stance. The same respondenésthttthe reimbursement agreement is
not only installed to protect nature; it is alsoameto prevent the Heuvelrug being bought
by people that want to start all kinds of businassivities (Provinciaal Bestuur van
Utrecht, 1965).

Forestry as a major economic activity

The relatively limited attention paid to nature ipplis closely related to the important
position of forestry. In the early 1970s, the fiasesn the Heuvelrug generally have a
monoculture composition and are managed to incréese economic value. Harvesting

takes place through clear cut, i.e. the removal lafrge patch of forest in one stroke, to be
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replanted afterwards. All forest owners are engagehlis, even the NCOs NM and HUL,
who use their logging activities to supplementitingit very extensive budgets.

The main forester is SBB (see section 1.1.2), gelgovernment organization that
employs many people in the field and possessessidayrable amount of forestry-related
expertise. Officially, SBB also has a nature protecobjective, but in practice it does not
really prioritize this. On the Heuvelrug, there #oer districts, i.e. de Vuursche (in the
north of the area, about 1,200 hectares), Austdilit the middle of the Heuvelrug, 835
hectares), and Leersum and Amerongen (both indbth f the area, respectively 500
and 1,200 hectares). Each district has its ownsters, supervised by a Heuvelrug
coordinator. Like NM and HUL, SBB is also involvedthe purchase of forests that are
offered for sale.

SBB belongs to th#linisterie van Landbouw en Vissegilinistry of Agriculture
and Fisheries: L&V), which pays the SBB’s operatangd purchase costs. L&V guides
SBB’s logging activities with forest policy plansuch as theNota Bosbouw en
Bosbouwbeleid in NederlangMemorandum on Forestry and Forest Policy in the
Netherlands) issued in 1969 (Veenman et al, 200%his policy plan, the ministry calls
for an increase in Dutch self-sufficiency in timbesnsumption. Consequently, L&V
provides thebosbijdrageregeling a subsidy that compensates forest owners for thei
management activities and encourages them to iseréaeir production. L&V also
subsidizes replanting activities, even though tisispaid for by theMinisterie van
Economische ZakgiMinistry of Economic Affairs: EZ).

Private estate owners form another important graiuactors engaged in forestry
(Provincie Utrecht, 1989). Examples of large pmaiowned estates aRgjnenburg(730
hectares)PDen Treel(around 2,000 hectare$)jaarsbergerandPrattenburg(each around
400 hectares). Most private owners have an emdtmranection to their estates, which
often have been in the family for generations. Thsg their estates for leisure activities
such as hunting. Timber production is a main sowfcecome, but the private owners
also depend on the aforementioned government sabsahd on the fiscal advantages
received in exchange for opening the estates togemeral public, arranged in the
Natuurschoonwe(Beauty of Nature Act: NSW). This dependency oa glovernment is
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heartily disliked, because, in general, private emsnprefer to act as independently as
possible (Reeskamp, 1971).

Furthermore, there are three other groups of actioas need to be briefly
mentioned. Firstly, several Heuvelrug municipaditieespecially Zeist and Soest, own
some forests (in total 1,500 hectares, Reeskanfd,)19econdly, the province of Utrecht
addresses forest policy in its spatial plans (Frowial Bestuur van Utrecht, 1965).
Thirdly, there is theBosschapthe main forestry-related interest organizatidowever,
several respondents point out that these actore Ipayed only a limited role in

Heuvelrug forest policy.

Little interaction: forest owners keep to their lands, purchases occur separately

In the early 1970s, there is little interactionvibegn the various forest owners. The private
owners and the NCOs are not really interested iatwhhappening in any forest but their

own. The only obvious activities are bilateral negs between individual private owners

and SBB, in which the latter advises the former forest management matters. In

addition, SBB and L&V control whether the forestrmws (and also the NCOSs) properly

carry out their forest management obligations, risheo to be eligible for the government

management and replanting subsidies.

Nature-policy-related interactions are even scar€aey are only evident when
land is explicitly offered for sale, and this rgre@ccurs. When land is available, NM or
HUL take action to acquire it, and discuss thishvvlRM and the province. CRM checks
whether the NCOs have followed the right procediitee provincial civil servants that
attend these discussions generally follow CRM’slleathis. Several respondents point
out that attempts undertaken by the NCOs to mopdicitky engage the government in
nature protection are to no avail.

It has already been mentioned that SBB also engagrgchase activities, but that
it discusses this separately with L&V. In the 1a860s, however, SBB, NM and HUL got
together to establish a rudimentary spheres afiemite map (Provincie Utrecht, 1984), an
agreement in which they decided to each focus osetlareas nearest to the territories
they already owned. They did so to avoid targetimg same areas and consequently

driving up land prices. It was determined that HWlould be first in line to buy
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Heuvelrug lands, with SBB in second place. NM’s esghof influence was located

elsewhere in the province.

4.2.2 From 1970 to 1990: trying to purchase the entire Heuvelrug
Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, the existing kerasubdued form of nature policy

undergoes an important boost, enabled by the fattrhany privately owned estates are
offered for sale. Moreover, the government begmsplay a more proactive role in
Heuvelrug nature policy. All this is closely reldteo the parallel decline of the forestry

sector.

A schism in forest management

In the mid 1970s, some first signs appear of caper between the various forest
owners. Private owners, the municipalities, and Huld NM found aosgroep(forest
group) to clear up the damage caused by two laggens that hit Heuvelrug in 1972 and
1973. Eventually, through this group, the partitipg forest owners engage in joint
harvesting and wood-selling activities, and disdasest management issues. The group
is financially supported by the Ministry of L&V (Bvincie Utrecht, 1989). SBB does not
join, arguing that it has its own timber-sellingtwerk, and logging expertise and
capacity.

In addition, the two storms have a second and bessling effect on Heuvelrug
forestry. Sparked by the heavy damage caused bystbens, a national debate
commences on the general vulnerability of Dutcle$ts, and whether incompetent forest
management is to blame for this (Van der Windt,5)99creasingly, voices are heard
demanding a change in the existing management. SBler time, the vulnerability
argument is complemented with the argument than#taral qualities of forests should
be improved, and this requires a different foreshagement style. This latter argument in
turn derives from an increase in the attention pgidocietal and political actors to nature
and the environment.

The debate eventually leads to a schism in foremtagement style. SBB, the

leading Heuvelrug forester, is not inclined to ajpants style, nor to turn its attention to
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nature protection. Therefore, when the Ministr\C&M complements SBB with so-called
nature consultants, the Heuvelrug foresters aet ikithing has changed and ignore the
advice of their new colleagues. One responden§BiB forester at that time, argues that
“eventually, the men who marked the trees for hstimg decided what happened. And
these men were still old school foresters, and tiedéysed to change their waysThe
private owners, depending mainly on SBB’s foresthaggement expertise and advice,
follow a similar course.

Contrary to SBB, however, the NCO HUL does starivtirk with a new forest
management style, i.&eintegreerd Bosbehedmtegrated Forest Management: GB),
which is co-developed by a HUL employee. GB is bdase the principle of creating gaps
in the forest, while depending on natural rejuvemato partially fill these gaps, which
will allegedly result in a higher natural qualitess vulnerability and a more attractive
forest. Initially, NM does not follow HUL'’s lead ub throughout the 1980s it follows suit.
The schism in forest management styles between NMHUL on the one hand, and SBB
and the private owners on the other, remains idexde throughout the entire period.

The rise of the purchase deliberations

At the same time, towards the mid 1970s the firghs of more explicit government
engagement in Heuvelrug nature policy begin to shawimportant event in this context
is the establishment of thBrovinciale NatuurdienstProvincial Nature Department:
PND) in 1974, driven, according to one respondéyt,the aforementioned general
increase in societal and political attention givemature and the environment. Like HUL
and NM, the PND takes the stance that buying nlaareas is the best way to protect
nature. It therefore begins to internally promdte purchase of such areas, emphasizing
amongst other things the value of the Heuvelrug.

The PND’s internal lobbying finds fertile ground. 1977, it leads to the issuing
of the Plan Aankoopwaardige GebieddRlan for Purchase-Worthy Areas: PAG), in
which the PND provides an overview of areas thattarbe bought; large parts of the
Heuvelrug are incorporated (Provincie Utrecht, ¥EJBY. Moreover, when a new
provincial spatial plan is issued in 1978, the Pia@entioned as a new provincial policy

initiative, with very ambitious targets. No lesath20,000 hectares of privately owned
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land are to be purchased (Provincie Utrecht, 19T7Bjs figure represents the purchase
target for the entire province of Utrecht, not jtiet Heuvelrug, but the plan indicates that
a large portion of these hectares is situated efdéguvelrug.

Parallel with the issuing of these new policy plamgroup of actors starts to get
together to further discuss the new purchase ammisit{Provincie Utrecht, 1984). This
group constitutes NM, HUL and SBB representatiieslD civil servants, the CRM
nature consultant, an L&V forestry consultant ané@resentative of thRecreatieschap
a recreational interest organization, although khiter actor only plays a marginal role.
This means that SBB and L&V on the one hand, and NML and CRM on the other, no
longer have their own meetings.

In the early 1980s, these purchase deliberationge haecome a regular
phenomenon, taking place every few weeks. The stfatbe art in land availability is
discussed, along with the plans of NM, HUL and SBB buy these lands. The
reimbursement agreement is maintained, so the q@revand the Ministry of CRM keep
on funding the new purchases. HUL remains the mogtortant candidate to buy
Heuvelrug lands — a point emphasized when the sphef influence map is further
formalized (Provincie Utrecht, 1988). The fact thfa® Ministry of L&V takes over the
responsibility for nature policy from CRM in 1982gn Kleef, 2004) does not change this
way of doing things.

A good time for Heuvelrug nature policy, a tough tme for the private owners

Several respondents argue that, although the pseaihaliberations do not focus only on
the Utrechtse Heuvelrug, this region very oftethis subject of the discussions that are
held. This is emphasized by a PND civil servant wliben contemplating the purchase
ambitions, claims thatit looked like we were trying to buy the entire réithtse
Heuvelrug in those days”

This focus on the Heuvelrug is caused by a veryifsognt increase in land
availability, materializing from the mid 1970s. Shincrease is closely related to the
predicament of many Heuvelrug private owners, wihe seriously affected by the
generally bad economic situation and more spedfiday a falling demand for Dutch

timber (Zevenbergen, 2003), with the result thagirtdorestry activities are no longer
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economically viable. As a consequence, many piiyatevned estates experience a
change in ownership (Provincie Utrecht, 1989).

The forests that are offered for sale are mainuaed by HUL (Stichting HUL,
2007). This means that this NCO manages to coradleincrease its control over the
Heuvelrug region and consequently is able to furdteengthen its role in the purchase
deliberations. Several respondents mention that HaKes the lead when Heuvelrug
purchases are discussed, mainly teaming up withPIRB to convinceGedeputeerde
Staten(Provincial Executive: GS) and CRM (later L&V) poovide the funds necessary to
take action. SBB is also able to expand its tatas) but not as significantly.

According to several respondents, the remainingyapei owners feel rather
frustrated about this trend, for example ventirig thbosgroepmeetings. They claim that
HUL and SBB are unjustly supported with governmeroney to acquire lands that for
generations have been in the hands of private aviMareover, the private owners resent
not being seen as real nature managers. In tuenNtBOs claim that private owners
cannot be trusted with the protection of naturdues, because they lack the necessary
expertise and because they have other priorities$, as forestry and hunting.

Mainly because of this latter point, the privatenens are not involved in the
purchase deliberations. However, according to a BNDservant, another factor in their
non-involvement is that the private owners are yamtanized; they generally operate
alone and do not have an overarching interest argon. The same civil servant argues
that“the pieces of the cake were divided between SBBaNd HUL. The private owners
were excluded; they were not seen as nature coasemsts and were not able to build

up a countervailing force”

Purchase deliberations continue despite the call f@afeguarding

From the mid 1980s, the extensive purchase aettvibiecome increasingly criticized.
Besides the private owners, who remain opposedcantinue to resent their exclusion,
members of theProvinciale Staten(Provincial Parliament: PS) and tHerovinciale
Planologische DienstProvincial Planning Department: PPD) start tockitdhe purchase
policy. Their main argument is that the ambitionghe 1978 spatial plan are unrealistic

and too expensive (Provincie Utrecht, 1984).
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Pressurized by these actors, in 1984 the PND predbe Nota Veiligstellingsbeleid
Natuur en LandschagMemorandum on the Safeguarding of Nature and &eenoke:
NVNL, Provincie Utrecht, 1984). In this plan, thermh purchasing is replaced with the
broader concept of safeguarding. The PND states “theely, it has been stressed
internally that the purchase policy should be pthoe a broader context. [...] Purchase
is only one means of protecting natural areas [Partially because of financial reasons,
reconsideration is desiredProvincie Utrecht, 1984, p.1).

Gradually, safeguarding is further emphasized. 9881 a concept version of the
Plan Veiligstelling Gebiede(Plan for the Safeguarding of Natural Areas: P\&3¥sued.

In this plan, the term safeguarding is elaborat@mhstituting several alternatives to
purchase, for example nature protection throughmitey and through subsidizing nature
management by private owners and agrarians (Prievidtrecht, 1988). In the 1986

provincial spatial plan, safeguarding is also idtrced. It is moreover evident that, in
comparison to its 1978 predecessor, considerabfydétention is paid to the purchase of
natural areas (Provincie Utrecht, 1986).

However, several respondents argue that, despite nigw official focus, the
purchase deliberations continue unhindered. The BNDHUL keep on opting for new
purchases, and GS and L&V keep on providing theesgary financial means. This
continuing practice is possible because land avititha remains high. Therefore,
according to one provincial officialleventually, even though there sometimes were
objections, all areas that were offered for salaeveought anyway.” Many respondents
especially acknowledge the role of the HUL diredtothis matter. One of them claims
that“the HUL director had an excellent feeling for bogiland. As soon as an estate was
offered for sale, he took action, visiting the owntaking a GS member with him,

convincing this official how important it was toybthe property’

Forest utilization further loses ground

Meanwhile, towards the late 1980s, the forestryasecontinues to lose its prominence.
As mentioned, the economic importance of forestty been decreasing due to the falling
demand for Dutch timber. On top of that (and p#ytibecause of this), the Ministry of
L&V, having taken over the responsibility for nagysrotection from CRM in 1982, more
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and more begins to regard forests as nature (Rmnevidtrecht, 1984). One respondent
states thatyou could tell that, towards the late 1980s, thaistry did not care so much
about forest policy anymore. When a Heuvelrug tereguit his job, he was not replaced,
or someone with a nature background took his place”

This new course is evident in several ways. Formpte, in the 1986
Meerjarenplan BosbouyiMulti-year Plan on Forestry, Ministerie van L&Y986), L&V
partially abandons its focus on self sufficiencyorbver, it cancels its traditional
subsidies and stops supportingsgroepactivities (Provincie Utrecht, 1989). Furthermore,
in 1987, SBB is radically reorganized; it remairsponsible only for practical forest
management issues (Buis and Verkaik, 1999). Theveélaig districts are merged,
accompanied by an extensive cut in personnel. aotjme, this means that SBB loses its
advisory capacity and abandons its proactive rolshaping Heuvelrug forest policy.
Moreover, SBB has to adopt the GB principles, cirangs forest management style. The
private owners gradually follow suit.

In an attempt to stop this decline, in the seccalfidf the 1980s the PPD and SBB
try to give forestry a boost. They issue a Heuvglarestry study (PPD Utrecht, 1984a),
translate this into a forestry section in the afoeationed new provincial spatial plan
(Provincie Utrecht, 1986) and elaborate this sectio the Regionaal Bosplan Utrecht
(Regional Forestry Plan Utrecht) in 1989. Howevke, impact of their exploits is small.
Respondents claim that the proposed measures atieemeealistic nor supported
sufficiently financially. Consequently, the initiag exists on paper only, and the forestry

sector continues to decline.

4.2.3 The 1970s and 1980s: stabilization of a nature policy arrangement

In the first period, the unstable nature policyaagement initially visible in the early
1970s stabilizes profoundly; this is closely retate increased provincial involvement

and the parallel decline of the adjacent forestrgragement.
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The early 1970s: an unstable ‘purchase arrangement’

In the early 1970s, there is already a Heuvelrutureapolicy arrangement (for an
overview see Table 4.1). In terms of discourses #irangement includes the concept of
sectoral nature protection, to be realized thrailnghstrategy of purchasing forested areas
that have important natural values. This so-calpeoichase arrangement’ is propagated
by two NCOs, the province and the Ministry of CRMe latter two provide the former
two with the financial resources needed to purkeepurchase strategy. Of the two NCOs,
HUL has first call on buying nature areas on thenéérug. These ways of doing things
are embodied in two rules of the game: the sphafesnfluence map and the
reimbursement agreement.

However, the ‘purchase arrangement’ is rather biesta he nature-policy-related
discourse is overshadowed by a competing econoonestry discourse that reflects the
concept of self sufficiency in timber consumptiondathe strategies of monoculture
planting and clear cut harvesting. This discoussenbedded in a stable adjacent forestry
arrangement, mainly advocated by SBB, the MinisifyL&V and the private estate
owners.

In addition, sparse interaction betwete actors involved in Heuvelrug nature
policy prevents the unstable nature policy arrareggrfirom institutionalizing further. The
few nature-policy-related meetings that occur foonghe purchase of available privately
owned lands, discussed by the NCOs, CRM and therm®. Because such meetings only
occasionally take place, it is a step too far w@inal that there is an explicit coalition
between these actors. Moreover, the NCO HUL, whrods to operate as a policy
entrepreneur, is only to a limited extent abledcsd.

Furthermore, although HUL is the most importantoadn Heuvelrug nature
policy, it lacks the powetio extensively apply its purchase strategy; ibis dependent on
resources that are controlled by others. The lahds HUL intends to acquire are
controlled by private estate owners. These actengijaged in the adjacent forestry
arrangement, are not inclined to sell their prapsrtMoreover, HUL is not able to
mobilize government resources to change this smmabecause the government only

facilitates HUL activities when land becomes expic available. This reactive
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government attitude is grounded in the fact that government supports the adjacent

fo restry arrangement.

Therefore, the visible rules encapsulate the lichitele of all actors except (to a

certain extent) HUL. CRM and the province leave ribgponsibility for Heuvelrug nature

policy to this latter NCO, while espousing a reaetrole themselves. The other NCO,

NM, focuses on other parts of the province andosvery prominently engaged either.

All this is laid down in the reimbursement agreetmamd the spheres of influence map.

Attempts undertaken by HUL to get the governmentenaxtively involved in Heuvelrug

nature policy are to no avail.

Early 1970s Purchase arrangement (unstable)

Discourse Protection through purchase

- concept - nature protection

- strategy - purchase individual natural areas

Actors CRM, province (governmental); HUL, NM (non-governmental)
- coalitions - not visible

- entrepreneurs - HUL (only marginally)

Power HUL'’s purchase capacity is limited by private owners, CRM and province
- resources - budget (CRM and province); land (private owners)

- influence - HUL occasionally acquires small amounts of land

Rules Leave the lead to HUL

- access
- responsibility

- ad hoc involvement of CRM and province
- with HUL, government facilitates

Table 4.1: Unstable purchase arrangement in the £2r0s

The 1970s and 1980s: rise of the ‘purchase arrangemt’
Throughout the remainder of the 1970s and the 1980s unstable ‘purchase

arrangement’ begins to institutionalize very deepirst of all, the protection through

purchase discourse importantly gains in strenghtiis 1 closely related to the decline of
the adjacent forestry arrangement in which the eadimg economic forestry discourse is

embedded. This decline is in turn triggered by slvock events (large storms) and by two
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socio-political trends (the decline of commerciateistry and the increased societal and
political attention paid to nature and the enviremt). As a consequence, the government
no longer supports the economic forestry discoasextensively; this in turn further
stimulates the decline of the adjacent forestrgragement.

In addition, and related, interaction among th@m@cinvolved in Heuvelrug nature
policy becomes much more common. In particular, ghgagement of the government
increases, mainly through the PND, a new provindgdartment introduced as a response
to the aforementioned trend of increasing soceetdl political attention paid to nature and
the environment. Both this actor and the NCO HUlartstto operate as policy
entrepreneurs, establishing a coalition in which,N8BB, GS and CRM (later on L&V)
are also involved. The regular purchase delibemnatibetween the coalition members
replace the ad hoc meetings of the early 1970s.

Furthermore, these changes are enabled by theabiNigyl of a large amount of
land. The availability of this pivotal resource ides from the significant decline of the
adjacent forestry arrangement that forces manyaf@iewners to sell their properties. The
government provides the funding to acquire thesmgties. The NCO HUL therefore
still depends on resources controlled by others,itbis increasingly able to mobilize
these, assisted by the PND. The lobbying expldithe HUL director, who over time
creates and utilizes an extensive network of usedatacts, are especially important in
this context. The private owners for two reasonsndbhave the power to prevent this
from happening: they are weakened by the declintn@fadjacent forestry arrangement
and they are poorly organized.

Finally, new interaction rulesppear that enable the increased engagement of
several actors, especially the PND, in the purclisdiberations, alleviating the role of
HUL, which no longer shoulders the responsibility Heuvelrug nature policy on its
own. Moreover, very ambitious purchase targetssate The PND enshrines these new
rules in government policy plans such as the 19&8ia plan and the PAG. At the same
time, a more informal access rule gives the new wfayorking together a tightly knit
connotation; it determines that only coalition memscan get involved. Actors such as
PS, the PPD and the private owners are sidestefpes.prevents, for example, the

installation of the alternative safeguarding stygt¢hat is embedded in the 1988 PVG
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concept. Meanwhile, the spheres of influence maptha reimbursement agreement also

continue to exist.

An overview of the arrangement as it appears inldbe 1980s is given in Table

4.2, and Figure 4.2 visualizes the institutiondiaa process, along with the main events.

Note that the dashed nature of the top left textloa of the left part of the horizontal

arrow reflect the initial unstable character of tipeirchase arrangement’. Table 4.3

presents the way in which the various change faattscerned in Chapter 2 affect the

aforementioned developments.

Late 1980s Purchase arrangement

Discourse Protection through purchase

- concept - nature protection

- strategy - purchase individual natural areas; safeguarding (competing)
Actors PND, L&V, SBB, GS (gov); HUL, NM (non-gov)

- coalitions - purchase deliberations

- entrepreneurs - HUL and PND

Power Purchase capacity of HUL and PND is large due to private owners’ predicament
- resources - budget (GS and L&V); land (private owners); contacts (HUL)
- influence - HUL and PND regularly acquire large amounts of land

Rules Working together in a tightly knit fashion

- access - only purchase deliberations coalition is involved

- responsibility

- coalition members together orchestrate extensive purchases

Table 4.2: Stable purchase arrangement in theLl886s

Change factors

Manifestation Effect

Policy
entrepreneurs

Policy
initiatives
Adjacent
arrangements

- HUL and PND - install new coalition and rules; mobilize extensive
government resources to apply purchase strategy
Not visible Not visible

- increased resource availability (land); government
withdraws from forestry, engages in nature policy

- adjacent forestry
arrangement declines
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Change factors  Manifestation Effect
Socio-political - increased attention for - appearance of new governmental actor (PND);
trends nature and environment  decline of the adjacent forestry arrangement
- decline of commercial - decline of the adjacent forestry arrangement
forestry

Table 4.3: Manifest explanatory factors for polathyange in the 1970s and 1980s

| Purchase | , | Purchase
| arrangement ! arrangement
70 '90
| | | |
"74: PND 77 PAG '84: NVNL '88: concept
foundec issuel issuel PVG issue
72 & '73: two '75: purchase det | '87: SBB reorganized| | '90: RBP falils,
large storms liberations start subsidies withdrawn GB pursued

Figure 4.2: Timeline of the first period with a lsleZzing arrangement and some important
events

4.3 Period 11 (1990 - 1996): towards a low pointin  nature policy

In the second period, the ‘purchase arrangememstabtidizes significantly. At the same
time, the establishment of a National Park in tlwitls of the Heuvelrug fails.
Consequently, eventually a low point in Heuvelrigune policy becomes apparent. The
main developments are outlined in section 4.3.4, @m analysis in terms of the PAA is

presented in section 4.3.2.

4.3.1 From 1990 to 1996: no more purchases, no National Park

In the first half of the 1990s, initially the puiade of Heuvelrug lands continues quite

unhindered, not affected by the turmoil causedHhsy rtational introduction of the NBP
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and EHS. Eventually, however, the purchases dilmind¢ the same time, an attempt to
install a National Park in the south of the regiails, due to a clash between the

government and the private owners.

National initiatives enter provincial nature policy

As mentioned in section 1.1.2, 1990 marks an ingmbrpoint in Dutch nature policy
because of the introduction of the NBP and the egiosnt EHS. In the aftermath of their
introduction, it is agreed that the provinces uwalke a leading role in realizing the new
policies. Within the province of Utrecht, howevehis does not lead to significant
reorganizations, because nature policy already dmsmportant place, thanks to the
exploits of the PND in the 1970s and 1980s. The Fiihediately commences by
elaborating a provincial version of the NBP.

Utrecht thus is the first province to finish its mygrovincial NBP. Early in 1992,
the concept version of tigeleidsplan Natuur en Landschap Utre¢bitrecht Nature and
Landscape Policy Plan: BNLU, Provincie Utrecht, 28Pis presented. This plan sketches
a rudimentary map of the provincial EHS, whichasbe elaborated in a new version of
the PVG. This means that the formalization of tH#88l concept PVG is delayed
(Provincie Utrecht, 1992a). In the BNLU it is arguthat especially nature development
areas and ecological connection zones will havieet@urchased. For nature core areas,
purchase is a last resort; first, other possibgithave to be pursued, such as stimulating
nature management activities by private owners famthers, and protecting natural
gualities through a stricter planning regime.

The first version of the BNLU is severely criticizehowever, mainly by agrarians,
who are afraid that the creation of nature develapnareas and connection zones will
hamper their activities (Provincie Utrecht, 199243.a result of their extensive lobbying
activities, the importance of the BNLU is downgrdddhe plan gets the status of a
sectoral policy, instead of that of a more compnshe provincial spearhead, as was the
intention. A PND civil servant claims thahe BNLU became a plan without any real
strength; its main value was the clear formulatminsectoral provincial nature policy”
This is also clear when in 1994 a new provinciatsp plan is issued. Here, the BNLU

and the provincial EHS are only obliquely mentioiBdovincie Utrecht, 1994).

89



Regional nature governance in the Netherlands

Not much is happening on the Heuvelrug: purchase diberations continue

On the Heuvelrug, the turmoil caused by the intobidm of the NBP and EHS passes by
rather unnoticed. Several respondents claim tloah fthe beginning it is clear that the
Heuvelrug, perceived as an old and perennial fedesrea, should be designated as a
nature core area. The PND and LNV discuss this wiehother actors involved in the
purchase deliberations, especially the NCOs and,SBi® are of a similar opinion.
Therefore, the Heuvelrug EHS is more or less silentroduced, based on the existing
PAG and concept PVG maps (Provincie Utrecht, 197988, 1992a).

The only Heuvelrug-related controversy is the aariiig grudge of the private
owners, who want recognition and financial comp#asafor their nature management
activities. However, despite the fact that the BNdbes emphasize nature management
by private owners in nature core areas, severpbreients claim that, in the early 1990s,
the actors involved in the purchase deliberatiomandt take this option seriously. The
PND for example states théto prevent fragmentation of nature management, the
province does not aim at supporting actors otheantrSBB, NM and HUL in the
management of natural areagProvincie Utrecht, 1992b, p. 40).

The result is consequently that, overall, the newWLB and subsequent
introduction of the EHS do not change the existifeyivelrug nature policy situation; the
purchases and the purchase deliberations contimite wnhindered. This continuation of
existing policy is exemplified by the fact that,the beginning of the 1990s, HUL buys
several relatively large areas on the Heuvelrugli$hg HUL, 2007).

Another nationally orchestrated initiative appears:the VCNP comes to the fore
Meanwhile, in the early 1990s an initiative is taki® install a National Park on the
Heuvelrug. Since as far back as the 1970s and 1889segion has been referred to as a
potential National Park (Ministerie van CRM, 1978yt for a long time nothing has
happened. A HUL representative claims tlatce in a while, somebody shouted that we
needed a National Park, but these calls were naeted upon” In 1991, however, the
Voorlopige Commissie Nationale Park@nterim Committee on National Parks: VCNP)
(see section 1.1.2) visits the Heuvelrug to ingadé the possibilities of creating such a
park (Provincie Utrecht, 1992a).
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This government committee decides to focus on dlhsof the region (see section 4.1.1)
because this is a uniform area, and because thehigivay and the accompanying
railroad are a formidable barrier. The VCNP basesnvestigation on the guidelines set
by the Ministry of LNV in theStructuurschema Groene Ruin(tgtructure Plan for the
Rural Area: SGR), issued in 1993. A PND civil senvstates that his department was not
involved in these investigations; he claims thtae National Park mainly was a LNV
story”. Neither does the committee interact much withaiegl actors. Landowners who
own more than 75 hectares are occasionally askednf@pinion, but these opinions are
not really taken into account, as several of tha&sdowners point out.

In 1995, the VCNP finishes its study. It arguest e south of the Heuvelrug
definitely has the potential to be a National Parkl publishes a conceptual advice on
how best to establish one (VCNP, 1995a,b). Becthesestablishment of a National Park
is a voluntary process, it requires the consentcageration of the various landowners,
who need to sanction the VCNP proposal. Therefar®larch 1995, the VCNP organizes
a formal consultation meeting, inviting the munaldipes, provincial and LNV officials, a
water board, representatives of the private ownétslL, NM and SBB, the

Recreatieschapnd an agricultural representative.

The infamous consultation meeting: private ownerseject the National Park

This consultation meeting, however, does not apmlide the result that the VCNP has
anticipated. The private owners mainly are resgm@dor this. In the mid 1990s, these
actors have recovered from the (for them) disastd®@80s, due to an improved economic
situation. Moreover, in the early 1990s, favouratdev fiscal inheritance regulations are
introduced. In addition, a new LNV subsidy, tluactiebelongingis issued. One private
owner states thdbasically, the government still left us strugglingut those of us that
remained were able, albeit barely, to keep our Isealdove the water”Also, the private
owners have organized themselves in a new interganization, th&Jtrechts Particulier
Grondbezit(Utrecht Association for Privately Owned Land: UP&onsequently, the
private owners are much more alert to their surdowgs, instead of merely focusing on
their own estates.
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The VCNP consultation meeting functions as thelsplaat brings the private owners to
the fore in Heuvelrug nature policy. First of d@he composition of the VCNP causes
disgruntlement among this group of actors. The cdteeis seen as a group of haughty
outsiders, imposed upon the area, with no emotiaoahection at all to the region.
Secondly, the private owners are annoyed by the R’€Nack of transparency in the
years of its study. One of them states thatween 1991 and 1995, the VCNP ignored all
kinds of critical signals, forcing through its oviskeas”. Moreover, quite a lot of private
owners, i.e. those with holdings smaller than 75tdres, have not been asked for
comments at all.

In addition, the anger of the private owners fosuse the substance of the VCNP
advice. First, the VCNP states that about 875 hestaf privately owned land (about one
third of the private estates) constitute exotice¢rahat will have to be replaced by
domestic species. Second, the VCNP wants to digdlh@se hunting activities that are
not necessary for proper management of the aredlPy@995a). For the private owners,
these two components are unacceptable becauséndingyer the autonomy that private
owners value above all else. One of them statds\iieawant to be left alone to manage
our estates as we have always done. We want toamahto care for the exotic trees that
often have been planted by our grandfathers”

The atmosphere in the consultation meeting is fberevery tense. The private
owners quickly get annoyed by the VCNP presentatiimy reject point-blank the
VCNP proposal and refuse to participate in any fofraooperation based on it. They are
eventually supported by HUL and NM, who reason tihare is no point in going on
without the private owners and their lands. Thisansethat SBB is the only main
landowner that supports the National Park. In thd, éhe VCNP has to draw the
conclusion that at the moment a National Park engbuth of the Utrechtse Heuvelrug is

not an option. The committee members depart frarHbuvelrug in low spirits.

Purchase policy and deliberations grind to a halt
As outlined above, the purchase policy and deltibmra meanwhile have continued quite
unhindered. However, in the mid 1990s, this beginshange. As mentioned above, in

regions where nature development areas and ecalogitinection zones are situated,
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nature conservationists clash with agrarians. Qnabthat, these regions draw up all
kinds of new policies that emphasize the integratib agricultural and natural interests.
This means that, eventually, the spotlight is deddo these other regions, and away from
the Heuvelrug. One PND civil servant states tigaadually, a lot more attention was
given to other regions. The Heuvelrug already seetode a green and healthy region.
Moreover, there were no sectors to integrate. A, wethe past, a lot of money had
already been invested in the region. Therefore, yraaople felt that now it was time to
focus on regions such as de Venen and the Gel¥ail&s instead”

This change in focus has important consequencesthier composition and
character of the purchase deliberations. The pomdigovernment, having been accorded
new nature-policy-related responsibilities througb 1994 decentralization impulse (see
section 1.1.2), no longer supports the existingvitiets of HUL and the PND. Instead, a
new governmental implementation agency, Dienst Landelijk GebiedGovernment
Service for Land and Water Management: DLG), isiputharge of the deliberations. GS
and LNV give this new actor the explicit task o$trecting the amount of land that is to be
purchased on the Heuvelrug, instead focusing thechpse activities on nature
development areas situated in other regions.

HUL and PND representatives claim not to have desrpy with these changes.
The introduction of DLG in the purchase delibenasiags accompanied by a considerable
increase in bureaucracy. One of them states*#ian DLG civil servants took over, we
lost our grip, because the DLG way of working wasomprehensible. It felt like the
government was interjecting an entire new layenieein us and the field. Because of that,
we lost a lot of opportunities to actAs a result, in the mid 1990s, some large areas a
still being bought, but they will prove to be trest big Heuvelrug purchases (Stichting
HUL, 2007).

At the same time, in the mid 1990s the amount ofl Ithat is offered for sale on
the Heuvelrug has diminished significantly. As elated above, the remaining private
estate owners meanwhile have recovered from théndeof the forestry sector that
characterized the 1970s and 1980s. Moreover, tidslaf the “weakest” private owners,
i.e. those affected most significantly by the hhaigds of the first period, have already been
bought by HUL and the PND. As one HUL represengatilaims,‘of course the changing
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government focus in the mid 1990s bothered us. Menéhe limits of the old Heuvelrug

purchase policy were reached anyway. We had baalptitat there was to buy”.

Shift to safeguarding introduced but not put into pactice

The restriction of the Heuvelrug purchase policy fisalized with the eventual
introduction of safeguarding as a new approacheovdlrug nature policy. As elaborated
in section 4.2.2, as far back as the mid 1980settvere calls to adopt such a perspective,
for example visible in the concept PVG. In the BNLsafeguarding is again emphasized
(Provincie Utrecht, 1992a). As mentioned aboveugfm in the first half of the 1990s, the
actors involved in the purchase deliberations ate # ignore these calls. After DLG is
put in charge, however, safeguarding is emphasifted all.

This becomes manifest when in 1996 the PND predbatdelayed finalization of
the PVG (Provincie Utrecht, 1996). Although the nelan respects the spheres of
influence map and the reimbursement agreementfritcduces much stricter regulations
on purchases in nature core areas. In additioarrénges that Heuvelrug private estate
owners can play a role as nature managers andf@ptise protection of the Heuvelrug
through stricter planning regulations. A PND cisérvant points out that the focus on
safeguarding is explicitly emphasized by GS. Halledhat‘the responsible GS member
told us that, in the new PVG plan, the word ‘puredacould no longer be mentioned. He
did not care if we had to rewrite the entire drag already had; the term ‘purchase’ was
no longer in vogue”

However, the guidelines of the new PVG are onlgame extent pursued. Only
the restrictions on the purchase activities are iptd practice by DLG, but nature
management by private owners is not yet put in elads mentioned, through the
functiebelongingsubsidies issued by LNV, the compensation privateers receive has
increased somewhat, but not very significantly.oAla stricter planning regime is not
elaborated either. For example, the EHS is notrpmated into the provincial spatial
plan, even though in the PVG it is emphasizedttiatshould happen.

All in all, in the mid 1990s, the attention paid lkteuvelrug nature policy has
reduced significantly. This is exemplified by theinging to a halt of the purchase

deliberations (now called safeguarding deliberajorA high ranking provincial civil
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servant, involved in these deliberations in the(s98nd 1990s, claims thawve were

eventually compelled to focus on safeguarding. Hewet was never made clear how we
should do this. Moreover, the enthusiasm for theud&ug disappeared. Basically, after
the mid 1990s, the deliberation structure in whiitduvelrug nature policy was discussed

was significantly downgraded”

4.3.2 The mid 1990s: decline of the nature policy arrangement

In the second period, the ‘purchase arrangemestatidizes considerably, while at the
same time undergoing a partial transformation iati@n to discourse. In addition, an
attempt to realize a National Park in the soutthefHeuvelrug does not institutionalize.

All this leads to a low point in Heuvelrug naturaipy.

The ‘purchase arrangement’ transforms and destabilies
In the first few years of the 1990s, the ‘purchas@ngement’ evolves quite unhindered.
It initially is not affected by a national policyitiative that introduces a new concept. This
new concept, ecological networks, relates mainlyemions where nature development
areas and ecological connection zones are situdtezlHeuvelrug, however, is entirely
demarcated as a nature core area. A new provipaiily plan, the BNLU, does not bring
about an important break with the past, even thatighggests alternative strategies for
nature core areas.

However, in the mid 1990s, the ‘purchase arrang&nsggnificantly destabilizes
(see Table 4.4). This change originates from tlseadirse dimension. The fact that the
new ecological networks concept does not tally vitie existing form of Heuvelrug
nature policy does have an important effect afleDaie to two socio-political trends, i.e.
a regionalization process and a decentralizatioeradjpn, the provincial government
decides to prioritize regions where ecological meks are an issue. The purchase
strategy is reserved for such regions. Becausén@ndeuvelrug ecological networks are
not an issue, here an alternative strategy is doted, i.e. safeguarding. Hence, the

‘purchase arrangement’ transforms into the ‘safedjng arrangement’. This alternative
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strategy constitutes three sub-strategies, i.echase, private nature management and
planning. However, only the latter two are emphedizhe former is disallowed.

As a consequence of this discursive change, thangement deteriorates
considerably. Because a new governmental actor,,4 @troduced at the head of the
existing coalition, HUL and the PND are not ablectmtinue their proactive role. The
coalition starts to discuss the application of tkafeguarding strategy instead of
maintaining its traditional focus on the purchaseHeuvelrug forests. However, quite
soon the safeguarding deliberations between theusicoalition members diminish. It
turns out that the entrepreneurial roles of the R¥D HUL are not taken over by DLG,
nor by any other actor.

Furthermore, parallel to their introduction of thafeguarding strategy, LNV and
GS also use their authority to withdraw the budgkist they used to provide for
Heuvelrug nature policy, investing these in othegions. DLG has to ensure that the
government money for the purchase strategy is ngdoused for Heuvelrug purposes.
Government also uses its power to introduce new-ssabegies connected to
safeguarding, but these are only marginally sugplorThe PND and HUL, until quite
recently the most influential actors in Heuvelrugure policy, are not able to stop these
developments, mainly because they depend on thergment resources that are needed
to support their activities.

At the same time, however, it has to be emphasizatithe high level of land
availability that enabled the stabilization of thpirrchase arrangement’ in the former
period and at the beginning of this period is nogler evident. Because the remaining
private estate owners are no longer in the positibhaving to sell their estates, land
availability decreases, and this also constraiesphrchase activities of HUL and the
PND. Therefore, not only have the government resmsineeded for the application of the
purchase strategy disappeared, but also the ldradsate required for this have again
become very much scarcer.

Eventually, towards the end of the second peribd,ihteraction rules that for a
long time have characterized Heuvelrug nature paliwange as well. The reimbursement
agreement and the spheres of influence map sisdt,éut due to the intervention of LNV

and GS, DLG has gained access to the (until regeakbsed off deliberation process.
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Moreover, private estate owners are recognizedaiger managers as well, even though
their involvement remains limited. These developtaeme already hinted at in the BNLU

policy plan and further elaborated in the new PWhjch emphasizes the safeguarding
strategy. However, the expanded deliberations thaterialize do not have the same
proactive character as before. Instead, they asehadf-hearted; no one really takes, or is

able to take, responsibility for Heuvelrug natuodiqy.

Mid 1990s Safeguarding arrangement (unstable)

Discourse Protection through safeguarding

- concept - nature protection

- strategy - safeguarding

Actors DLG, LNV, GS, PND, SBB (gov); HUL, NM, private owners (non-gov)

- coalitions - safeguarding deliberations

- entrepreneurs - not visible

Power HUL and PND purchase capacity is constrained by DLG, LNV, GS and private
owners

- resources - authority, budget (DLG, LNV, GS); land (private owners)

- influence - HUL and PND are no longer able to acquire a lot of land

Rules Half-hearted expanded deliberations

- access
- responsibility

- expanded to include DLG and private owners
- not really taken any longer

Table 4.4: Unstable safeguarding arrangement imikel990s

Failed National Park attempt and a general low poihin Heuvelrug nature policy

In the first half of the 1990s, in the south of theuvelrug there is an attempt to establish
a National Park. This attempt is grounded in a sdcoationally orchestrated policy
initiative, i.e. the establishment of National Paik the Netherlands. A governmental
committee, the VCNP, is responsible for preparorghie installation of such a park.
However, the VCNP fails to reach its goal, duedweesal interrelated reasons. First of all,
it barely interacts with regional actors. Secondlyquite strictly pursues the discursive
guidelines set by the Ministry of LNV. Consequently large group of Heuvelrug
landowners, i.e. the private estate owners, dislikis lack of transparency and
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fundamentally disagree with the contents of theidwal Park concept. The VCNP finds
this out the hard way, when the private owners sefuo participate, and more
their landownership to achieve this.

This means that the National Park does not go eyl planning stage because
the private owners for the first time show theietkein relation to Heuvelrug nature
policy. At the same time, as elaborated above, ‘{@&chase arrangement’ has
transformed and diminished considerably, resulimghe appearance of the unstable
‘safeguarding arrangement’. Therefore, all in after years of stabilization, Heuvelrug
nature policy finds itself at a low point in thednl990s. Table 4.5 sums up the change
factors that have affected these developmentsfFande 4.3 visualizes them. The failed
National Park attempt is not put in a textbox, siacNational Park arrangement does not
appear. The dashed nature of the textbox on the aigd of the right part of the horizontal

arrow refers to the unstable character of the (gadeding arrangement’.

Change factors  Manifestation Effect
Policy Not visible Not visible
entrepreneurs
. - logical . .
Policy ecologica - leads to a different strategy for, and the withdrawal

© e . networks .
initiatives of resources from, Heuvelrug nature policy

. - limited due to the rejection of the private owners
- National Parks

Adjacent Not visible Not visible

arrangements

Socio-political - Decentralization - empowers GS, LNV and DLG

trends - Regionalization - leads to a different strategy for, and the withdrawal

of resources from, Heuvelrug nature policy

Shock events Not visible Not visible

Table 4.5: Manifest explanatory factors for polahange in the first half of the 1990s
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Purchase | > i Safeguardingi
arrangement | arrangement.
'90 '96
| | |
'90: NBP & '92: BNLU '94: DLG enters '95: purchase
EHS issue createl purchase coalitic disallowe
'91: VCNP '94: decentrali- '95: VCNP study '96: PVG
starts study zation impulse issued and rejectef issued

Figure 4.3: Timeline of the second period with astdbilizing arrangement and some
important events

4.4 Period 11l (1996-2001): two entirely new polici es

In the third period, the destabilized ‘safeguardiagangement’ disappears into the
background. Instead, two new policies appear. énstbuth of the Heuvelrug, a National
Park is established after all. In addition, a newnprehensive approach to Heuvelrug
nature policy is launched. The main developmergsoaitlined in section 4.4.1, followed

by an analysis in terms of the PAA in section 4.4.2

4.4.1 From 1996 to 2001: National Park and comprehensive approach

At the start of this period, the private ownersidedo get involved in Heuvelrug nature
policy in a more enduring fashion, and as a resulbeir involvement a National Park is
established in the south of the region. MeanwlhildL begins to look at the Heuvelrug as

a whole, and this leads to the launch of a comm&iie regional policy.

Private owners look beyond their boundaries and optor cooperation
In the previous section it was outlined how thevaie estate owners in the south of the
Heuvelrug rejected the VCNP National Park propolsathe aftermath of this rejection,

however, these actors start to feel that, by emgaii Heuvelrug nature policy, they are
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able to have a say in what is happening in theit pithe region. A respondent claims
that “the private owners realized, and this was quite eye-opener, that they could not
keep on turning their backs on ongoing societalettgyments. They decided that they
together wanted to get involved, rather than abstand remain isolated, as was for
example the case in the 1980s”

Consequently, the private owners are prepareddagmin a form of cooperation
in the south of the Heuvelrug after all, for thestfitime looking beyond the boundaries of
their own estates. They emphasize, however, thad, form of cooperation is to be
established, it should be based on the Heuvelrndolners’ terms, sinctonly these
people, and not a government committee, have i t0 determine what happens with
their own properties; as one respondent puts it.

This means that, from around 1996, the private osvtake the lead in the south of
the Heuvelrug. They approach the other actors ptesehe VCNP consultation meeting
and ask them to engage in a renewed discussioaydntually come to some form of
cooperation after all. These others initially aesitant to get involved, the failure of the
first attempt fresh in their minds. However, in @&l they agree to work together with the
private owners. A committee is formed to elabothteterms of the new cooperation, and

the province is asked to adopt a facilitative role.

The second attempt: private owners set the courselUL mediates
Respondents claim that the province at first is vesly willing to get involved. Also in
this case, this is due to the abject failure o MNP proposal. However, GS nevertheless
decides to comply. The regional committee gets aremdormal status as
Gebiedscommissie Utrechtse Heuvelry®egional Committee for the Utrechtse
Heuvelrug: GCUH). Participants are GS, the munidipa of Leersum and Amerongen,
the regional LNV directorate, UPG, HUL, SBB, NM, RRON, Recreatieschapnd the
Land- en Tuinbouw Organisat{®rganisation for Agriculture and Horticulture: LT@n
agricultural interest organization) (GCUH, 1997).PAND civil servant is appointed to
coordinate the interactions within the new commuitte

The GCUH takes the VCNP proposal as its startingt@nd begins to adapt it to

its own preferences. In 1997, it issues its owrppsal (GCUH, 1997). Content-wise, the
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offending passages on hunting and exotic trees bege removed. In addition, it is stated
that the various forest owners are free to manage forests as they see fit. If the
economic potential of the Heuvelrug forests is @#d, the forest owner in question has
the right to ask for compensation. Furthermordjaalgh nature is the leading function,
attention is also paid to other themes, such aga&on, education, cultural history and
infrastructure.

In terms of organization, the new plan explicitydeesses the voluntary character
of the eventual cooperation, which means that n® @amn be forced to participate, but
neither can participating actors be prevented ftemminating their cooperation. It is also
emphasized that future decisions will have to bsetlaon consensus within a to-be-
established sub-regional deliberation board.

Several respondents have claimed that the GCUHopedpstrongly bears the
signature of the private owners. Basically, thest®ra have tried to arrange it that they
will have a say in everything that happens, maksuge that they can retain their
independence, consolidating the ability to stopesirdble changes. One private owner
emphasizes this by stating tifate, as private owners, are stewards of the past. Wil
never allow ourselves to be guided by whims thahgk every day. Removing all exotic
trees is such a whim. When the government tridsro@ through such ideas, we will not
accept it and rise in revolt”

In addition, several respondents point out that HhHs played an important
mediating role. The way in which the private ownses the terms of the new plan causes
some disgruntlement. HUL makes sure that the atherspin the committee remains
good. It is able to do so because it has quiteca gelationship with many private owners
and with SBB and NM. Partially because of the meuigefforts of HUL, some trust is
built among the members of the GCUH, and eventuslily decided that cooperation is

possible after all.

Taking it up with LNV and the VCNP again: National Park after all
As a next step, the status of the new form of coaipn has to be decided. Since the
GCUH proposal still overlaps quite a lot with theg;mal VCNP proposal, the GCUH

asks the province to support the establishmentoofessort of provincial nature park.
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However, the province rejects this idea. It argines it would be very peculiar to create
such a park when at the same time there are oppegito have a National Park with
national appeal and subsequent national suppoetreidre, GS suggests that the GCUH
should talk to the Ministry of LNV and the VCNP. &mise the private owners in
particular are reluctant to do so, GS promisesippsrt them in their efforts.

Consequently, a Heuvelrug delegation starts negwig with LNV and the
VCNP, to see whether the establishment of a NdtiBag in the south of the Heuvelrug
may be possible after all. The VCNP is still disgted about the rejection of its own
proposal and initially is not very happy that tlegion has taken matters into its own
hands, but eventually, urged by LNV, in 1998 theNRCdecides that, although parts of
the GCUH approach are unprecedented, the statdstidnal Park can be granted after
all (VCNP, 1998).

The newly found vigour of the private owners isiblis in these negotiations.
Around the time that the GCUH delegation, LNV ahé %/CNP discuss the National
Park, a new law is prepared, thtora- en Faunawe(Flora and Fauna Act: FFW) (see
section 1.1.2), which amongst other things includasonal Park criteria. In the concept
versions of the FFW, it is stated that leisure mgnactivities are prohibited in National
Parks. This is unacceptable to the Heuvelrug mivatners. So eventually, as a result of
extensive lobbying by the UPG, the offending passagremoved. Three respondents
from different organizations (HUL, PND, UPG) sepahaconfirm this story.

Eventually, in October 2000, LNV assigns a preliamnNational Park status to the
southern Heuvelrug. The GCUH is transformed in® @lverlegorgaan Nationaal Park
Utrechtse HeuvelrudDeliberation Board National Park Utrechtse Hetwgl ONPUH).
New actors are théNatuur- en Milieufederatie Utrech(Nature and Environmental
Federation Utrecht: NMU, an umbrella organization lbcal NCOs), thdnstituut voor
Natuurbeschermingseducafi@stitute for Nature Protection Education: IVN)daa water
board. The ONPUH will be the body that in the fetwvill decide about National Park
matters. It starts to elaborate a management amidementation program to further
concretize the GCUH proposal. The province provales/il servant who functions as the

National Park secretary.
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HUL broadens its scope: a comprehensive approach téeuvelrug nature policy
Meanwhile, from around 1996, the NCO HUL, trying regain its prominent role in
Heuvelrug nature policy, begins to look at the H#wg in a more comprehensive
fashion. The idea that nature should be approachkdrently is introduced by the NBP
and EHS, but as outlined above, the Heuvelrug haaya been perceived as coherent.
Therefore, it was entirely demarcated as a natore area, with no attention being given
to ecological connection zones and nature developraeeas (see section 4.3.1). HUL
starts to question this coherent Heuvelrug image.

As a first step, the NCO launches an ecologicalestigation to study the
ecological coherence of the Heuvelrug. This leadguite a shocking conclusion; one
HUL representative claims thawhen we really began to look more closely, the that
the Heuvelrug was functioning well as an ecologaity proved to be a myth; it was not
true at all’. Consequently, HUL starts to more openly advo@ateroader scope for
Heuvelrug nature policy, with the entire regiortfas main focal point, in fact arguing for
a delayed application of the EHS principles. Fragaigon, until now not really regarded
as problematic, becomes the main problem to beedolv

Subsequently, HUL approaches a whole range of @abgointly promote the new
comprehensive approach. The landowners NM, SBB, W@RAG DVD (see 4.1.2) are
invited. In addition, the NMU and HGNR (an NCO tlggierates in the Noord-Holland
part of the Heuvelrug, see section 4.1.1) are asikdzbcome involved. This latter actor
joins enthusiastically. It regards the comprehensipproach as an opportunity to gain
more support for its activities; after all, the yrace of Noord-Holland pays only little
attention to the Gooi area. The PND and LNV, howgwaly adopt an advisory role.
PND and LNV civil servants point out that the iattve officially was not adhered to by
the government. One of them states thee¢ did participate, but you will not find our
name anywhere. We did not want that. After all,itfigative was not sanctioned by our
superiors”.

The newly gathered group of actors engages in kedcBleuvelrug deliberations.
In these deliberations, the comprehensive Heuvelisign is further elaborated, based on
the idea that the Heuvelrug should be an ecologiocal political entity. Although the

cooperation is very pleasant and according to a Hbdtticipant“involves many joint
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drinks and pizzas”it turns out that there is some difficulty in ciowigp to an agreement.
There are different ideas on the ambition levelhaf new vision, and several details are
disputed. In particular, the incorporation of agkrnumber of wildlife crossings
(ecoducts), an ambition of HUL, is criticized. Ahe point therefore, HUL decides to
finish the work on its own, and the others takeanpadvisory function. This means that

the vision is mainly a HUL story, although it isegented as a joint product of the entire

group.

Heel de Heuvelrug launched in theWeek van het Landschap

When the vision is finished, HUL looks for a waylong it into the spotlight. It decides
to connect the presentation of the new idea to/fleek van het Landsch@@/eek of the
Landscape: WvhL), an annual HUL event. HUL représtgres claim that such weeks
were usually organized to try and involve the gehgwublic in HUL activities and
consequently were never focused on influencingothitical agenda before. However, the
HUL director decides to take a chance and givehbL a new character.

In the 1998 WvhL, the new comprehensive visiorhexéfore presented under the
headingHeel de HeuvelrugA HUL representative claims that this headingvesrtwo
purposes. First of all, it refers to the coherdraracter of the Heuvelrug; second, it relates
to the necessity of de-fragmenting the regibledl de Heuvelrugn Dutch means both
“the entire Heuvelrug” and “heal the Heuvelrug”, RA is argued that bureaucratic and
political boundaries should follow geographic boames. Several respondents again
emphasize thatleel de Heuvelrugn fact is a postponed elaboration of the EHS timei
now has been neglected because the Heuvelrug nsasealready coherent and because
the government is focusing on other regions.

In the discussion that ensues after the presentdtie invited government officials
state that they are enthusiastic about the newnigdne respondent who attended the
meeting claims thafor the first time, the government officials wharenfronted with the
fact that they were actually dealing with a natueaka that stretched from Rhenen to
Huizen”. The province promises to take the vision intooacd in the future.

Several respondents claim that the WvhL is genessken as a success, because

the coherent approach to Heuvelrug nature policy heade an impression on the
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government actors that attend the meeting. An e#ed version of the vision is later on
published (Stichting HUL, 1999). The actors thavéhdeen engaged the Heuvelrug
deliberations continue their regular interactiotts,keep on discussing the progress of
their common ambitions.

Heel de Heuvelrug not implemented due to a continag focus on safeguarding
However, a few years later, it turns out that tffecials that promised to take théeel de
Heuvelrugvision and ambitions into account have not traesldhis into concrete action
yet, despite urgent calls by, especially, HUL an@NHR to do so. Several respondents
claim that the government considers the compretienssion as rather vague. Moreover,
it is also often mentioned that the government icoes its focus on other regions,
sticking to the safeguarding approach for the Heuge This latter point is illustrated by
one PND civil servant, who claims thatnever understood why Heel de Heuvelrug did
not become an official provincial policy. | thinkhas to do with the fact that we focused
on other regions. For the Heuvelrug, we already hiael PVG, which was considered to
be a good and clear policy plan”

Despite the continuing government emphasis on gafegng, this latter approach
to Heuvelrug nature policy still is not really ingphented. The safeguarding deliberations
continue but still have a very diminished charadWwreover, throughout the third period,
the three components that constitute safeguardmegoaly to some extent put into
practice. DLG occasionally purchases some new |abds only very small patches
(Stichting HUL, 2007). In addition, the EHS is Istilot incorporated into provincial
planning policy. Respondents argue that, within pinevincial organization, this latter
incorporation meets with a lot of resistance. Salvdepartments fear that the activities
that they support will be constrained because. of it

The only exception is that, in 2000, nature managenactivities by private
owners are more extensively subsidized, throughint®duction of theProgramma
Beheer(Management Program: PB) (see section 1.1.2)eturm, the private owners will
have to live up to certain criteria, closely morgi by LNV. The private owners
generally are happy with this new scheme. One emtlclaims thatalthough we were

already being taken more seriously, before the W& were still not fully appreciated as
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proper nature managers. After the introduction, fivally had the idea that our efforts
were really being valued, even though we had toecwfith extensive government
monitoring activities”.

4.4.2 From the mid 1990s: two new arrangements appear

In the third period, the unstable ‘safeguardingagement’ continues to exist but is no
longer at the heart of Heuvelrug nature policybéicomes overshadowed by a new
arrangement, focused on the south of the regiosednd new arrangement that arises
covers the entire region but remains rather unstabl

Private owners initiate the rise of the ‘southern Mtional Park arrangement’
In the second half of the 1990s, a new attemphdertaken to establish a National Park
in the south of the region. This eventually leami$hie rise of the ‘southern National Park
arrangement’ (see Table 4.6). The discourse emblendthis arrangement differs from
that in the other Dutch National Parks because ittuned to the wishes of regional
actors, especially the private estate owners (s#ewl. As a consequence, nature
protection is the predominant concept (as is usbalf it is approached somewhat more
integrally; there is room for other functions (espdly forestry and hunting). This is also
reflected in the strategy of independent forestagament to be carried out by the various
landowners. The other strategy focuses on realiziveg National Park through sub-
regional cooperation between the involved actors.

These latter actors are organized in a newly bshadal coalition, the ONPUH.
Most of them were also involved in the GCUH, thedacessor of the ONPUH. The
landowners, i.e. SBB, NM, HUL and the private estaivners, play an important role,
especially the latter actors, who were responddyléhe initiation of the GCUH coalition.
Their entrepreneurial role is sparked by the polmiative (i.e. the creation of Dutch
National Parks) that materialized on the Heuvelmughe first half of the 1990s (see
section 4.3.2). GS, PND, LNV, several municipadifi@ water board, RECRON, the
Recreatieschad.TO, IVN and NMU complete the coalition.
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In theory, the various coalition members all have tapacity to decide to some extent
what happens in the arrangement, since they a# hawvote in the ONPUH. In practice,
however, to date, the private estate owners areiles that have exercised this power
most. They are aware of the fact that, withoutrttegids, an enduring form of cooperation
is not possible, so by using their landownershipaasain resource, they manage to
dominate the deliberations, even on the nationalleConsequently, they are the most
influential actors. This is not always liked by tb#hers, but these actors have no choice
but to accept it. HUL plays an influential mediatirole; by using its contacts with all the
other landowners, it urges these parties to loofjoheé their differences. The province
provides some capacity by installing a NationakPacretary.

As a consequence, the rules that appear in thethem National Park
arrangement’ have a rather ambivalent characterth®rone hand, it is the rule that the
various actors involved in the ONPUH on a voluntdrgsis cooperate to create a
flourishing National Park. Moreover, it is determih that they as one group are
responsible for what happens; decisions shoulddsed on consensus between all the
ONPUH members. However, on the other hand, thdes have been embedded in the
GCUH proposal by the private estate owners, whce hdane so to protect their own
influential role. The private owners, for examphave enshrined the consensus rule to
make sure that they have a say in all decisionadtition, the voluntary character of the

access rule gives the private owners the oppoyttmiopt out.

Early 2000s Southern National Park arrangement

Discourse National Park

- concept - integral nature protection

- strategy - independent forest management, sub-regional National Park cooperation

Actors GS, PND, LNV, SBB, municipalities, water board (gov); private owners, HUL,
NM, RECRON, Recreatieschap, LTO, IVN, NMU (non-gov)

- coalitions - ONPUH (used to be GCUH)

- entrepreneurs - private owners

Power ONPUH members have the capacity to establish a National Park on their terms

- resources - land (private owners); contacts (HUL); capacity (province)

- influence - private owners determine the contents and rules of the National Park; HUL

mediates; province facilitates
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Early 2000s Southern National Park arrangement

Rules Working together on a voluntary basis while striving for consensus

- access - actors can join and leave at will

- responsibility - ONPUH members together are responsible and should opt for consensus

Table 4.6: Stable southern National Park arrangémehe early 200(

HUL causes the hesitant rise of the ‘cohesion arragement’

In the shadow of the stabilization of the ‘southdlational Park arrangement’, a second
new arrangement begins to arise, covering theeengigion. This arrangement includes
the ecological networks concept derived from aqyoinitiative that appeared in the early
1990s (see section 4.3.2). It is the NCO HUL tlmtnects this concept to the Heuvelrug
in a comprehensive fashion, with the objective refating an ecologically and politically
coherent region. To achieve this, two strategiesiairoduced (de-fragmentation and a
comprehensive form of regional cooperation), and LH@Iso gathers a new
comprehensive Heuvelrug coalition.

However, this ‘cohesion arrangement’ remains ratimstable (see Table 4.7). In
discourse terms, the new arrangement offers arrnattee to protection through
safeguarding. However, even though the existingngement that includes this latter
discourse has very much destabilized (see sect®®2)4 throughout the third period it
continues to constitute the official governmentpp@ach to Heuvelrug nature policy.
This means that the alternative interpretation adl@gical networks, advocated by the
NCO HUL, does not really find fertile ground, aa$t not with the government.

This is particularly evident if one looks at thetas that are involved. As
mentioned, the NCO HUL provides the impetus for tise of the new arrangement,
introducing an alternative approach to Heuvelruturgapolicy. In this way, it tries to
regain the entrepreneurial role it used to occupythe ‘purchase arrangement’ (see
section 4.2.3). To realize its new ambition, HUIs lgathered a comprehensive Heuvelrug
coalition, involving all major Heuvelrug landowneend the NMU. However, the

engagement of governmental actors such as LNV hadPND is very limited. These
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actors are only off-the-record members of the tioalj and their involvement remains
quite marginal.

As a consequence, the influence of the NCO HUL insitéd. Through the
mobilization of its expertise, this actor is inijaable to gather support for its ideas.
Moreover, through its WvhL, HUL manages to attiiiet attention of the PND and LNV.
However, HUL'’s entrepreneurial role is not strompegh to bring its ideas further. For
this, explicit government support is needed. Gowemnt actors, though, refrain from
taking action, mainly because they are not amentblbe alternative interpretation of
ecological networks advocated by HUL. Consequertklgy continue to prioritize other
regions — an approach that is also related to thairming socio-political trend of
regionalization. This means that, in a way, thagyoainitiative and socio-political trend
that diverted government attention from Heuvelragure policy in the mid 1990s (see
section 4.3.2) continue to have the same effeoutyirout the third period.

The rules that appear reflect the unstable charastethe new ‘cohesion
arrangement’. Most actors that have gained acaedbet arrangement, especially the
governmental ones, do not show real commitmenhétew policy. Officially, these
actors have pledged to together shoulder the regmbity for the new comprehensive
approach, but in practice they mainly leave thisltdL; this is also influenced by the fact
that this latter actor is more ambitious than thieers. Overall, the interactions in the
arrangement resemble rather abstract and looselnmdaleliberations than concrete
actions to takéleel de Heuvelrudurther. The vision document that is created ensas a

nice but quite vague policy plan.

Early 2000s Cohesion arrangement (unstable)

Discourse Regional cohesion

- concept - ecological networks

- strategy - de-fragmentation; comprehensive regional cooperation

Actors SBB, DVD, LNV, PND (gov); HUL, NM, NMU, UPG, HGNR (non-gov)
- coalitions - comprehensive Heuvelrug coalition

- entrepreneurs - HUL (to some extent)
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Early 2000s Cohesion arrangement (unstable)

Power HUL has the capacity to launch a new policy but is not able to elaborate it
- resources - expertise, WvhL (HUL); political support (government)

- influence - HUL initiates Heel de Heuvelrug but fails to engage government support
Rules Abstract and loosely bound deliberations

- access - many actors join but are hesitant to commit themselves

- responsibility - mainly left to HUL

Table 4.7: Unstable cohesion arrangement in tHg 2800s

Meanwhile, throughout the third period, the ‘safagling arrangement’, which
destabilized in the mid 1990s, continues to bebiasiln this period also, this arrangement
continues to be rather unstable; not much is hapgen it. The only obvious activity is
the further elaboration of the private nature mamagnt strategy (through the
introduction of the PB in 2000). Therefore, thisamgement will no longer be explicitly
dealt with. Instead, two new arrangements have apgein this period. The ‘southern
National Park arrangement’, in particular, oversivesl the ‘safeguarding arrangement’;
the unstable ‘cohesion arrangement’ does not haste @n overshadowing effect.

Table 4.8 outlines how the explanatory change faciffect the developments in
this period. A visualization of these developmergspresented in Figure 4.4. The
continued unstable character of the ‘safeguardirengement’ is indicated by the dashed
nature of the corresponding textbox and line. Thmes goes for the new ‘cohesion
arrangement’. The significant institutionalizatioof the ‘southern National Park
arrangement’ is emphasized by the change from hedabne to a straight arrow and

subsequent textbox.

Change factors  Manifestation Effect

Policy - Private owners - initiate new ‘southern National Park arrangement’
entrepreneurs - HUL - initiates new ‘cohesion arrangement’

Policy - National Parks - engages private owners in the south

initiatives - Ecological networks - inspires HUL's comprehensive approach; keeps

the government focus on safeguarding
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Change factors  Manifestation Effect

Adjacent Not visible Not visible

arrangements

Socio-political - Regionalization - causes the government to continue to prioritize
trends other regions

Shock events Not visible Not visible

Table 4.8: Manifest explanatory factors for polichange in the second half of the
1990s/early 2000s

, Cohesion
________________ ' arrangement !
| Safeguarding T
! arrangement !
"""""""" | Southern
/ National Park
} """"""""""""""""""" arrangemel
'96 01
| | |
'96: compre- '97 GCUH pro- '98: WvhL Heel '00: preliminary
hensive discust{ | posal presented de Heuvelrug status NP UH
sion starts,
GCUH created
'98: VCNP & LNV '99: Heel de Heuvelrug '00: PB
agree with National Park | vision document issued| | launched

Figure 4.4: Timeline of the third period with chamg arrangements and some important
event

4.5 Period 1V (2001-2008): focus on the centre and  the south
In the last period, the ‘southern National Parlkaagement’ further stabilizes, albeit in a
rather uneasy fashion. In addition, a new initetappears that focuses on the centre of

the Heuvelrug. Meanwhile, the ‘cohesion arrangemeatready rather unstable,
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disappears again. The main developments are skkiohsection 4.5.1; an analysis in

terms of the PAA is given in section 4.5.2.

4.5.1 From 2001 to 2008: working in three sub-regions

In the final period, Heuvelrug nature policy focsis three sub-regions. In the centre of
the region, a large scale de-fragmentation pragtaunched. In the south, the National
Park further evolves. However, cooperation withire tONPUH is rather troubled.
Furthermore, there are attempts to formulate acpolor the northern parts of the
Heuvelrug. As a consequence of this focus on tetderegions, attention is no longer
paid to Heel de HeuvelrugAt the end of this period, however, there aresithat a

comprehensive form of Heuvelrug nature policy megppear on the agenda.

Focus on the centre: HUL launchesiart van de Heuvelrug

As mentioned above, many of the actors that haedgaeld themselves to tltéeel de
Heuvelrugvision have not translated their promises intaoast One of the reasons for
this is the rather abstract character of the visionmeaction to this critique, HUL starts to
look for a way to make the de-fragmentation ambgipresented ifleel de Heuvelrug
more concrete. It decides to narrow down its fdouthe centre of the region. Here, there
is a major barrier, caused by infrastructure, g#is, military installations and healthcare
institutions (see section 4.1). HUL argues that, réalize theHeel de Heuvelrug
ambitions, this barrier should be tackled first.

The NCO therefore creates a plan that comprisescibation of two so-called
green corridors, robust ecological connection zofdas realize these corridors, HUL
conceives what it calls the chessboard model, wheclbased on a land exchange
principle; when land that has been built upon (@led red areas) is given back to nature,
elsewhere, patches of nature (also referred taeengareas) can be used for expansion
activities. HUL expects that two trends will progithe leverage to facilitate this. First of
all, the Ministry of Defence plans to close dowre thilitary airport at Soesterberg.
Secondly, several large healthcare institutions fita close their doors, moving their

activities to urbanized areas (Stichting HUL, 2001)
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In 2001, in another WvhL, HUL presents its new plarder the headinglart van de
Heuvelrug (Heart of the Heuvelrug), referring to it as arabaration of Heel de
Heuvelrug Many actors attend the presentation, partiallgabse, over the years, the
WvhL events have become well known and popularepresentative of HUL claims that
“most of our main successes actually are spin-dfts Week van het Landschagh the
discussion after the presentation, HUL urges tlevipce to take up the challenge and

engage in the realization of the plan.

The province takes up the challenge in the centre

In 2002, the province is truly galvanized by thart van de Heuvelrugnitiative. The plan
is adopted as one of the top priorities of provahaature policy, and the provincial
governor himself chairs the project. In additioreveyral GS members, provincial
departments and newly appointed coordinators bedornwved. According to several
respondents, this sudden provincial interest invdiug nature policy is closely related
to the possibilities of the chessboard model: vihageally appreciated is not so much the
realization of the green corridors but rather tleel rexpansion opportunities. One
respondent claims thdiany politicians saw the Hart van de Heuvelrug jex as an
excellent opportunity to score, due to the oppadtites it offered to expand red activities
in addition to green ones”

To realizeHart van de Heuvelrugthe province also decides to enlist those actors
with a specific interest in the proposed exchangecgsses. Besides HUL, the
municipalities of Amersfoort, De Bilt, Leusden, Sband Zeist, the provinci&amer van
Koophandel(Chamber of Commerce: KvK), the Ministry of Defenand the/ereniging
Gehandicaptenzorg Utreclitrecht Healthcare Association for Disabled PeopGU)
are asked to participate. NM, SBB and the privatmers do not get involved because
they do not own land in the relevant area. Meargyhihe project has attracted the
attention of the national government also. Consetlyiethe Ministries of Finance,
VROM, Verkeer en Waterstaé&transport, Public Works and Water Management: V&W)
and LNV join the project in an advisory capacityke_their provincial counterparts, these

actors value the opportunities of the chessboardemo
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The participating actors are organized in Bestuurlijk Platform Hart van de Heuvelrug
(Management Platform Heart of the Heuvelrug: BPH)dHhis platform has to decide on
the specific contents of the project, especiallg thalance between red and green
activities. HUL is the only green actor, to a certextent assisted by LNV and the PND.
This latter actor does so in a facilitative capgcets a member of a second platform in
which civil servants and policy employees of theoired actors participate. This second

platform prepares the decision making processebiy@H, 2003).

Hart van de Heuvelrug proceeds despite extensive criticism

Although many actors are enthusiastic abdatt van de Heuvelrugthere is a lot of
criticism as well. One respondent even accuses biliJhaving sold its soul to the devil”
Adversaries claim that the project opens the doorafl kinds of expansion activities,
sacrificing existing patches of nature, but thakermains to be seen whether the two green
corridors will eventually be realized. It is feargtht HUL, as the only green actor in the
BPHvdH, is not strong enough to resist the combioecks of the other participants, who
basically all want to expand onto the Heuvelrug.

For this reason, the NMU, which is asked to becanmeember of the BPHvdH as
well, decides not to take part. A representativatest that“we discussed with HUL
whether we should participate too, but in the ereddecided that it would be better to
maintain an independent position; that way, we doalfiticize the project from the
outside”. As a consequence, local NCOs, responsible fort mbghe criticism, do not
have access to the BPHvdH either. They try to tingeNMU into action, and some of
them even go to court to try to stop what, in tlegkes, are undesirable developments.

In response to the criticism, HUL and the PND retiné the green character of the
exchange process, although this takes some tougidsoof negotiations with the other
BPHvdH actors. Th&ebiedsvisie Hart van de Heuvelr@igegional Vision Heart of the
Heuvelrug: GHvdH), a new vision document issue®@®®3 by the BPHvdH, contains
three green rules. First, all exchange activitiestnimprove the total quality of the area.
Second, in sum, nature must be enhanced, both ahtygand quantity. Third, all the
profits from red developments must be investedhe tealization of the two green

corridors.
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In 2004, the project commences when the partigigadictors sign thRaamovereenkomst
Hart van de HeuvelrugGeneral Agreement on Heart of the Heuvelrug: Rtjvidh which
actors pledge themselves to the targets and rildseoGHvdH (BPHvdH, 2004). It is
decided that the exchange process will be carrigdbyg implementing specific cluster
agreements, the first of which is signed in 2005HlyL and three large healthcare
institutions. Such agreements constitute local em@ntation proposals with concrete
measures to switch green and red patches of ldong avith the necessary legal permits
to accommodate this. The actors that sign theseeaggnts promise to invest their own
expertise, capacity and budgets, complemented wi¢h facilitative means that are
provided by the province (BPHvdH, 2005).

Uneasiness in the National Park

At the same time, the National Park in the soutthefregion is also evolving. In October
2003, it is formally established. At the same tinlee Beheers- en Inrichtingsplan
(Management and Development Plan: BIP, Buro Hemi2@83) is issued. This plan is a
concrete elaboration of the GCUH proposal and fanstas the main guideline for the
ONPUH. It addresses, for example, nature managemsués and measures to guide
recreational activities. The plan also enablesitit@ation of National Park projects. The
various ONPUH members are all required to investeti money or expertise in the
initiation and realization of these projects, ahd various landowners are called upon to
allow certain activities on their respective prd@s. Also, several specific committees
are established, dealing with the National Parkmém® The Beheerscommissie
(Management Committee: BC) is the most importangé, oencompassing the main
landowners and the PND.

In the BIP it is explicitly stated that the addeddue of the National Park lies in the
teamwork that has arisen among the involved ac#ofact that many respondents indeed
cherish. At the same time, however, people claia the interactions within the ONPUH
evolve rather uneasily. This is already the cas¢hen deliberations leading up to the
creation of the BIP, and it continues afterwards, dxample in relation to the project

proposals that are issued.
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A frequently heard claim is that the private ownare very headstrong. They insist on
being informed extensively about what is going od &ant to be compensated if they
concede a particular point. The private ownersim argue that they have every right to
be informed and compensated, since often it is fhreperty that is at stake. They want to
ensure that they alone are able to decide whatemsppn their lands. In this, they refer to
the agreements that have been made in the pastxéonple concerning compensation,
consensus-based decision making and the voluntamacter of their participation. These
agreements, also embodied in the BIP, continu@nm the basis of the private owners’
engagement.

A second and related claim is that the deliberation the ONPUH are too
reminiscent of lengthy negotiations, whereas aqutds launched only occasionally. This
is generally to the advantage of the private ownernso dislike too much change.
Representatives of, for example, NM and SBB, ondlieer hand, complain that things
move too slowly. On top of that, the private ownexd and SBB continue to have
different ideas about forest management. For exanitM starts to remove exotic trees
from the Kaapse Bosseran action that is not appreciated by the privat@mers. This
leads to tough debates in the BC. HUL continuesadbas a mediator by lobbying
between the private owners and the other ONPUH reesnin this, it is assisted by PND
civil servants, who claim that the National Parlks@ivs much more of their capacity that
was initially planned.

One respondent illustrates the uneasiness thataieazes the National Park
deliberations as followsactually, not that much progress is made in thetiblaal Park.
The ONPUH talks a lot, but these talks are mairgiits. People only want to realize their
own ideas, not really listening to the others. Aggnents are made but just as easily
abandoned again, and people can argue for montlesitathe location of a parking spot,
as a figure of speech. Meanwhile, the forest owdersvhat they want to do with their

properties, often not liking the activities of theeighbours”

HGNR promotes the north, Utrecht actors react halfheartedly
While Hart van de Heuvelrugvolves in the centre of the region and the Nafidtark

policy proceeds in the south, one actor, the NCONRGIs trying to launch a new policy
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initiative in the north of the Heuvelrug. In 2008 presents an implementation program
for this part of the region. SBB, NM and HUL haveyed an advisory role, but HGNR
has taken the lead (Stichting HGNR, 2003).

By far the most important project in this plan cems the creation of a large
ecoduct near Crailo. As a relatively small actothwa limited budget, HGNR has to
search for a lot of extra funds, provided by exaéparties. While gathering these funds,
HGNR keeps on referring to the realization Kéel de Heuvelrugusing this as an
important leverage point to gain support. One HGMRresentative states théhe
ecoduct had been on our agenda for ten years ayrebdt with Heel de Heuvelrug
supporting us, we were able to put it in a broagerspective and therefore managed to
pull it of”. The ecoduct is eventually built, and opened bgé&puBeatrix in 2005.

However, the enthusiasm for the connection of tleorN-Holland part of the
Heuvelrug to the rest of the region is not as despbted with the actors operating on the
Utrecht side of the provincial border. The onlyp@sse comes from HUL, which pays
attention to theLaagte van Pijnenburgthe part of the Heuvelrug directly below the
provincial border, in the 2005 WvhL (Stichting HURQO5). However, whereas in 1998
and 2001 the WvhL events proved to be successfalysés for Heuvelrug nature policy,
in 2005, this is not the case. The province of thteloes issue some project proposals for
the north of the region, but a representative ef BND confesses théthese projects
have never been carried out; they got stuck inpitegaration phase, mainly because our

managers did not prioritize them”

Heel de Heuvelrug disappears into the background

The lack of attention to the northern part of theukelrug mainly results from the fact
that, on the Utrecht side of the provincial bordmstors first and foremost focus on the
centre and south of the Heuvelrug. As mentionedynaators are tied up in théart van
de Heuvelrugproject and in the National Park. This means thetiiélrug nature policy
focuses on sub-regions rather than on the entiggome Even though thedeel de
Heuvelrugvision is explicitly mentioned in both the GHvdiHdathe BIP, in practice, not

much attention is paid to it.
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As a consequence of this sub-regional focus, rqughtm 2004 the Heuvelrug
deliberations started in the previous period comean end. There are still contacts
between the different actors, but mainly bilatgraind not specifically focused dteel
de Heuvelrug Although HGNR keeps reminding the other actors tnoforgetHeel de
Heuvelrug these others are not promoting it as activelpefsere. One PND civil servant
claims that‘at a certain point, we were just quoting our agasdto each other in the
Heuvelrug deliberations. We started to realize tthég was not very useful, and therefore
the Heuvelrug deliberations were more or less $iyesisbanded?”

A prime example of the diminished attention giveideel de Heuvelrugs a failed
attempt to acquire a National Landscape status &smmtion 1.1.2) for the entire
Heuvelrug. From the beginning, HUL, NM, SBB andtbptovinces do not participate in
this lobby because these actors have other regionghich they want to focus — regions
that are more susceptible to integral policies.yabg is mainly left to HGNR, NMU, a
local NCO from Zeist andMilieudefensie (Environmental Defence), a nationally
organized environmental organization. However, éhastors are not able to convince the
Ministry of LNV, so a National Landscape statusiat assigned. As an alternative, the
provinces of Noord-Holland and Utrecht promise ieghe area a Provincial Landscape

status, but this is never implemented.

Nature under pressure inHart van de Heuvelrug

When in the last few years of this period the immpatation of thédart van de Heuvelrug
project starts to get underway, the abovementiangdism by local NCOs and the NMU
turns out to be quite valid. Even though all BPHuallembers have pledged themselves to
the realization of the green corridors in the GHwattdl RHvdH, both PND and LNV civil
servants and HUL representatives claim that thewyitwoally have to put their foot down
to make sure that these agreements are respedtedKvK in particular, but also some
municipalities and the VGU, try to stimulate as maad expansion activities as possible,
largely ignoring the realization of the green cdors. To achieve this, they present their
own research, issue all kinds of expansion progaamad try to gather political support for
their ideas. One PND civil servant illustrates thssfollows:“it was amazing to see that,

when we opened the door for red activities only\stightly, all kinds of actors tumbled
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over each other to try and get their own plans saned. The red was arranged before
we could blink, but we had to wait and lobby andired people endlessly about the
green. Even within our own organization, there wéen an inclination to tip the balance
in favour of the former”

The Soesterberg military airport land in particubEcomes the subject of fierce
debate. Almost 600 hectares of land become avajlabsid these are strongly disputed
between red and green actors. Although the provimoee the start acknowledges that the
airport is situated in the EHS, it neverthelessidk to allow other actors to make
proposals on its future (BPHvdH, 2006). PND ciwhsants claim that they are not very
happy about this, because it suggests that evegytisi possible. For a long time, the
destiny of the airport remains unsure. Eventualty,gets a predominantly green
designation, although red activities such as aaveaht and a museum are also allowed
(www.hartvandeheuvelrug.nl).

The fact that nature is given a predominant place¢he redevelopment of the
military airport shows that, eventually, the gredraracter oHart van de Heuvelrugs
maintained. This is mainly due to the negotiatigpleits of the PND and HUL. They are
assisted by the explicit protection of the EHS dgio the introduction of a new principle
in the recently updated provincial spatial planoffnrcie Utrecht, 2005). This so-called
“no, unless” principle disallows all expansion &ities in or close to the EHS unless it is
certain that such activities do not have a detriadesffect on nature or unless damage
that is caused by them is compensated elsewheis.ni&ans, by the way, that, after
almost a decade, the promised, more extensive giiarteof Heuvelrug nature through

planning is finally realized.

The situation in 2008: isHeel de Heuvelrug making a comeback?

As mentioned, throughout the fourth period, the paghensive approach to Heuvelrug
nature policy vanishes from the political agendath® end of the period, however, the
Heel de Heuvelrugdeas are to some extent rekindled, this timeai@t by government.
In 2007, the province of Utrecht designates therermieuvelrug as a region of special

attention. Moreover, in 2008, the province askspacml investigator to study the
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possibilities of establishing a structural formoooperation between all actors that have a
stake in Heuvelrug nature policy.

Overall, however, respondents are sceptical abletdhances of realizing a
Heuvelrug-wide form of cooperation, despite thevproe’'s change of heart (it no longer
seems to oppose a comprehensive approach to Hegvelture policy). They argue that
the various sub-regions have too different a chiaraand that many actors involved in
them feel no connection to other sub-regions. Meeeathey often claim that the private
owners in the south will never allow people fronmest sub-regions to determine what
happens in their part of the Heuvelrug.

Therefore, at the time of writing, the five separatib-regions (see section 4.1.1)
are mainly considered in isolation from one anathethe Gooi region, HGNR continues
to be active, still trying to connect to the otkab-regions. In theaagte van Pijnenbutg
however, nature policy has not really been appjied In the centre of the region, the
exchange process initiated bBhart van de Heuvelrugs under way, but the green corridors
are not yet finished. The part of the Heuvelrugaied in betweeHRart van de Heuvelrug
and the National Park has not yet been addressezhynexplicit policy plan. It is
suggested, though, to include this part in the dwaili Park. In this latter southernmost
sub-region, things remain uneasy. At the time oftimg, a prestigious project, the
creation of a cycle path, has been temporarilyeldadiue to a dispute between landowners

and a legal claim by a local NCO.

4.5.2 The late 2000s: arrangements in the south and in the centre

In the fourth period, a second sub-regional arrareye appears, focused on the centre of
the Heuvelrug. Initially, this arrangement evoluaseasily, but gradually it stabilizes.
Meanwhile, the ‘southern National Park arrangemewmdlves further, but in a slow and
rather uneasy manner. Partially because of thesfoouhese arrangements, the ‘cohesion
arrangement’ disappears, although in the late 2080somprehensive approach to

Heuvelrug nature policy is once more considered.
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The ‘central corridors arrangement’; struggle between red and green

At the start of the fourth period, a new policyaamgement appears, this time focused on
the centre of the Heuvelrug (see Table 4.9). Irtalisse terms, it includes a green
corridors concept, to be realized through a greendd land exchange strategy. This can
be considered as a narrowing down of the discowsdedded in the ‘cohesion
arrangement’ of the late 1990s (see section 4.Z1%).NCO HUL is at the heart of this
narrowing down. The leverage for realizing the pkh green corridors is mainly
provided by a socio-political trend, i.e. a militaeorganization that frees up an extensive
amount of land in the centre of the region.

Towards the end of the period, this ‘central carsd arrangement’ seems to
institutionalize somewhat more deeply. Howeveljaily its stabilization proceeds rather
uneasily. This is grounded in the fact that thedlarchange strategy can be interpreted in
two ways: not only does it enable the realizatibthe two green corridors, it can also be
used to carry out an alternative and competing &oind.e. urban expansion activities.
This difference in interpretation is the cause bhaic rift within the new arrangement.

The difference is evident, for example, if one Isakt the actors involved in it.
There are those that advocate a green interpnetatithe predominant strategy, like HUL
and the PND. Others, however, prioritize a red rpregation, especially KvK.
Consequently, although the involved actors areednih one coalition (the BPHvdH), in
practice two sub-coalitions appear, reflecting green-red dichotomy. The PND and
HUL operate as policy entrepreneurs in the formdr-aoalition, the KvK does so in the
latter one. It is up to HUL and the PND to maintthe intended green character of the
arrangement (see below).

In the first years of this period, the membershef BPHvdH deploy their resources
to compete for an interpretation of the predomirgtrdtegy that corresponds with their
own respective interests. Severe competition tbeeefurfaces between the green and red
sub-coalitions, in which both groups of actors rimbi their expertise, contacts and
(sometimes) legal means to achieve their goals.aAsoutcome of this competitive
process, HUL and the PND manage to maintain thengoharacter of the arrangement.
These actors are able to do so because of a pralvpadicy initiative, i.e. the installation

of the “no, unless” principle in a new provinciglasial plan, which determines that urban
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expansions are restricted in EHS areas. Eventub#ymembers of the BPHvdH do reach
an agreement to together invest their expertisgaaty and budgets in realizing the two
green corridors.

The main rule is that the actors involved in theHB8H work together to realize
the two green corridors. However, in practice, gh&vincial decision to provide access to
actors with both a green and a red interest casigagficant problems. Actors with a red
interest in particular are not very willing to takesponsibility for the realization of the
green corridors; they are much more interesteché urban expansions that the land
exchange process enables. To try to resolve thmutdis, halfway through the fourth
period, the main rule is reinforced, embodied in agreements (the GHvdH and RHvdH)
that are meant to balance the trade-off betweemamddyreen in favour of the latter. These
additional agreements are severely bargained abatitafter a competitive process, the
coalition members manage to find a compromise ihacceptable. Towards the end of
the fourth period, therefore, the realization oé threen corridors has commenced,

captured in several cluster agreements.

Late 2000s Central corridors arrangement

Discourse Central green corridors

- concept - green corridors, urban expansion activities (competing)

- strategy - green for red land exchange; red for green land exchange (competing)

Actors GS, PND, prov. governor, prov. departments, municipalities, DVD, KvK,

ministries (gov); HUL, VGU, NMU, local NCOs (non-gov)

- coalitions - BPHvdH; red and green sub-coalitions

- entrepreneurs - HUL, PND, KvK

Power Members of the BPHvdH have the capacity to realize two green corridors

-resources - expertise, contacts, legal means (red and green sub-coalitions); “no, unless”
principle (HUL and PND); expertise, capacity, budgets (BPHvdH)

- influence - HUL initiates Hart van de Heuvelrug; HUL and PND maintain the green
character; BPHvdH realizes the green corridors

Rules Work together in a competitive fashion

- access - determined by the province

- responsibility

- bargained for within the BPHvdH

Table 4.9: Stable central corridors arrangemetttérnlate 2000s
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The ‘southern National Park arrangement’ uneasily ad slowly stabilizes

At the same time, the ‘southern National Park ayeament’ that arose in the mid 1990s,
stabilizes further (see Table 4.10). This is exddnegl by its formal installation in 2003.
In discourse terms, the arrangement retains thee saaracteristics. The specific,
somewhat more integral nature protection conceptanes at the core of the arrangement,
as do the strategies of independent forest manageamel sub-regional National Park
cooperation. In addition, as a new strategy, tlteation of various projects is introduced
to concretize the various goals of the NationakPar

From an actor perspective also, a stable situaippears; the arrangement
continues to largely comprise the same participasats the third period. However, even
though many of these participants claim that thelue the teamwork in the ‘southern
National Park arrangement’, interactions within tBBIPUH coalition evolve uneasily.
The private owners are still acting as policy emte@eurs, but this is not always
appreciated by other coalition members, mainly bseeof the pace of progress. Many
actors argue that too few projects are launcheereds the private owners maintain that
things are moving fast enough as it is. Partiabblgduse of this, interactions are lengthy
and troubled. On top of that, disputes are stillent between the different forest owners,
now organized in a separate sub-coalition (the B®ese forest owners dislike each
others’ forest management styles.

Stability is visible in terms of power also. Foliyathe various coalition members
still have an equal amount of power vis-a-vis eattter, given their equal positions in the
ONPUH. For example, the extant National Park pisjdtave been approved by all
coalition members, who have together invested e¢igeercapacity and budgets or have
provided access to their lands. However, it is &Blb the case that the private estate
owners are the most influential actors. They caito mobilize their landownership and
the interaction rules that have been established {®low) as resources to carefully
control the progress that is made in the arranggni@ocking developments that are
undesirable in their eyes. As mentioned, this isalways liked by the other actors, but
they have to accept it if they want to keep a NwtidPark in the south of the Heuvelrug.
Both HUL'’s mediating role and the province’s fatative efforts are also still visible.
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The rules that characterize the arrangement alatnce to be largely similar to those
prevailing at the end of the third period. The exthat are involved still work together on
a voluntary basis. Moreover, the rule still appliest responsibility is taken by consensus.
These principles are embedded in the BIP, the NaliBark policy plan issued in 2003.
However, as just mentioned, these rules are oftebilimed as resources by the private
owners, who use them to control the pace of pregtbeseatening to opt out if undesirable
developments occur. Consequently, the rule thaporesbility is taken based on
consensus is regularly under strain; after alljsitoften very hard to achieve such
consensus. This means that, although a stable farmvoluntary cooperation has

institutionalized over time, the rules are also rahterized by a stabilized form of

uneasiness.

Late 2000s Southern National Park arrangement

Discourse National Park

- concept - integral nature protection

- strategy - independent forest management, sub-regional National Park cooperation;
initiating National Park projects

Actors GS, LNV, SBB, PND, municipalities, water board, DLG (gov); private owners, HUL,

NM, NMU, IVN, RECRON, Recreatieschap, LTO (non-gov)

- coalitions - ONPUH, thematic committees (such as BC)

- entrepreneurs - private owners

Power ONPUH members have the capacity to maintain a National Park on their terms

- resources - capacity, expertise, budget, land access (ONPUH members); land, interaction
rules (private owners); contacts (HUL); capacity (province)

- influence - ONPUH members initiate national park projects, but private owners control
the pace; HUL mediates; province facilitates

Rules Uneasily working together on a voluntary basis while striving for consensus

- access - actors can join and leave at will

- responsibility

- ONPUH members together are responsible and should try for consensus

Table 4.10: Stable southern National Park arrangémehe late 2000s

Focus on two sub-regions{eel de Heuvelrug disappears... or not?
Meanwhile, the already quite unstable ‘cohesioraragzement’ that arose after the mid

1990s gradually disappears again, because mossdotws either on the centre or on the
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south of the Heuvelrug. The NCO HGNR, operatinghie north, is an exception, but, on
its own, this actor is not able to keep the spbtlign Heel de Heuvelrugin addition, the
Heuvelrug continues to be uninteresting from a motegral perspective, so Heuvelrug
nature policy still does not profit from the s@pparent socio-political trend towards
regionalization. This is exemplified by the factthhe region is not designated as a
National Landscape. Furthermore, for a long tirhe,government has continued to refuse
to apply the ecological networks concept to the wWdéug, maintaining its focus on
safeguarding.

Towards the end of the fourth period, howevesegms that in relation to this
latter point the government is reconsidering itsifian. This is revealed by the fact that
the government is starting to pay attention todbwnection of the several Heuvelrug sub-
regions. However, given the relative newness ofdhstempts, it is too early to state that
a ‘cohesion arrangement’ is evident once more. bleg the question remains as to
whether it ever will be, given the earlier disappeae of said arrangement and the
significant differences between the various suberesg

The change factors that have affected these dawelois are presented in Table
4.11. The developments themselves, as well as aem@in events, are visualized In
Figure 4.5. The disappearance of the ‘cohesionngement’ is indicated by the
termination of the horizontal dashed line stemnfnogn the top left dashed textbox. The
stabilization of the ‘central corridors arrangemdastindicated by the change from a

dashed line to a direct arrow and subsequent textbo

Change factors  Manifestation Effect
Policy - HUL - initiates the ‘central corridors arrangement’
entrepreneurs - PND and HUL - maintain the green character of the ‘central
corridors arrangement’
- KvK - embed red expansion activities in the ‘central
corridors arrangement’
- private owners - cause the further (uneasy) stabilization of the
‘southern National Park arrangement’
Policy - “no, unless” principle - enables entrepreneurial role of HUL and PND
initiatives
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Change factors  Manifestation Effect
Adjacent Not visible Not visible
arrangements
Socio-political - military reorgani- - provides the leverage for the land exchange
trends zation strategy in the ‘central corridors arrangement’
- regionalization - causes government to continue to prioritize other
regions
Shock events Not visible Not visible

Table 4.11: Manifest explanatory factors for polafyange from the early 2000s

Cohesion ____________________ | | corri
| arrangement! Central corridors
ot i . / arrangement
Southern National R Southern National
Park arrangement - Park arrangement
'01 '08
| | |
'01: WvhL: '03: NPUH & '04: GHvdH & '06: call for visions
HvdH issued BIP installed RHvdH issued airport Soesterberg
'02: province '04: HdH deli- '05: new provin- '08: new atten-
engages in HvdH berations end cial spatial plan tion for HdH

Figure 4.5: Timeline of the fourth period with clgamy arrangements and some important
events
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Chapter 5 Midden-Brabant

In this second empirical chapter, the Midden-Bralzase is presented. In section 5.1, the
case is introduced. In sections 5.2 to 5.5, in feuccessive periods the main
developments are discussed and characterized msterf the policy arrangement
approach (PAA). The case is analysed in terms wéig@ance in Chapter 6 (section 6.2).

Like the previous chapter, this chapter partiatldr@sses research question one:

1. Which nature policy arrangements institutionalizeghe Utrechtse Heuvelrug and
in Midden-Brabant from the early 1970s until theel2000s?

5.1 Introduction
This first section introduces the Midden-Brabantseca First, some background
information and a map are presented (section 5.Aflgr that, both the four successive

periods and the empirical focus of this chaptercaténed (section 5.1.2).

5.1.1 Midden-Brabant: a geographical and historical sketch

The Midden-Brabant region is located in the soutthe Netherlands, in the province of
Noord-Brabant, roughly situated between the thigescof Eindhoven, Tilburg and ‘s-
Hertogenbosch. It includes parts of the municipedibf Best, Boxtel, Haaren, Oisterwijk,
Oirschot, Schijndel, Sint-Michielsgestel, Sint-Oedele, Son en Breugel and Vught. The
region is also known agde Meierijand ashet Groene Woudrhis latter name reflects the
National Landscape status granted to Midden-Brabar®004. There are several large
natural areas in the region: heath lands, forsstamps and peat areas. The region also
includes a man-made landscape with traditional lsseale agricultural plots, flowery
grasslands and hedgerows (Grontmij et al, 2000)aFoap of the region see Figure 5.1.
Midden-Brabant can be roughly divided into twotpailhe aforementioned large
natural areas are situated in its heart, formingugh horseshoe-like shape around the
village of Boxtel (see Figure 5.1). These naturaaa used to be separated from each
other, but over the last few decades they haveeasingly expanded and become

connected. This part, which covers approximate§0d,hectares, is also known as the
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Midden-Brabant nature core or inner layer and em@msses the areas Kerkeindsche
Heide Oisterwijkse Bossen en Vennen, Kampina, Veldess @ Mortelen, de Scheeken
andde GeeldersMoreover, several streams cut through the natore, i.e. the Dommel,
Beerzeand Reusel. The basins of these streams are impantdural areas as well
(Provincie Noord-Brabant, 2007). The lands of tla¢ure core are generally owned and
managed bWatuurmonumente(Nature Monuments: NMtaatsbosbehedBtate Forest
Service: SBB),Het Brabants LandschagThe Brabant Landscape: HBL, a sister
organization oHet Utrechts Landschap The Utrecht Landscape: HUL), and (although
only marginally) private estate owners (Brinkhotlaran Ommen, 2004).

The second part constitutes the abovementioned-maale landscape, which
surrounds the nature core (see Figure 5.1). Thisopahe region is also referred to as the
agricultural hinterland or the second layer andnanly used for agricultural activities,
some of which over time have assumed a more sabieinand broader character.
Although some parts of the second layer as merdicti# have a traditional small-scale
character, other parts over time have been optaniae agricultural purposes; here, the
traditional landscape is no longer visible. Thei@agdtural hinterland is home to the
villages of Sint-Michielsgestel, Den Dungen, EsdBemonde, Boxtel, Liempde,
Schijndel, Olland, Sint-Oedenrode, Oirschot, Spookj Moergestel, Haaren and
Helvoirt (Bureau Omega and Grontmij, 2001).

In addition, recent Midden-Brabant nature-relatedicges also mention a third
part, also called the urban triangle or the thagkel, which refers to the three large cities
Eindhoven, Tilburg and ‘s-Hertogenbosch in betweenich the region is situated
(Grontmij et al, 2000). However, the involvementtbé three cities in Midden-Brabant
nature policy has been rather limited. Moreoveeg third layer is not included in the
National Landscape. This means that, for this fheise urban triangle is less relevant.

As a final point, it is clear that, whereas the taaries of the Utrechtse Heuvelrug
are rather fixed, in Midden-Brabant this is not ttese. Although the nature core has
become clearly demarcated over time, the shapesiaedof the second layer has been
significantly disputed. The most recent borderhe bne that demarcates the National
Landscape, which covers around 35,000 hectarewi(feie Noord-Brabant, 2007). On
the map presented in Figure 5.1, this latter boisi&allowed.
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Figure 5.1: The Midde-Brabant region and its three lay
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5.1.2 Demarcating the time span and the empirical focus

As outlined in section 3.3, the Midden-Brabant ceselescribed and characterized in
terms of the PAA in four successive periods thatsaparated from each other by turning
trajectories. The first period commences in 197@envthe government to a limited extent
begins to get involved in Midden-Brabant natureqolThe second period starts in 1990,
when nature policy gets a boost through the imtiabf the Natuurbeleidsplan(Nature
Policy Plan: NBP) and thécologische HoofdstructuEcological Main Structure: EHS).
The third period begins in 1997, when tBeoene Woudolicy first appears. In the final
period, which commences in 2001, tReconstructigolicy (see section 1.1.2) begins in
Midden-Brabant. At the same time, tBeoene Wougbolicy evolves. In the end, there are
attempts to merge these two policies.

As in the previous chapter, in this chapter alsendibn is given to adjacent policy
fields that over time have affected nature poli§uch policy fields have been
conceptualized as adjacent arrangements that @n glrole as external factors (see
section 2.3). In the previous chapter, forestry wlas policy field of importance. In
Midden-Brabant, the relevant policy is developmeantshe agricultural sector. This is
visible throughout the entire time span covered.

Two major components of this adjacent agricultaraangement are two large re-
allotment projects that affect parts of Midden-Brab The first one takes place around
the villages of Oirschot and Best, commencing & 1#960s, ending in the 1980s. The
second one takes place around the village of Seute@rode, starts in the mid 1980s and
comes to an end in 2007. This thesis uses mairlethwo re-allotments to emphasize the
importance of the agricultural sector in the 19304 1980s.

Besides agriculture, several other policy fieldvéhanfluenced nature policy to
some extent, but much less significantly. Thereftrese play a much less important role.
First of all, forestry used to be quite an impottawctivity in some parts of Midden-
Brabant. Large rows of poplars were planted andaged, and the wood from these trees
was used to manufacture clogs, for example in thege of Liempde. Moreover, forests
of pine trees were exploited to provide wood fa thines in the south of the Netherlands.

Logging activities were carried out by SBB, privateners and small farmers, who sold
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timber as an additional form of income and/or ugezh their farms. However, Midden-
Brabant forestry has always been a relatively ssedtor and lost much of its prominence
over time (Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1965a).

In addition, Midden-Brabant has a recreational@edn the 1960s, the province
actively promoted this sector, providing leisurgogiunities for its citizens (Provincie
Noord-Brabant, 1970a,b,c). Consequently, in the0%9&8nd 1970s many recreational
enterprises sprang up, for example close to tHagél of Oisterwijk and the heath land
areaKampina (IJkelenstam and Heester, 1976). Recreatiescha@nd Vereniging van
Recreatieondernemers Nederlan(bociety for Dutch Recreational Entrepreneurs:
RECRON) represent these recreational entreprersgwrsactivities, but have not played
an important role in Midden-Brabant policies.

Furthermore, the region is being encroached by dkpansion of cities and
villages. The three large cities of 's-HertogenlmpsEindhoven and Tilburg over time
have become important urban areas, and, in addmost of the Midden-Brabant villages
have grown considerably. According to one respofdemegional journalist, in current
municipal spatial plans there are still quite a fparts of the second layer that are
nominated to be annexed by expanding villages.

In addition, because mobility has increased owveretiextensive infrastructural
projects have been carried out. The most significare is the construction of the A2
highway, and adjacent railroad, in the 1950s an@049 vertically splitting Midden-
Brabant into two (Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1965a).

Finally, after the Second World War, the provindeNmord-Brabant initiated a
process of large-scale industrialization. It esthleld a so-called prosperity policy that
focused on stimulating and guiding further indwadization, partially to provide jobs for
people that were no longer needed in the rapidlydemnuzing agricultural sector.
Therefore, all kinds of new industries were starfecbvincie Noord-Brabant, 1965a,b).
However, because this industrialization is locatenly close to the larger cities and in
the north and south-east of the province, the abpeims of industry in Midden-Brabant

have remained relatively small.
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5.2 Period | (1970 - 1990): nature in the shadow of  agriculture

Throughout the first period, the unstable naturkcparrangement that is visible in the
early 1970s fails to significantly institutionalizergely because of the strong position of
an adjacent agricultural arrangement. Section mdtlines the situation at the start of this
period. In section 5.2.2, the developments in B20% and 1980s are described. Section
5.2.3 analyses both these developments and thaisiiun the early 1970s and late 1980s
in terms of the PAA.

5.2.1 Setting the scene: Midden Brabant in the early 1970s

In the early 1970s, Midden-Brabant nature policy carried out by two nature
conservation organizations (NCOs). Their efforte diwarfed, however, by extensive
agricultural activities, exemplified by a re-allagnt project in the south of the region. The
government mainly supports these latter activitdéSOs and agrarians generally do not
interact with one another.

NCOs and SBB purchase natural areas with governmentoney
In the previous chapter, the NCOs HUL and (to adegxtent) NM were introduced as
the actors that were predominantly involved in ragoolicy in the early 1970s, engaged
in the purchase and management of natural areddididen-Brabant, a similar situation
is visible. NM is active in this region as well;rfexample, it bought th®isterwijkse
Bossen en Vennen 1915 (about 400 hectares) akdmpinasche Heidéor Kamping in
1929 (approximately 1,200 hectares). As a consemyehlM traditionally is well
represented in Midden-Brabant. These two purchaseengst NM’s earliest, have been
enabled by wealthy beneficiaries.

The second NCO is HBL, as mentioned in sectionl5alsister organization of
HUL, operating within the territorial boundariestbe province of Noord-Brabant. Even
though this NCO was founded back in 1932, in tinst fihirty years of its existence, it
does not have the means to buy natural areas.eAbehinning of the 1960s, however, a
funding scheme is installed that guarantees theiaparimbursement of all NCO

purchases (www.brabantslandschap.nl). This reindooesit agreement has the same
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character as the one set up in the province ofcbtrésee section 4.2.1); half of the
purchase costs are financed by the province, WélMinisterie van Cultuur, Recreatie en
Maatschappelijk WerKMinistry of Culture, Recreation and Social WofkRM) paying
the rest.

Facilitated by this new agreement, HBL is able tartsits Midden-Brabant
purchasing activities in the late 1960s, copying 'SlMtrategy, buying, for example,
patches ofde Mortelen a swampy area with important natural qualitied arstorical
landscape elements, and the est&temelaer (approximately 165 hectares). A
representative of HBL claims that these areas atglit not only from a nature policy
perspective, but also to create recreational faslifor ‘s-Hertogenbosch, Eindhoven and
Tilburg. This is inspired by a desire on the pdrth® province to facilitate recreational
developments (Provinciaal Bestuur Noord-Brabant0&,c).

Besides NM and HBL, SBB is the third actor involved the purchase and
management of natural areas. However, as is the inathe Utrechtse Heuvelrug, SBB
mainly manages its lands for forest utilization gmses. Moreover, it owns only a
relatively limited amount of land in Midden-Brabaits largest possession is a partef
Geelderqdapproximately 165 hectares).

As on the Heuvelrug, in the late 1960s, SBB, NM &l have determined a
rudimentary spheres of influence map, an agreementwvho buys where. A HBL
representative claims that it is decided that NM purchase lands close Kampinaand
Oisterwijkse Bossen en Vennevhereas SBB focuses on lands arodedGeeldersand
parts of the Dommel basin. HBL focusesdm Mortelen, de Scheekand other parts of
the Dommel basin. NM and HBL discuss their purckasgh CRM, and the province
follows the lead of this ministry. SBB is not inveld in these deliberations; it deals
directly with the Ministerie van Landbouw en Visse({Ministry of Agriculture and
Fisheries: L&V).

A strong agricultural sector: expansions and re-atftments
The above nature policy activities are generallgreliadowed by the rapid and large-
scale developments that take place in the agri@iltsector, which is of the utmost

importance to Midden-Brabant. Much of the Midderatant workforce is employed in it,
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even though this number is decreasing (Provinciertii®rabant, 1965a,b). Moreover, the
province and the Midden-Brabant municipalities gahyg support the sector because of
the beneficial effect that the agricultural aciest have on the regional economy, and
because many municipal and provincial politiciansl &ivil servants have an agrarian
background (Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1965a).

This means that Midden-Brabant agrarians are eagedrby the Ministry of L&V
and by agricultural interest organizations to exptreir activities, supported by the close
cooperation of several high-ranking officials ire tBroene Front(see section 1.1.2) and
by a common agricultural policy orchestrated by B¢ (Frouws, 1993). The expansions
are mainly realized within individual agriculturanterprises. Such enterprises, for
example, significantly increase their amount oé$tock over the years while expanding
their properties (Biemans, 1991).

In addition, agricultural expansions are realizbdoigh so-called re-allotment
projects. Such re-allotments focus on optimizing thral area for agricultural purposes
through large physical interventions. They are pizgd by two government agencies, the
Centrale Cultuurtechnische Commis¢{@entral Culture-technical Committee: CCC) and
the Cultuurtechnische DiengCulture-technical Agency: CD). Local governmemése to
compare the re-allotment plans with their municigaatial plans, and the province has to
sanction them. These governmental actors work hegetith the largest agricultural
interest organization, thBloord-Brabantse Christelijke BoerenboiiNorthern Brabant
Christian Agricultural Association: NCB) and witimdividual farmers. When the re-
allotment has been sanctioned, it is implementedabgpecifically mandated local
committee (Van den Bergh, 2004).

In the early 1970s, there is a large re-allotmenjget going on in the south of
Midden-Brabant, around the villages of Oirschot &wst. In the re-allotment plan it is
argued that action is required ‘te@move several physical barriers that stand in thay
of further rationalization of agricultural business in the area”(CCC, 1965, p. 2). The
plan envisages physical interventions on 5,110dnestof land in the south of Midden-
Brabant. It is carried out by the CD and tlidaatselijke Commissie voor de

Ruilverkaveling Oirschot—-BegiL.ocal Committee for the Re-allotment Oirschot—Best
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PCROB), which is comprised of municipal civil semt& individual agrarians, NCB

members and a water board representative.

Midden-Brabant nature policy: limited scope, limited influence

Due to the dominant position of the agriculturattee the NCO purchases have a
relatively limited scope. The natural areas tha targeted are very often owned by
agrarians, who have plans to optimize them forcadjuiral purposes. This means that
these agrarians are not at all inclined to selirttamds, and this results in a low level of
land availability. Moreover, despite the introdoctiof the reimbursement agreement in
the late 1960s, the government explicitly supptresagricultural sector. Therefore, it is
not inclined to proactively support the NCOs. Plegsghe NCOs to get the government
more explicitly involved are to no avalil.

An exception to this limited role of the NCOs oczum de Mortelen where HBL
has recently started buying land. Through theswitees, HBL manages to hamper the
Oirschot—Best re-allotment. A HBL representativairols that‘from the early 1960s, we
were buying patches of swamp everywhere in de MaortéAs a result, a thorough
physical intervention could no longer take placé’he HBL activities are obliquely
mentioned in the re-allotment plan as well. It ckraowledged that some of the re-
allotment area is endowed with valuable landscajaditees that will have to be respected
because of the non-agrarian ownership situationqC©65).

Generally, however, the NCOs are only marginallyleabo build up a
countervailing force to the agricultural expansia@rsl re-allotments. This leads to an
uneasy relation between NCOs and agrarians whbeirearly 1970s on principle do not
interact with one another. Representatives of lpthups point out that, due to the
fundamentally different view on what should happéth nature and the rural area, it is

not done tdfraternize with the enemy”as one of them puts it.

5.2.2 From 1970 to 1990: agriculture remains predominant

Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, government incrgigspays attention to nature policy,
leading to deliberations between the governmem, NICOs and agrarians. In general,
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however, the agricultural sector remains very pngdant. This is exemplified by the

start of a new re-allotment process.

Government focus on nature policy: theRelatienota

In the mid 1970s, on the national level, governmeateases its focus on nature policy
somewhat, as evidenced by the issuing of threeabedcgreen policy plans (Van Kleef,
2004). This is closely related to the increasedoietal and political attention paid to
nature and the environment (see section 1.1.2n&of the new plans, Midden-Brabant
is mentioned as a National Landscape park. Sesardies are carried out to prepare the
establishment of such a park (Van Lier, 1974; Weskg Methodologie, 1983). However,
this initiative never leaves the planning stagee @aspondent claims théall these
studies remained academic and abstract exertises

A second green policy plan, thiRelatienota turns out to be more important for
Midden-Brabant. It introduces two measures to mtodgricultural land with high natural
values. On the one hand, it provides the NCOs vutids to buy such lands. This
increases the scope of the NCO purchases. AccotdirgHBL representativébefore
the Relatienota, we could only buy natural aream, €xample forests or swamps.
Afterwards, we could also purchase agricultural danwith natural qualities’ On the
other hand, th&elatienotaintroduces a subsidy scheme meant to persuadeaagydo
engage in nature management activities.

The Relatienotaalso draws the province into nature policy, sinéd/Land CRM
delegate its implementation to the provincial t{Priessen et al, 1995). The province
realizes that, to apply thRelatienotasuccessfully, it needs the cooperation of the
agricultural sector. However, it is well aware bé tfact that th&elatienotaonly offers a
financial stimulus; this implies that agrarians main be forced to cooperate.
Consequently, it establishes a committee, Wverkgroep UitvoeringRelatienota
(Working Group on the Implementation of tHeelatienota WUR), to guide the
implementation of th&elatienotaProvincie Noord-Brabant, 1977).

The new WUR committee is made up ofGedeputeerde State(Provincial
Executive: GS) member, several provincial and CRil gervants, the CRM nature

consultant, and representatives of the NCB, HBL, Ml SBB. It operates along a
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specifically established procedure, the so-callddRAprotocol. CRM and the CD point
out which areas might be suited ®elatienotapurposes. The provincial civil servants are
to elaborate this further. Their proposals in tara discussed by the NCOs, SBB, NCB
and the individual agrarians whose lands are &est&/hen agreement is reached, the
lands in question can be purchased as nature esserdesignated as nature management
areas.

It turns out that the Midden-Brabant region becormesmportant target for the
WUR deliberations. In the new provincial spatiamlthe province argues that the region
should maintain its specific natural and historigalue, and therefore it is especially

susceptible to thRelatienotgpolicy (Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1977).

Savingde Mortelen, dreaming about connecting HBL and NM areas
That the introduction of th®elatienotahas a positive effect on Midden-Brabant nature
policy shows, for example, in the Oirschot-Besalletment. As mentioned above, die
Mortelen the exchange process orchestrated by the PCR@M®bicaontinue because of
recent HBL purchases. To resolve the resultantldeladmost of this area is designated
as part of theRelatienota Involved agrarians receive alternative lands velttexe or
receive financial compensation, and HBL eventualiges over the lands with high
natural values that the farmers abandon. In addittBL is included in the land exchange
process. This means that it is able to exchanges¢parate patches of land it owns to
realize a larger and more coherent natural ardafAhis is formalized in an amendment
of the re-allotment plan (SBL, 1979).

Consequently, throughout the 19808s,Mortelens “saved from the re-allotmett
as one HBL representative puts it. In addition, gheservation ofle Mortelengives rise
to a new idea. HBL and NM begin to discuss the ibdag of linking de Mortelenand
several other recent HBL purchases sucdeschekeandPaljaard to NM’s Kampina
andOisterwijkse bossen en vennémne HBL representative states thatthe mid 1980s,
we first started discussing the possibilities ofrmecting our Midden-Brabant territories
with those of NM. This was in fact the first refere to the contemporary nature core”
However, these ambitions are not taken very seftiyusther actors. Even HBL and NM

consider themwishful thinking”, as an NM representative puts it.
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The agricultural sector remains strong: re-allotmert around Sint-Oedenrode

Around the same time, the agricultural sector inddéin-Brabant is faced with the
negative side-effects of their activities. The NC@wl theBrabantse Milieufederatie
(Brabant Environmental Federation: BMF) confrontaagns and the NCB about the
detrimental effect that agricultural expansions ehan nature and the environment.
Moreover, within the government, the ongoing stiatioin of agricultural expansions is
criticized. Restrictions on manure production areeaduced, and with the issuing of the
Landinrichtingswe{Land Consolidation Act: LIW) (see section 1.1a2nore integral re-
allotment approach is installed. This also showgha respective transformations of the
CCC and CD into the CLC and LD (the L standing f@ndinrichting i.e. Land Use
Planning, which suggests a broader approach than @) which stood for
Cultuurtechnischi.e. Culture-technical).

However, the strong agricultural lobby seems largeipervious to the growing
criticisms (Frouws, 1993). This is visible in Midd®&rabant as well, where agrarians do
not consider ceasing their expansion activitieseyTldefend themselves against the
accusations of the NCOs and the BMF by claiming thair activities are not illegal.
Consequently, throughout the entire first periaggtialtural production is still increasing
steadily (Biemans, 1991).

The continuing predominance of the agriculturalt@eds exemplified by the
launch of a new re-allotment process, in prepamasiace 1977. The new re-allotment is
to take place around the village of Sint-Oedenrdoeated in the east of the region. It
covers 15,600 hectares, making it one of the largests kind (CLC, 1985; Van den
Bergh, 2004). In 1987, tHeandinrichtingscommissie Sint Oedenrdtland Use Planning
Committee Sint-Oedenrode: LSO) is installed, cosipg agrarians, local NCOs, the
water board and a municipality (Anema, 2007).

Officially, the new re-allotment process embodiesnare integral focus. For
example, explicit attention is paid to nature aaddscape values, as exemplified in the
approximately 1,200 hectares that are designatedRedstienotaarea (CLC, 1985).
Moreover, HBL and BMF are consulted in the preparatof the re-allotment plan
(Anema, 2007). In practice, however, agriculturdéérests are still predominant. The main

goal of the re-allotment remains optimizing thei@agtural suitability of the area (LD,
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1986). In addition, in the LSO, actors with an egltural interest are in the majority
(CLC, 1985). Furthermore, according to a HBL repreative, the number @telatienota
hectares was initially a lot higher (around 5,000} is downgraded significantly after
extensive NCB lobbying. Moreover, the fact that tballotment is allowed to start in the
first place implies that physical interventionsthe rural area, despite recent controversy,
are still allowed in Midden-Brabant. One agraritatess thateveryone knew that the re-
allotment would eventually go through; the largeagan enterprises really wanted it”
(Anema, 2007, p. 9).

Small-scale tugs of war: failure of the WUR method

The continuing importance of the agricultural seciwan also be seen in the
implementation of thdrelatienota With the exception of the abovementioned progress
that is made irde Mortelen,the allocation ofRelatienotaareas via deliberations in the
WUR committee is proceeding very slowly. A proviativil servant, responsible for the
allocation proposals at that time, claims thatduggestions generally are welcomed by
the NCOs but rejected by the NCB. The civil servanjuestion claims thdthe NCOs
wanted it, whereas agrarians did not want it. Thegre fighting continually. It seemed
like each square metre was disputed, eventuallyowit much result” Neither the
province nor L&V take sides in these discussionsabse they have an interest in both
agriculture and nature policy.

At the same time, the scope of the WUR proposalsery limited. Another
respondent who was involved in the WUR states thmplementing the Relatienota
involved buying small patches of land, consideredheir isolated status, but never in
relation to one another. This created a pictureN@Os focusing on their own territories,
trying to expand these by collecting small areasuad their properties” He moreover
points out that the few agricultural lands everyuplirchased are not selected because of
their high natural value, but because of their bayncultural value. Agrarians, provincial
officials and L&V representatives consider it a tea® give up valuable agricultural land
for nature policy purposes.

All in all, in practice, the way in which the prome has organized the

implementation of th&elatienotai.e. the WUR method, does not seem to work, sihce
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results in a small-scale tug of war between NCOd agrarians. The latter actors
generally win this struggle because they canndbtmed to sell their lands or to engage in
nature management activities. The NCOs are not @ablhange this, and the involved
governmental actors do not take sides. Therefanly, wery few lands are bought, and
almost none of the Midden-Brabant agrarians engageature management activities
(Biemans, 1991). This leaves the province to caielthat“the application of the

Relatienota is not yet a success. [...] An interddibn in the use of this instrument is

urgently desired(Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1984, p. 39).

5.2.3 The 1970s and 1980s: an unstable nature policy arrangement

In this section, the nature-policy-related develepts presented in section 5.2.2 are
analysed in terms of the PAA. It is clear that thwestable nature policy arrangement
visible in the early 1970s only slightly institutializes, mainly because of a lack of
government involvement and the continuing consinginpresence of an adjacent

agricultural arrangement.

The early 1970s: an unstable ‘purchase arrangement’
The early 1970s’ situation in Midden-Brabant natpaticy greatly resembles the early
1970s’ situation in the Utrechtse Heuvelrug. Inmerof discourse, the nature policy
arrangement that is visible incorporates a sectwflre protection concept and a strategy
that envisages the purchase of individual natureds This ‘purchase arrangement’ is
populated by two NCOs, HBL and NM, both of whom argitled to buy natural areas in
Midden-Brabant. The Ministry of CRM and the prownof Noord-Brabant to some
extent provide the NCOs with the financial resosrceeded to deploy the purchase
strategy. All this is encapsulated in two rulesttbhape the interactions between the
involved actors, i.e. a reimbursement agreemenaaspheres of influence map.

However, like in the Utrechtse Heuvelrug, the ghase arrangement’ that is
manifest in Midden-Brabant (see Table 5.1) is natinestable, primarily because of the
very significant overshadowing effect of a compegtigricultural expansion discourse

that reflects a modernization concept, realizedouph the strategies of individual
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agricultural expansions and large-scale re-allotmprocesses. This discourse is
embedded in a very stable adjacent agriculturalingement and is advocated by the
Ministry of L&V, the province, the Midden-Brabantumicipalities, agricultural interest
organizations and individual agrarians.

In addition, interactions amongst the actors imgdlin the ‘purchase arrangement’
are limited. The two NCOs are only very marginaliyple to operate as policy
entrepreneurs, and in particular the interrelabetween the two NCOs on the one hand
and the two governmental actors on the other igtdon Only when a natural area is
offered for sale, do the four actors get togetBe&icause this happens only occasionally,
an explicit coalition is not evident.

Furthermore, the two NCOs lack the power to effety carry out their purchase
strategy. Their capacity to do so is constrainedhigyr dependence on resources that are
controlled by others. The lands that they want ty lare owned by Midden-Brabant
agrarians, who refuse to sell them because of imaatvement in the adjacent agricultural
arrangement. Moreover, the funding needed to psehaatural areas is only
intermittently available. The government, also ptining the adjacent arrangement, does
not allow the NCOs to expand their territories tomich. Only inde Mortelenis
significant NCO influence visible; here, the NCO HB able to hamper a re-allotment
process.

The rules of the game encapsulate the limited oblparticularly governmental
actors. The reimbursement agreement and the spbieirgience map determine that the
lead is left to the two NCOs, who each focus tpeirchase activities on different parts of
Midden-Brabant. The governmental actors only g&i the picture on an ad hoc basis,
when the occasional NCO purchases need to be saedti NCO attempts to get the

government more explicitly involved are to no avalil

Early 1970s Purchase arrangement (unstable)
Discourse Protection through purchase

- concept - hature protection

- strategy - purchase individual natural areas
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Early 1970s Purchase arrangement (unstable)

Actors Province, CRM (gov); HBL, NM (non-gov)

- coalitions - not visible

- entrepreneurs - HBL, NM (only marginally)

Power HBL and NM purchase capacity is constrained by agrarians, CRM and province
- resources - budget (CRM & province); land (agrarians)

- influence - HBL and NM occasionally acquire small amounts of land

Rules The lead is left to HBL and NM

- access - ad hoc involvement of CRM and province

- responsibility - with HBL and NM, government facilitates

Table 5.1: Unstable purchase arrangement in thg £ar0s

The 1970s and 1980s: the ‘purchase arrangement’ reaims unstable

From the mid 1970s, the ‘purchase arrangement nsetp institutionalize somewhat.
However, it remains relatively unstable throughiia entire first period, mainly because
of the continuing overshadowing effect of the agjtiral expansion discourse, which
constrains the purchase and agrarian nature mamagestrategies. Even though the
modernization concept and its subsequent strategjiesincreasingly criticized, they
remain firmly embedded within the adjacent agrimat arrangement. This is exemplified
by the start of a new and very large re-allotmenjget in the east of the Midden-Brabant
region.

The signs of stabilization that do appear areectfid mainly in the increase in
interaction. Whereas in the early 1970s such intemas occurred only rather
infrequently, from the mid 1970s an explicit caalit is formed — the WUR — consequent
to a national policy initiative (th&elatienotd, which in turn is grounded in a socio-
political trend, i.e. an increase in the attengo@nd to nature and the environment. In the
WUR, the province, CRM (later on L&V), the CD (laten LD), the NCOs and the NCB
are involved. Both the NCOs and the NCB operatpaEy entrepreneurs, but from a
different perspective (see below). The membershef ¢oalition engage in structural
deliberations on the implementation of tRelatienota On an ad hoc basis, individual
agrarians whose lands are at stake are involved.

The arrangement remains quite unstable becaus@disestent involvement of

these actors does not lead to an extensive maimiizaf the budgets allocated by LNV
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and the province; very little land is acquired @signated as nature management area.
This is due to the influence exerted by the NCBck&al up by a very stable adjacent
agricultural arrangement and by the support ofMiden-Brabant agrarians who are not
inclined to relinquish control over the natural agdhat they own, this actor is able to
largely block the implementation of tlieelatienota Consequently, the NCB is the main
policy entrepreneur, but with the objective to doms rather than sustain Midden-
Brabant nature policy. As a consequence, the inflaef the NCOs is limited.

This results in rules that have a rather ambivalgmracter. Officially, the
members of the WUR coalition work together becatlseprovince has asked them to
together implement a nationally introduced policytiative, the Relatienota This is
formalized into the so-called WUR protocol. In gree, however, only the NCOs take
responsibility for Midden-Brabant nature policy.€lactors with an agricultural interest
have gained access to the arrangement to hampestitsitionalization from within. This
results in a small-scale tug of war between NCQ@bkagrarians. The government does not
take sides because it also supports the adjacamgament.

An overview of this arrangement as it appears m lite 1980s is presented in
Table 5.2, and Figure 5.2 visualizes the instindization process, as well as several
main events. The dashed nature of the two textbaresthe corresponding horizontal
arrow indicate the instability of the arrangemérable 5.3 outlines the manifestation and
effect of the change factors that have appear#teii970s and the 1980s. Note that there

are also factors that hamper change in stead dibg it about.

Late 1980s Purchase arrangement (unstable)

Discourse Protection through purchase

- concept - nature protection

- strategy - purchase individual natural areas; nature management by agrarians
Actors L&V, province, LD (gov); HBL, NM, NCB (non-gov)

- coalitions - WUR

- entrepreneurs - NCB; HBL and NM (only marginally)

Power HBL and NM purchase capacity is constrained by the NCB and agrarians
- resources - budget (LNV, province); land (agrarians)

- influence - HBL and NM occasionally acquire small amounts of land
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Late 1980s Purchase arrangement (unstable)
Rules Small-scale tug of war
- access - organized by the province; NCB and agrarians join to constrain

- responsibility - officially with all WUR members; in practice only with NCOs

Table 5.2: Unstable purchase arrangement in teelR80s

Change factors  Manifestation Effect
Policy - NCB - cause the purchase arrangement to remain
entrepreneurs unstable

- HBL and NM - mobilize limited amount of government

resources to apply purchase strategy

Policy - Relatienota - leads to more explicit government and agrarian
innovations involvement in nature policy

Adjacent - agricultural arrangement - government involvement in nature policy re-
arrangements remains very stable mains limited; agrarians are able to resist NCOs
Socio-political - increased attention for - leads to the issuing of the Relatienota; sustains
trends nature and environment the actions of the NCOs

Shock events Not visible Not visible

Table 5.3: Manifest explanatory factors for (a laxfk policy change in the 1970s and
1980s

' Purchase | . ' Purchase |
| arrangement! | arrangement !
;70 '90
| | | | |
'75: Relatie- Early ‘80s: HBL pur- '84: LIW & ma- late '80s: WUR
notaissued chasesle Mortelen nure restrictions method fails

'79: re-allotment plan | Mid '80s: plan to connect | '86: Sint Oedenrode re
Oirschot—Best adapted| | HBL & NM territories allotment commences

Figure 5.2: Timeline of the first period with aglily stabilizing arrangement and some
important events
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5.3 Period Il (1990 — 1997): the tables are turned

In the second period, nature policy begins to gaotund; the unstable arrangement that is
visible transforms and stabilizes significantly. tAe same time, the adjacent agricultural
arrangement diminishes somewhat. Furthermore, andecmore integral policy
arrangement arises. However, this arrangement nsmeather unstable. The main
developments are outlined in section 5.3.1, andamaalysis in terms of the PAA is

presented in section 5.3.2.

5.3.1 From 1990 to 1997: a boost for nature policy

In the early 1990s, Midden-Brabant nature policisgen important boost. The province
becomes much more explicitly engaged, replacing WeR protocol with a new
approach. At the same time, the agricultural setdbses some of its prominence.
Meanwhile, a comprehensive ecological perspectivelaveloped for the nature core.
Also, the province begins to experiment with inl@@nd region-specific policies.

Provincial emphasis on a new and proactive kind afiature policy

In 1990, the province of Noord-Brabant is given nemature-policy-related
responsibilities, mainly because of the introductmf the NBP and subsequent EHS,
orchestrated by thilinisterie van Landbouw, Natuur en VisséNinistry of Agriculture,
Nature and Fisheries: LNV), the successor of L&WheTministry gives the Dutch
provinces the task to further elaborate this. Tikifater on formalized in the so-called
decentralization impulse (see section 1.1.2).

The province in turn decides to make nature potiog of its top priorities. As a
first step, it expands its internal nature poli@pacity. In the early 1990s, new civil
servants are hired, complementing those that aeady} engaged in framing WUR
proposals. These civil servants are eventually ginbuogether in a newProvinciale
Natuurdienst (Provincial Nature Department. PND). The PND stai® work on a
provincial version of the NBP, which is presented 1993 as theNatuurbeleidsplan
Noord-Brabant (Nature Policy Plan Noord-Brabant: NNB, Provindword-Brabant,

1993a,b,c). In addition, in 1992 the province issaenew spatial plan that explicitly
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emphasizes the new provincial nature-policy-relamdbitions (Provincie Noord-Brabant,
1992).

The introduction of the EHS is an important breakhwhe past; it gives nature
policy a much more proactive connotation. From mmynature is not only protected, but
also connected and developed in order to creatgcally coherent natural areas. To
realize this, the province wants to facilitate tharchase and transformation of a
significant amount of agricultural land (Provinddoord-Brabant, 1992, 1993a,b,c). A
PND civil servant states thdiefore the EHS, we were thinking about separateipas of
nature. Afterwards, we had to think about bringmegural areas together. Also, we could
focus on agricultural land, all from an ecologigagrspective’

It is clear that in the new provincial nature pgliMidden-Brabant holds an
important place. The region acquires an importasitipn in the provincial EHS and is
referred to as'a region with high actual and potential natural ks, threatened by
environmental degradation, intensive agriculturaeuand urban activity. In the future
development of this region, we prioritize the mamaince of the specific quality of this

highly valuable landscape(Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1992, p. 16).

A tough time for the agricultural sector

For Midden-Brabant agrarians, the first half of th@90s is a difficult time. The

government issues more environmental restricti@specially on the production of
manure (Frouws, 1993). Also, due to internatiorgribeeconomic developments, Dutch
agrarians find it harder to produce for the worldrket (Boonstra, 2004). Furthermore,
the EU common agricultural policy is reformed thghuthe so-called MacSharry
transformations of 1992 (RLG, 2000). This has aatigg impact on the production
capacity of Midden-Brabant agrarians, which failsrtcrease for the first time in 40 years
(Biemans, 1991).

Although several respondents claim that these dpwedénts are much more
detrimental to the position of Midden-Brabant agnas than the new provincial focus on
nature policy, the same respondents also pointh@aitthe agricultural sector resents the
new emphasis on nature nevertheless; it is sean additional burden for a sector that is

already under strain. This is evident in the agrameaction to the NNB and the new
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provincial spatial plan. For example, a large grotifarmers blocks the A2 highway and
barricades the provincial office in ‘s-Hertogendus€&urthermore, agrarians comment
extensively on the concept versions of both newmglarguing that the new policy will
hamper their activities (Provincie Noord-Brabar&i92b).

Even though the province maintains that it willtdis to these objections, it
nevertheless concludes thaur position on the relation between the EHS arn t
agricultural sector will not be changed. [..\Ve realize that this will restrict some
agricultural activities” (Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1993b, p. 73). As a lesagrarians
feel abandoned by a government that until quiteemdg had supported them. One
Midden-Brabant farmer states tli&ir years and years we had been told to increase o
production. From the early 1990s onwards, all afualden this didn’t count any more. No

wonder that many farmers in Midden-Brabant felr&ged by the government”

From WUR protocol to WEB approach
After the introduction of the NNB, the EHS need®demarcated in more detail. After
all, the NNB only incorporates a very rudimentalyEmap. The province asks the WUR
to do this, but in this committee, the small-scalg of war of the late 1980s merely
continues. One of the involved civil servants stdbat the NCB and the NCOs fight more
than ever, and agrarians make hundreds of objectide argues théif we had continued
with the WUR protocol, it would have taken us 2érggust to demarcate the EHS”

Therefore, the province, led by a new GS membesldps a new region-oriented
approach. This approach is based on the premisesihae agrarians own the lands that
are needed and cannot be forced to sell thesesugheort, or at least the consent of the
agricultural sector is needed to implement the EHfrefore, as a first step, it is decided
to explain the consequences of the EHS on the leeal, directly addressing the Noord-
Brabant agrarians. To achieve this, the GS membeéraateam of civil servants travel
through the entire province, also visiting MidderaBant. Several respondents mention
that this is the first time that provincial offitsa“leave the ivory tower in ‘s-
Hertogenbosch,”as one of them puts it.

As a second step, the province decides to replec®tUR committee with a new
temporary committee, theWerkgroep EHS BegrenzindWorking Group EHS
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Demarcation: WEB), made up of governmental actafg:dhe PND, LNV Zuid (the new
regional LNV directorate) and the LD, which laten & transformed into th®ienst
Landelijk Gebied(Government Service for Land and Water Managembhtz). The
WEB prepares EHS demarcation proposals that argegukntly discussed in specifically
established local deliberation boards, compriselbadl NCOs, local agrarians and local
NCB branches (Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1993b,ck province determines that in these
debates so-called NIMBY (not in my back yard) arguats will not be tolerated. Second,
the demarcations need to be supported with ecabdata. Third, the fact that the EHS is
going to be demarcated is not to be challengedth&$e agreements are encapsulated in
the WEB covenant, signed by the province, LNV ZIDdG, HBL, NM and the NCB.

Midden-Brabant EHS demarcation and implementation:toilsome but evolving

For Midden-Brabant, the EHS demarcation proves doabtoilsome task. In the local
deliberation board set up in the region, over arel again meetings are held in which the
atmosphere is often tenswijith a lot of angry farmers and crying farmers’ vas”, as one
respondent puts it. The WEB proposals are attabkeitie NCB, by individual agrarians
and sometimes also by NCOs, whereas WEB membeendieind adapt them, at the
same time moderating their ambitions. One respdndiims that“the considerable
resistance of the agricultural sector meant thag HCOs had to leave their ecological
ideal picture behind’

However, the WEB approach happens to work outyredll. By adopting it, the
provincial government has shown its explicit commant to nature policy. Moreover, it
has ensured that agrarians are not able to camstreraction, as was the case in the
WUR deliberations. Furthermore, many agrarianse&pgte the opportunity to discuss the
new proposals locally. This makes them less hosiilards the new policy. At the same
time, several respondents indicate that, due toebelatory and market changes faced by
the agricultural sector, the dominant positionhed Midden-Brabant agrarians has eroded
somewhat. This has diminished the traditional, amoonopolistic, influence of these
latter actors.

When the demarcation proposals are finalized, #veyput before thBrovinciale

Commissie Natuur en LandschgpProvincial Committee for Nature and Landscape:
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PCNL), a new advisory body that has replaced theRVEbmprising LNV Zuid, DLG,
NCB, HBL and NM. Because the proposals have betasively debated on the local
level, the PCNL has not much to add. One responstates thatbecause all Midden-
Brabant EHS borders were discussed on a local Jahel NCB and HBL and NM, the
antagonists of the WUR, no longer had any groundseep on arguing. They could only
agree, because their local counterparts had alreddge so” Many respondents claim to
have been happy with the WEB approach, especially the local deliberation boards
and the provincial promotion campaign. The new G®&miver is often highly
recommended for his efforts in this matter.

Consequently, at the end of the second period, Nhéden-Brabant EHS
implementation starts. Compared to the situatiorthm 1980s, the prospects are quite
good as land availability is gradually rising, migirbecause of the abovementioned
problems in the agricultural sector. The EHS redilan is carried out by DLG, HBL, NM
and SBB. The latter three actors will eventuallketacharge of the lands that are
purchased, in accordance with the spheres of mflelenap. The PND and LNV Zuid
guide the EHS realization, and the Ministry of LNand the province still bear the
purchase costs, now also paying for the physic@ryentions required to develop

agricultural land into nature and to create ecaalgtonnection zones.

The Groene Woud ideas: Midden-Brabant from an ideal ecological pespective
While working on the demarcation of the Midden-Brab EHS, several PND civil
servants start to feel curious about the ecologmatential of the region. As just
mentioned, in the WEB deliberations, the PND ofters to leave its ecological ideal
picture behind, but the civil servants in questimevertheless begin to wonder what
Midden-Brabant would look like if this ideal pictucould be realized. They are inspired
by ideas of bringing back wild and unspoiled wiliess areas in the Netherlands, as for
example ventilated iRlan OoievaarPlan Stork, De Bruin et al, 1987).

The civil servants in question discuss their ide#h representatives of HBL and
with GS. HBL is very enthusiastic, because theizatbn of an ecological ideal type for
Midden-Brabant seamlessly fits with the existing lmw profile ambitions to establish a

connection between HBL's and NM’s largest MidderaiBant territories (see section
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5.2.2). GS in turn gives permission for the fedsjbof these ambitions to be investigated
and agrees to fund this investigation. Therefaygether with an ecological consultancy,
the PND and HBL start to study the joining up o targest natural areas in the heart of
Midden-Brabant (Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1993b).

The desk study is finished in 1994 (R6évekamp anideby 1994) and is presented
under the headindgdet Groene WoudThe Green Woods), named after a small and
picturesque café in the region. According to sdveeapondents, the report can be
regarded as the first explicit plan to consider skeparate natural areas in the heart of
Midden-Brabant as an entity, thus conceiving treaidf the nature core. The two largest
barriers that have to be overcome to realize thtsre core are the A2 highway and the
adjacent railway, an@anisveld an agricultural enclave of about 120 hectarasatwd
betweerde MortelenandKampina

However, for the time being, the desk study is képw profile. Several
respondents previously involved in it claim thahem the study is finished, the time is not
yet right to bring it into the limelight. The repocontains a quite radical ecological
perspective that may not be appreciated by the dieBrabant agrarians who are already
confronted with, and engaged in, the EHS demamtatidherefore, the responsible GS
member decides to keep it in his drawer for theetbeing. Throughout the remainder of
the period, the report is used mainly as a backgtatudy for the demarcation of the
EHS (Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1993b).

Practicing with GGB in Midden-Brabant: WCL, NUBL an d PIG

In the first half of the 1990s, the government demins to pay attention to integral
policies with a regional scope (also referred tdGasntegreerd Gebiedsgericht Beleid
Integrated Area Specific Policies: GGB, see secfidh2). A first policy relevant for
Midden-Brabant idNadere Uitwerking Brabant LimburFurther Elaboration Brabant—
Limburg: NUBL), instigated by theMinisterie van Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke
Ordening en Milieu(Ministry of Housing, Spatial Development and Howiment:
VROM). NUBL provides the provinces of Noord-Brabamtd Limburg with the finance
to experiment with integral rural area policies.aahdition, with similar intentions, LNV
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designates Midden-Brabant as Vdaardevol CultuurlandschagValuable Man-made
Landscape: WCL), under its historic nadeeMeierij(Ministerie van LNV, 1993).

The province decides to further elaborate the W@Iicp. It integrates the NUBL
subsidies in WCL'’s budget and establishes a prgjemip in which LNV Zuid, the NCB,
the BMF, HBL, RECRON, a water board, tBesschap(see section 4.2.1) and several
municipalities take part (Laven, 1996). Togethethwthis project group, the province
writes a so-calledebiedsperspecti€area perspective) in which the goals of the W& a
presented. The idea is that, in a bottom-up fashiensions between agriculture,
recreation, nature and landscape will be reducedewdt the same time increasing
regional coherence. The creation and implementabbnWCL projects, preferably
initiated by a large variety of local non-governi@ractors, is seen as the best way to
achieve this (Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1995).

However, the WCL policy only leaves the drawing tobto some extent. First of
all, the project group does not function well, hessamost of the participants feel no real
commitment to the Midden-Brabant region, basicalyvancing provincial or local
interests. Moreover, they focus on their own sectather than on an integral perspective.
In addition, they are not really used to each oyer or have been engaged in conflicts in
the past, as is for example the case with the N&@sthe NCB. In addition, the province
and the Ministry of LNV do not really guide the W@kocess (Kranendonk, 1997). All in
all, the project group members do not invest afdtme in carrying out the WCL policy,
so regional coherence is not really created.

This means that in the end only a small number &@LWrojects are launched.
Moreover, those projects that are created areechaut by, for example, BMF, HBL, NM
and RECRON, members of the project group that lherganized on the provincial level.
A bottom-up process involving local actors is noteividence. In addition, the projects
often have a sectoral character instead of an nategne (Kranendonk, 1997).
Furthermore, several members of the project groispe sthat there is not enough
government finance and capacity to realize the Vd@ibitions. The Ministry of LNV and
the province in turn argue that they are coverinly @ small part of the project expenses
by way of a stimulus and that they expect the ptajatiators to invest funds of their own
(Pleijte et al, 2000).
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To try to give the WCL policy a boost, in 1996 ttesponsible GS member launches the
Project Integrale Gebiedenbelei@Project for Integral Rural Area Policy: PIG), a
provincial initiative whereby civil servants aresmged to each Noord-Brabant region
with the task of promoting GGB. From that moment thie Midden-Brabant region has a
coordinator who is assisted by two colleagues. &tagl servants have to realize new
projects, in cooperation with local actors, whifgling the WCL and NUBL subsidies

where possible. However, the efforts of these @eilvants do not yet have much impact

in this period.

5.3.2 Towards the mid 1990s: significant stabilization and transformation

The second period witnesses the stabilization ef uhstable ‘purchase arrangement’,
which also undergoes an important transformatiaenms of discourse. On top of that, an
additional, more integral arrangement appears. $éond arrangement remains rather

unstable, however.

From unstable ‘purchase arrangement’ to stable ‘EHSarrangement’

In the first half of the 1990s, Midden-Brabant matypolicy undergoes a significant
change in terms of discourse. The existing ratledertsive nature protection concept is
replaced by a much more proactive concept thatsewn ecological networks. This
concept percolates down to Midden-Brabant as @maty orchestrated policy initiative.
Moreover, the purchase strategy is complementedh Wwito new strategies: nature
development and the joining up of natural areass toncept and these strategies are
captured in the EHS policy. Consequently, the ‘hase arrangement’ transforms into the
‘EHS arrangement’.

Initially, the transformed arrangement does nollyestabilize, mainly because the
new concept and strategies are vehemently challebgeadvocates of the agricultural
expansion discourse that remains important in MidBeabant. However, it no longer has
the same overshadowing effect that it had in th@é0%9and 1980s. First of all, the
agricultural modernization concept and its subsetugrategies are under strain.

Secondly, the adjacent agricultural arrangememthith this concept and these strategies

152



Midden-Brabant

are embedded is declining — a decline that is gtednn two socio-political trends, i.e. an
agro-economic crisis and EU agricultural reformsd an the abovementioned policy
initiative (ecological networks) that has drawn govment attention away from the
agricultural sector and towards nature policy.

The province, charged with the elaboration of S policy, has to deal with the
resistance coming from the advocates of the agui@llexpansion discourse. GS and the
PND in particular start to play a proactive rolpemting as policy entrepreneurs. Inspired
by the socio-political trend towards regionalizatithese actors decide to adopt a regional
perspective on the EHS realization. They acknovddtigt, before the new policy can be
put into practice, the actors engaged in the MielBexbant region, especially those from
the agricultural sector, will have to be pacifidtherefore, before the EHS implementation
commences, its implications are discussed withrg lage group of non-governmental
Midden-Brabant actors, both NCOs and agrarianss Thiorganized by forming two
temporary coalitions, the WEB and the local dekliben board.

Like in the late 1980s, the deliberations in antiveen these coalitions still have
the character of a power struggle between agraaadsNCOs. However, this time the
tables are somewhat turned. Because of the ndoohestrated ecological networks
policy initiative and the explicit support of gomenental policy entrepreneurs (i.e. GS and
the PND), the NCOs (albeit local ones rather thesvipcial ones) have the advantage.
Also, ecological expertise, which the NCOs exteslyiypossess, becomes an important
resource; it is even considered more important Hgarcultural arguments. The Midden-
Brabant agrarians, on the other hand, are on thensige. Their powerful position is
weakened by the diminution of the adjacent agncalt arrangement, which is in turn
caused by several socio-political trends (see gbdvereover, they find themselves
confronted with a government that no longer exigupports them. They are therefore
no longer so able to constrain the stabilizatioMafden-Brabant nature policy.

However, it turns out that the stabilization presés also significantly enabled by
the interaction rules that result from the governmattempts to pacify the Midden-
Brabant agrarians. The government imperative toesdagether with regional actors, to a
well-tailored agreement on the consequences oEH® introduction, encapsulated in the
WEB covenant, is appreciated by both local NCOs Khdden-Brabant agrarians. In
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exchange for their cooperation, these actors hasen Igranted access to the EHS
demarcation, and this has resulted in broadly edrmlemarcation proposals. As a
consequence, these local actors have (albeit soeetreluctantly) shouldered some
responsibility for the realization of the new pnosial nature policy that is embedded in
the 1992 spatial plan and the NNB.

These new (though temporary) rules, the diminigh@der of the Midden-Brabant
agrarians and the deliberations in and betweettbenew coalitions pave the way for the
stabilization of the ‘EHS arrangement’ (see Tab#.5A new coalition is put in charge of
the EHS implementation, comprising HBL, NM, SBB, Gland PND. LNV Zuid and the
NCB are involved in an advisory capacity. The nemalition adopts an entrepreneurial
role, starting to carry out the demarcation profgsg mobilizing its expertise and the
new government budgets provided by the provincelawd, backed up by the regional
support gained in the EHS demarcation process wmh lincrease in land availability that
is caused by the decline of the adjacent agricllanmrangement. The rules determine that
the members of the EHS coalition in a closed-oflyvaae responsible for realizing the
new Midden-Brabant nature policy, i.e. without ades interference. However, their
cooperation is based on the regional agreementsatkaembodied in the demarcation
proposals. At the same time, the two agreementiseofate 1980s (i.e. the reimbursement
agreement and the spheres of influence map) dreadil.

Finally, it should be pointed out that, in the gias of this stabilization process, a
new and even more ecologically inspired conceplegeloped, i.e. th&roene Woud
This is orchestrated by several PND civil servaamsl HBL, and sanctioned by GS.
However, this concept is being kept under wrapshfermoment, given its rather sensitive
contents. Consequently, tkiroene Woudlesk study merely functions as inspiration for

the EHS demarcation process.

Mid 1990s EHS arrangement

Discourse EHS

- concept - ecological networks

- strategy - purchase individual natural areas; develop new nature; connect natural areas
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Mid 1990s EHS arrangement

Actors GS, PND, DLG, LNV Zuid, SBB (gov); HBL, NM, NCB (non-gov)

- coalitions - EHS (HBL, NM, SBB, DLG and PND)

- entrepreneurs - EHS coalition

Power EHS coalition has the capacity to together implement the EHS policy

- resources - budget (government); expertise, regional support (EHS coalition); land
(agrarians)

- influence - EHS coalition starts to acquire, develop and connect natural areas

Rules Closed-off cooperation with regional consent

- access - restricted to EHS coalition and its advisers

- responsibility - EHS coalition is responsible for carrying out regionally determined

demarcation proposals

Table 5.4: Stable EHS arrangement in the mid 1990s

WCL arrangement arises but remains rather unstable
In the mid 1990s, a second nature-policy-relatedngement appears in Midden-Brabant.
This is related to a second policy initiative tipatrcolates down from the national level,
i.e. the WCL policy, reflecting a GGB characterisTpolicy initiative is also grounded in
a socio-political trend, i.e. regionalization. Thew arrangement embodies an integral
regional coherence concept, to be realized thraugitrategy of initiating local WCL
projects. It constitutes a coalition, the WCL pobjgroup, that has to orchestrate these
projects. For this purpose, the government hasl&appa budget, to be complemented by
the resources of the various project initiatorsedéh initiators together are to take
responsibility for the realization of the WCL polic

In practice, however, the new arrangement — refeto as the ‘WCL arrangement’
— remains rather unstable (see Table 5.5). Firallpits integral discourse is not broadly
carried among the members of the arrangement. Matoys prioritize their own sectoral
interests, also because in the past they haverbablé¢ with actors from other sectors (as
is for example the case with the NCOs and the N@®).integration of these sectoral
interests seems to be premature. As a consequbergeredominant strategy of launching
local WCL projects is applied on only a limited isas

Furthermore, interactions within the new arrangemare not really evident,

partially due to the abovementioned discursiveedghces among, and sectoral interests
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of, the various participants. However, governmeantolvement also remains limited.
Governmental actors seem to regard the WCL polgym experiment, as reflected in
their commitment to the process. As a consequeheeg;oalition that is visible, the WCL
project group, does not function very well. Exgligiolicy entrepreneurs are not in
evidence.

The fact that few resources are mobilized is &rd@hing factor in the relatively
limited number of projects and the lack of intei@etamong the coalition members. The
coalition members argue that the government haspnotided enough finance and
capacity to meet the costs of initiating a projddte government in turn argues that the
resources that it has provided are only meantinousdte the launching of WCL projects
by the coalition members and by local actors. guas that such actors should also invest
resources of their own. However, only a few coafitmembers are prepared to do this,
and moreover these actors often focus on sectoméqts. Therefore, in theory, the
coalition members have the capacity to initiate W&hbjects, but in practice, they only
occasionally initiate such projects. This means fiaa actors play influential roles.

Consequently, the rules have an ambiguous charaC#icially, the several
coalition members have committed themselves toNk policy, which is encapsulated
in the WCL area perspective. In this policy planjsi also claimed that a bottom-up
process is to be realized: local actors should imw@waged to initiate WCL projects,
working together with the coalition members. Howewe practice, these interaction rules
are not in evidence. Rather, a half-hearted fornpaticipation appears. The involved
actors do not really take responsibility for the Wgblicy, and the local actors needed to

orchestrate the desired bottom-up process faiaio gccess to the arrangement.

Mid 1990s Unstable WCL arrangement

Discourse WCL

- concept - integral regional coherence

- strategy - realize locally orchestrated WCL projects
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Mid 1990s Unstable WCL arrangement

Actors PND, GS, LNV Zuid, water board, municipalities (gov); HBL, NCB, BMF, RECRON,
NM, Bosschap, entrepreneurs, local NCOs (non-gov)

- coalitions - WCL project group

- entrepreneurs - not visible

Power WCL project group lacks the capacity to initiate projects

- resources - budget and capacity (province); budget and expertise (WCL project group)

- influence - project group members only occasionally initiate WCL projects

Rules Half-hearted participation

- access - WCL project group established by the province; local actors fail to gain access

- responsibility

- not really taken; involved actors show limited commitment

Table 5.5: Unstable WCL arrangement in the mid $990

The second period has thus witnessed the transfiomend stabilization of the ‘purchase

arrangement’ into the ‘EHS arrangement’. In additidhe ‘WCL arrangement’ has

materialized. However,

this latter arrangement hasnained rather unstable,

overshadowed by the stabilization of the ‘EHS ageament’. In Table 5.6, the factors that
explain these developments are outlined. FiguresiSiBalizes them. The dashed nature of
the left and bottom right textboxes and the comesing horizontal (partial) arrows

indicate the respective unstable character of puechase arrangement’ and the ‘WCL

arrangement’.

Change factors Manifestation Effect

Policy -GS and PND - enable the start of the EHS implementation by
entrepreneurs mobilizing regional support

- EHS coalition - carries out the EHS implementation
Policy - ecological networks - engages the province in nature policy
innovations - GGB (WCL) - engages the province in integral policy
Adjacent - decline of adjacent - increases land availability; engages government
arrangements agricultural arrangement in nature policy; decreases agrarian resistance

- results in introduction of GGB; leads to a
regional perspective on EHS realization

- affects the decline of the adjacent arrangement

- affects the decline of the adjacent arrangement

Socio-political - regionalization
trends
- EU agricultural reforms

- agro-economic crisis
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Change factors Manifestation Effect

Shock events Not visible Not visible

Table 5.6: Manifest explanatory factors for polahange in the first half of the 1990s

Purchase ___________________ _ | EHS
\ arrangement | " | arrangement
! | WCL |
------------------------------ » \
' arrangement:
'90 '97
| | |
'90: NBP & '93: NNB '94: Groene '96: PIG project
EHS issue issuel Wouc study commence

'92: new provincial '94: EHS demar- '95: WCL area '97: EHS imple-
spatial plan issued cation begins perspective mentation starts

Figure 5.3: Timeline of the second period with djiag arrangements and some important
event:

5.4 Period 11l (1997 - 2001): The Groene Woud rapid ly arises

After 1997, the only recently stabilized ‘EHS amgament’ undergoes a new significant
transformation, while also incorporating the ‘WClramgement’. Meanwhile, due to a

major shock event, the adjacent agricultural areamgnt comes further under strain. The
government plans a major reorganization of thecagtiral sector, but this has not yet
commenced. The main developments are outlinedctmose5.4.1, followed by an analysis

in terms of the PAA in section 5.4.2.
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5.4.1 From 1997 to 2001: The Groene Woud nature and landscape park

In the late 1990s, Midden-Brabant becomes knowthassroene WoudThe original
Groene Woudlesk study is further elaborated and broadenedaasiart is made to its
realization. At the same time, on the national anovincial levels theReconstructie
policy is prepared (see section 1.1.2), but duextensive delays this new policy is not

yet launched in Midden-Brabant.

HBL brings the Groene Woud into the limelight

At the start of this period, while working on theél& implementation, the NCOs HBL and
NM begin to focus on the removal of the two mospamantGroene Woudarriers (see
section 5.3.1). Rather sooner than expected, tmeyahle to achieve this. The first
important EHS purchase in Midden-Brabant is theicajural enclaveBanisveld
acquired by NM in 1997. Also, around the same tiHBL purchases a forested area
close to the A2 highway, suitable for an ecodudtdfife crossing). Not long after that,
the government decides to plan an A2 ecoduct saidbation (Rijkswaterstaat, 1997).

In addition, the HBL director encourages a regigoatnalist to talk with the GS
member about th&roene WoudThis GS member claims thiddy that time, the EHS was
well on the agenda, so | decided to disclose thee@e Woud ideas’A few days later, a
large article on thé&roene Woudappears in a provincial newspaper. Many resposdent
point out that the publication of this article indies the informal launch of ti&@roene
Woudplan.

Spurred by these successes, HBL, NM and the prewteart to further elaborate
the Groene Wouddeas. They are supported by the municipality oxt8l, where in 1998
a new alderman has been appointed. This aldermafelzyent nature conservationist and
has been involved in many regional initiatives, éample the local EHS deliberation
board and the WCL committee. Moreover, he is alyetniliar with the 1994 desk
study, which has been given to him by a PND cieilvants. He claims that tl@&roene
Woud study“was the first thing | took with me into my newicdf. As a first step, he
organizes &roene Wouasgymposium, where Boxtel, NM, HBL, the BMF and S8Bn a

first Groene Woudovenant.
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Meanwhile, within the PND, the focus on t@oene Woucdhas diminished somewhat,
because several people involved in the 1994 deslky $tave left. To rally new provincial
support, the Boxtel alderman approaches the jysbiafed PIG coordinator (see section
5.3.1). HBL, through its director, is sustaining tefforts of the coordinator and the
alderman from the outside, reminding the PND andtG$laborate th&roene Woud
ambitions. HBL itself further intensifies its coopgon with NM, SBB and the BMF
(Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1999a).

These lobbying activities seem to be successfuk Pphovince establishes a
headline plan for th&roene Woudn which it explicitly states thdive have been asked
to make the Groene Woud a top priority of provihcizral area policy. [...] We are
taking the initiative to, in cooperation with othactors, further shape and strengthen the
Groene Woud” (Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1999a, p.4). An inform@roene Woud
platform is created in which several Midden-Brabammicipalities, the PND, the water
board, HBL, NM, SBB, theZuidelijke Land- en Tuinbouw Organisatigouthern
Organization for Agriculture and Horticulture: ZLTQhe successor of the NCB),
RECRON, BMF and LNV Zuid participate, headed by GS.

While working on this headline plan, the involvetias begin to realize that the
Groene Woudtan be beneficial to the entire Midden-Brabaniargnot only the EHS
areas in the nature core. They claim thiaé Groene Woud is more like a philosophy, a
guiding principle for the entire region’(Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1999a, p. 6). To
emphasize the broadened ambitions, the so-calies t#layer model is introduced (see
section 5.1.1) The inner layer includes the 7,5686dres of EHS in the nature core, the
second layer comprises the surrounding agricultoiraierland, the outer layer connects
the region with the urban triangle ‘s-HertogenbesEindhoven—Tilburg. In addition, the
platform promises to develop a vision on how tocped with theGroene WoudThe
NCOs and SBB take the lead in creating such arvi&o the nature core, the province

promises to develop one for the second layer.

LNV starts the Reconstructie process, Noord-Brabant uploads its own ideas
Around the same time, the problems for the agticaltsector have increased. On top of

the bad agro-economic situation, in February 189¥ sector is hit by a massive outbreak
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of swine fever. Even though respondents statetligapig farms in Midden-Brabant are
not as large as in other regions, the unrest camgdte outbreak is severe. Agrarians lose
a lot of income, or see their neighbours and freesuffer from the veterinary crisis. Many
of them are no longer motivated to continue thetivdies (Provincie Noord-Brabant,
2005). One farmer claims thdthe aftermath of the outbreak of swine fever was
experienced as a very tough time, not only forpilgefarmers, but for the entire sector”

While battling the outbreak, the Ministry of LNVrgaing that it wants to prevent
such a catastrophe in the future, opts for a congm&ve rural area policy that includes
existing GGB policies and the EHS implementatiote(inink, 2007), under the heading
ReconstructigReconstruction, see section 1.1.2), a to-be-askaal new policy with a
GGB character. Quite soon after LNV commences tghpreparation of this policy, the
province of Noord-Brabant creates a platform tocgpdte its pending introduction.

This platform, theéProvinciale Commissie Landelijk Gebi@édrovincial Committee
for the Rural Area: PCLG), replaces the PCNL (sssien 5.3.1) and comprises ZLTO,
BMF, NM, HBL, SBB, several water boards, LNV Zuithunicipalities and various
provincial departments. In 1998, these actors ptabeir ownReconstructieagenda, the
Provinciale Uitgangspunten NotgMemorandum on Provincial Headlines: PUN,
Provincie Noord-Brabant, 1999b).

The Groene Woud is kept ahead of theReconstructie
The pending introduction of thReconstructiepolicy has some consequences for the
Groene Woudolicy as well. Several proactive members of @reene Woudlatform,
i.e. the HBL director, the Boxtel alderman and itheolved GS member, start to stress the
importance of commencing th@roene Woudmplementation right away. They argue
that, if they wait too long, thReconstructiewill be upon them, and that this may mean
that there will not be enough leverage and capdeftyto implement th&roene Woud
policy.

At the same time, though, the responsible GS memulgeres that eventually, when
the Reconstructiepolicy is well underway, thé&roene Woudand theReconstructie
policies will have to be merged, since these pati@verlap considerably. By allowing the

Groene Woudo run ahead for the time being, the province bdpeestablish goroject
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engine”, as one respondent puts it. The idea is thatJaieastage, this engine can then be
used to stimulate the initiation Bleconstructigrojects as well.

Within the province it is therefore decided tha #IND for now will coordinate all
Groene Woudctivities, and not the to-be-established depantrtieat is going to prepare
the launch of theReconstructig(see below). Within the PND, in 2000 a né&voene
Woudcoordinator is appointed. This coordinator clatimest when he begins his job, he is
explicitty charged with stimulating the launch ofewm Groene Woud projects.
Consequently, quite soon, the firGroene Woudprojects get off the drawing board,
focusing mainly on the nature core and orchestratestarious members of th@roene
Woud platform — Boxtel and HBL foremost among them. Sdheactors start to work
together on the basis of a shared project ideasimng their expertise, capacity and —
sometimes — money. They are free to act as theyitsas long as they contribute to the
realization of theGroene Woud

In addition, the new PND coordinator supervises ¢benpletion of the nature
vision, which is presented at the end of 2000. ddéht themes are elaborated, i.e. nature
management, infrastructure, water, environmentranceation. Each theme relates to the
nature core (Grontmij et al, 2000). Several respotsl argue that this vision document
even after several years continues to provide tspiiation for newGroene Woud
projects.

Also, the implementation of the EHS, which is dtdling carried out by the select
group of actors that started working on it in thiel h990s (comprising SBB, NM, HBL,
DLG and PND, see section 5.3.1) is gradually endapsd in theGroene Wougbolicy as
well, even though officially the EHS arf@roene Woudemain separate processes. For
example, the A2 ecoduct and the nature developawivities inBanisveldare presented
as key projects for th@roene Wouchature core and as elements of the EHS.

Furthermore, the province decides to integrateWL policy with the new and
broadenedsroene Wouddeas. The Boxtel alderman, asked to do so byt@a8sforms
the malfunctioning WCL project group into tHenovatieplatform Duurzame Meierij
(Innovation Platform Sustainable Meierij: IDM), whi he himself chairs. New members
are approached, people from local NCOs or indiMidigmarians who all have a history in

the field, share a connection to the entire regiod have specific expertise. These actors
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have to pledge that they will look beyond their osettors and that they will invest a
certain amount of time in IDM activities. The IDM ifinancially supported with the
remaining WCL, NUBL and PIG budgets. Quite soomjougs IDM members launch their

first Groene Wougbrojects.

The Reconstructie is further prepared but still does not commence
Meanwhile, theReconstructigolicy still has not commenced. There are intensigbates
between the provinces and LNV on the scope andigatmns of the new initiative. The
province of Noord-Brabant, led by two GS memberse(cesponsible for nature, already
mentioned above, the other for planning and envn@mt), plays a very proactive role,
uploading several PUN ideas (Boonstra et al, 2007 of the GS members argues that
“with our experiences in projects like NUBL, WCLdaRIG we were able to develop
insights that could now be applied in the Recorcsied.

When the implementation of the fir&roene Woudorojects has already started,
GS decides to informally bring thReconstructiepolicy a step further. A large new
provincial department, thReconstructie Landelijk Gebid@Reconstruction of the Rural
Area: RLG) is established. Together with the PClsee( above), the RLG starts to
elaborate the abovementioned PUN into the so-c#lexpelplan(Umbrella Plan), which
is eventually issued in 2001 (Provincie Noord-Braba2001). In Midden-Brabant,

however, theReconstructigolicy has not yet made its appearance.

Integral and comprehensiveGroene Woud character is further elaborated

Towards the end of the period, the integral charaaft theGroene Wougbolicy is further
elaborated. In 2001, the co-called environmentalowi is presented, focusing on the
second layer. This vision elaborates the spin-o#it the nature core can have on the
surrounding hinterland, referring to tlioene Wouds a naturand landscapg@ark. The
vision incorporates ecology, cultural history, swsible water management, recreation
and tourism, urban planning and agriculture, alirfra sustainable perspective. Moreover,
GS has given th&roene Woudhe status oRegionale Natuur- en Landschaps Eenheid
(Regional Nature and Landscape Unit: RNLE), reftera new provincial status for rural

areas with specific nature and landscape qua(iiaseau Omega and Grontmij, 2001).
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Meanwhile, the new integral character of theoene Wougolicy is not only elaborated
on paper; a group of agrarians also begins toryetved in theGroene Wougdprimarily
due to the exploits of one farmer who feels thaddén-Brabant agrarians should focus on
new ways of doing business. He claims ttadter the problems of the early 1990s and
the horrors of the veterinary crisis, some of us fieat it was time to take a different
course. We felt that we should take our direct sundings as the basis for our
enterprises, not the world market”

As a first step, the farmer, also a high-rankingrZLofficial, initiates a study to
create an integral Midden-Brabant agrarian vislanthis study, published in 2000, it is
claimed that there is no longer room for extensigacultural modernization in Midden-
Brabant. This does not mean that agrarians cana&era living, but it does imply that
they will have to change their ways. Possible sgesaare broadened agriculture, for
example through recreational activities or natuemagement, and quality production, for
example through producing eco-products (Bethe, &C4l0).

As a consequence, several Midden-Brabant agrabags to initiateGroene
Woud projects of their own, in practice elaborating #exond layer. In addition, some
agrarians engage in nature management activitighid case also, these actors are free to
decide how they want to organize their projectsgtlime these activities, thigrarische
Natuurvereniging het Groene Wou¢Agrarian Nature AssociatiorGroene Woud
ANGW) is founded, chaired by the proactive farmdowever, at the same time, the
engagement of the agricultural sector has to begath There are still many agrarians
who reject theGroene Woudlevelopments. One respondent states“thahy farmers do
not believe in the Groene Woud. They just wanbtticue doing business as they have
always done”

In addition, the IDM members, previously mainlyiaetin the nature core, start to
get involved in more integral projects as well. over, agrarians also join the platform.
For example, the proactive farmer becomes a direxftthe IDM, alongside the Boxtel
alderman. According to these two persons, this s}ixds the new integral character of
the IDM. Moreover, the platform is increasingly alb sustain itself. When the WCL,
NUBL and PIG budgets are exhausted, it appliesBbr subsidies, by initiating an
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Interreg project, together with the Belgi@roene Hagelandegion, and by opting for
European LEADER + funding (IDM, 2001).

5.4.2 The late 1990s: the arrangement broadens and transforms

The third period witnesses the transformation & #BHS arrangement’ because of the
rise and broadening of th@roene Woudpolicy. The unstable ‘WCL arrangement’ is
subsumed into this transformed arrangement. Medawaisecond integral policy (the
Reconstructigis prepared. In Midden-Brabant, however, thissdoet yet result in the

emergence of an additional arrangement.

The late 1990s and early 2000s: th&toene Woud arrangement’

Quite soon after the severe changes of the ea@9slMidden-Brabant nature policy is
subjected to yet another significant alteratiom. ithe transformation of the ‘EHS
arrangement’ into theGroene Woudarrangement’ (see Table 5.7), which takes place in
the late 1990s and early 2000s.

In terms of the discourse dimension of the PAA, titemsformation occurs in a
stepwise fashion. First, the more general ecolbgieavorks concept is replaced by the
more radicalGroene Woudconcept. This latter concept was already conceinethe
previous period (see section 5.3.1) and comprehémelscreation of a nature park in
Midden-Brabant. Second, a few years later @m®ene Woudconcept is broadened,
influenced by the continuing presence of the spalitical trend of regionalization and
by the experiments with GGB visible in the ‘WCL amgement’. As a consequence, the
Groene Woudconcept assumes a more comprehensive and integembcter, now
including the creation of a Midden-Brabant natared landscapepark. The renewed
concept embodies two comparable strategies, iee.irtiiation of nature coréroene
Woudprojects and the initiation of second lagmoene Wougbrojects.

This stepwise transformation is accompanied byradupl increase in actors
involved. Initially, only a few actors are visiblgngaged in the EHS realization.
Gradually, however, the EHS coalition is complerednby more and more new actors

that all jump on th&roene Woudbandwagon (see Table 5.7). TBemene Wougblatform
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is established, an informal coalition that discesde further elaboration of the policy.
Quite soon, the involved actors are encouragedattake inGroene Wougrojects. This

is mainly orchestrated by several key individualowoperate as policy entrepreneurs, i.e.
the HBL director, the Boxtel alderman, a GS mendret — later on — a proactive farmer.
Two new coalitions, the IDM and ANGW, are creatadd local NCOs and agrarians are
drawn into the arrangement, taking part in projetated coalitions. It is striking to see
that agrarians also enter the arrangement as aeqoasce of the broadening of the
Groene Wouddiscourse, but also because of the continuingirdeadf the adjacent
agricultural arrangement, which in turn is groundedhe bad agro-economic situation
and in a major shock event (the outbreak of swaver).

Because of the emphasis @roene Woudimplementation, power is in fact
dispersed over the actors that are mobilizing tlesipertise, capacity and budgets to
initiate theGroene Wougbrojects. This emphasis is at least partiallytegldo the general
desire to keep ahead of tieconstructiepolicy, a pending but delayed GGB policy
initiative that is sparked by a shock event (selevibe The resources mobilized in the
Groene Wougrojects are often derived from the aforementiosecio-political trend of
regionalization (as is for example the case with tlEADER + subsidies). At the same
time, it is clear that the abovementioned policiregreneurs are more influential than the
other actors. Their influence is based on theirish@, which enables them to engage
many new actors and resources in the realizatidghesdbroene Wougbolicy. The regional
enthusiasm that they generate this way in turntfans as a resource in its own right.

The rules that over time appear have a very indbicharacter. Although there are
two vision documents (one for the nature core,fon¢he second layer), a covenant and a
qguite general headline plan, the stabilization bé& Groene Woudpolicy is not
accompanied by the elaboration of all kinds of fafragreements. Instead, there is an
atmosphere of loosely working together in an infakrnsetting. The idea is that
responsibility for the realization of ti@roene Woudhature and landscape park should be
borne by as many regionally oriented actors asilpless his also means that, in principle,
each actor interested in initiating@roene Woudproject is able to gain access to the

arrangement. At the same time, this results innégraction process that is quite loosely
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bound; the involved project initiators are freestart their own projects, as long as these

contribute to the integr&roene Woudliscourse.

Early 2000s Groene Woud arrangement
Discourse Groene Woud
- concept - Groene Woud nature and landscape park
- strategy - realize nature core Groene Woud projects; realize second layer Groene Woud
projects
Actors PND, GS, municipalities, SBB, water board, LNV Zuid, DLG (gov); HBL, NM, BMF,
ZLTO, RECRON, local agrarians, local NCOs (non-gov)
- coalitions - EHS, Groene Woud platform, IDM, ANGW, project coalitions
- entrepreneurs - HBL director, Boxtel alderman, GS member, proactive farmer
Power The capacity to realize the Groene Woud is spread over the various project
initiators
- resources - capacity, expertise, budget (project initiators); charisma, regional enthusiasm
(policy entrepreneurs)
- influence - actors initiate their own Groene Woud projects stimulated by the policy
entrepreneurs
Rules Working together in a loosely bound and informal setting
- access - open to anyone who wants to realize a Groene Woud project

- responsibility

- informally taken by the four policy entrepreneurs and the other project
initiators

Table 5.7: Stabl&roene Woudrrangement in the early 2000s

‘WCL arrangement’ merged with * Groene Woud arrangement’, Reconstructie policy

prepared but not yet issued

In the late 1990s and early 2000s, therodene Woudarrangement’ is the only

arrangement to appear in Midden-Brabant natureyoli can be argued that the ‘WCL

arrangement’, which existed in addition to the ‘Edf&angement’ in the mid 1990s, is in

fact merged with theGroene Woudarrangement’. After all, the malfunctioning WCL

project group is transformed into the IDM coalitioand this coalition assumes an

important role in theGroene Woudirrangement’. The Boxtel alderman is responsitre f

this merger, also in this respect acting as a p@idrepreneur.
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Furthermore, throughout the entire period, the ¢huaf theReconstructias at hand, an
integral and comprehensive policy that will alséeef Midden-Brabant. However, this
GGB policy initiative, grounded in a shock everite(t1997 outbreak of swine fever), is
delayed time and again. Consequently, the polisyrw yet begun in Midden-Brabant. It
is clear, however, that it nevertheless has alréealya more indirect impact on Midden-
Brabant nature policy; it has provided an importargentive to make haste with the
implementation of th&roene Woudolicy, stimulating the stabilization of th&foene
Woudarrangement'.

The change factors affecting the above developnartsutlined in Table 5.8. The
developments themselves are visualized in Figute Bere, it is also indicated that the
‘WCL arrangement’ dissolves in 1999. The dashedicadrarrow indicates the embedding

of the ‘WCL arrangement’ in th&Sroene Woudrrangement’.

Change factors  Manifestation Effect
Policy - HBL director, Boxtel alder- - stimulate the rise of the Groene Woud
entrepreneurs man, GS member, proac-  arrangement by engaging new actors and
tive farmer resources
Policy - GGB (Reconstructie) - functions as a stimulus for the stabilization of
innovations the Groene Woud arrangement
Adjacent - declining adjacent - draws several agrarians into the Groene Woud
arrangements agricultural arrangement arrangement
Socio-political - regionalization - stimulates the broadening of the Groene Woud
trends discourse; provides additional resources
- agro-economic crisis - affects the decline of the adjacent agricultural
arrangement
Shock events - outbreak of swine fever - affects the decline of the adjacent agricultural
arrangement; causes the Reconstructie policy
initiative

Table 5.8: Manifest explanatory factors for polatyange in the late 1990s and early 2000s
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EHS , | Groene Woud
arrangement A arrangement
. weL | :
i arrangement  cTtTTTTTTTTooooooooos
'97 ‘01
| |
'97: Banis-| | '98: PUN issued,; '00: GW coordi-| | '01: environmental
veldpur- Boxtel adopts nator; GW naturg | vision GW; ANGW
chase; eco- GW vision; ZLTO vi- | | founded;Koepel-
duct alloca- sion; first GW planissued; integra
tion; swine '99: GW broadened projects; RLG deq{ | GW projects
fever WCL becomes IDM partment created | | launched

Figure 5.4: Timeline of the third period with chamg arrangements and some important
events

5.5 Period IV (2001-2008): towards one Midden-Braba nt policy?

In the fourth period, Midden-Brabant nature poliggharacterized by two comprehensive
arrangements. On the one hand, there is@neene Woudrrangement’, which stabilizes

further. On the other hand, a new arrangement ap@raund thdreconstructiepolicy.

At the end of the period, there are attempts togeé¢he two overlapping arrangements.
The main developments are sketched in section,5aBd an analysis in terms of the PAA

is given in section 5.5.2.

5.5.1 From 2001 to 2008: Reconstructie and Groene Woud

From the early 2000s, tH@roene Wougolicy evolves quite rapidly. This culminates in
the assignment of a National Landscape statusimamd and moré&roene Wougbrojects
are launched. At the same time, tReconstructigpolicy commences, when a specific
committee starts with the creation and implemeotatif aReconstructiglan. In the late

2000s, the province takes steps to integrate thgoticies.
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The Reconstructie commences: RCle Meierij

At the start of this period, thReconstructigolicy finally begins in Midden-Brabant. To
make the policy more concrete, the provincial teryi is divided into several
Reconstructieareas. Furthermore, the province decides thatedoh of the demarcated
areas, a specifiReconstructiecommiss{Reconstruction Committee: RC) will have to be
installed, constituting a comprehensive cross-gaaif the actors involved in each region.
These RCs will have to create and eventually implenan area-specifiReconstructie
plan, based on the provinci&loepelplan(Provincie Noord-Brabant, 2001, see section
5.4.1).

According to an RLG civil servant, the demarcatufrihe Reconstructiareas is a
very tough exercise, because the actors in the PBavw& differing perceptions about
regional boundaries. As a consequence, Midden-Btaisadivided into three different
areas, i.ede Meierij Beerze Reusaedind Maas en Meierij Several respondents indicate
that they find it quite peculiar that in this dewetion process the borders of {Beoene
Woud layers are not followed. For some of them, thispkasizes the fact that the
Reconstructieand Groene Woudpolicies are two separate entities. Because mbst o
Midden-Brabant is situated in tlte MeierijReconstructiearea and because the roles of
the other RCs are less important for Midden-Bralpattire policy, from now on only the
exploits of RCde Meierijare taken into account.

In 2001, RCde Meierij begins with the formulation of Reconstructieplan. Its
first goal is to investigate how the several fumes that are visible in the Midden-Brabant
rural area can best exist alongside and in inticel with each other. The committee
comprises the aldermen of eleven municipalitiedewboard de Dommel, ZLTO, BMF,
RECRON, NM and KvK. HBL and SBB are not involvetey are represented by NM.
Within the RLG department, @ Meierij coordinator is appointed, supported by several
RLG civil servants. There are advisory functions lfdlV, VROM, DLG, a GS member
and the head of the PND. Also, seven local deltimraeboards are installed, with local
representatives of the actors participating inRii2 Moreover, a specific socio-economic
platform is created, containing representativeshef municipalities, ZLTO, RECRON,

KvK and some educational institutions, advised byvmcial civil servants. Quite soon,
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however, the IDM replaces this latter platform (S&# Meierij, 2003; RC de Meierij,
2005).

The Groene Woud implementation is on its way

Meanwhile, the launching déroene Woudrojects continues. At the end of 2001, the
PND presents a firsbroene Woudmplementation program, comprising an overview of
the 43 projects that so far have been issued (ReieviNoord-Brabant and Grontmij,
2002). Several respondents point out that the fwoaactive individuals discerned in the
previous period (i.e. the Boxtel alderman, the H&itector, the GS member and the
proactive farmer) are the driving force behind mamhyhese projects. Also, these actors
start to informally discuss the course of tAeene Woudolicy. As a consequence, as
one respondent puts fin the coulisses of all kinds of meetings, the &re Woud policy
was often debated”

As a next step, in 2002,@Groene Woudovenant is signed by the province, BE
Meierij, IDM, the municipalities of Best, Boxtel, Oistefi Oirschot, Schijndel, Sint-
Oedenrode and Son en Breugel, NM, SBB, HBL, the Bi&ter boarde Dommelthe
ZLTO and Groene Poort(Green Gateway), a recreational interest orgaoizathat
replaces RECRON. These actors want to show that dhe committed to th&roene
Woud and agree to support each other and strive fgoa mix between the several
Groene Woudhemes. The aforementioned implementation plapdated and embedded
in the covenant (RC de Meierij and Provincie NoBrabant, 2004). The cities of
Eindhoven, Tilburg and ‘s-Hertogenbosch are askepatrticipate but are not interested.
Consequently, the third Midden-Brabant layer remainelaborated.

At this point, RCde Meierijformally starts to play a role in th@roene Woud
policy. It signs the covenant, and moreover itlgodormally charged with keeping the
realization of the implementation program on couid@e PND coordinator claims that
the RC is involved for future reason$sS had already decided that the RCs would
eventually get an important role in the implementatof Midden-Brabant rural area
policy. Therefore, it seemed like a good idea tonect them at an early stage to the

Groene Woud”
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However, several respondents point out that, ictm®, the involvement of the RC in the
Groene Woudpolicy remains very limited. First of all, the itementation ofGroene
Woud projects is going rather well. Furthermore, eaobiget has its own leader. Also,

when assistance is required, it is the PND cootdirthat responds, not the RC.

Lobbying for a National Landscape status

Around the same time, i.e. early in 2002, the proeiupdates the early 1990s policy
plans that set out its first explicit engagemennaiure policy (see section 5.3.1). The
NNB is replaced by th&latuur- en Landschapsoffensief Brab@Nature and Landscape
Offensive Brabant: NLOB, Provincie Noord-Braban@02a), inspired by the national
Natuur voor Mensen, Mensen voor Natidature for People, People for Nature: NvM)
plan (see section 1.1.2). The EHS is regardedeastist important success in ten years of
provincial nature policy. The province expressesdmbition to speed up its realization.
Furthermore, a new provincial spatial plan is pnéseé (Provincie Noord-Brabant,
2002b).

In these provincial plans, Midden-Brabant has apartant position. The speeding
up of the EHS implementation planned in the NLOghdicantly benefits the realization
of the Groene Woudnature core. Moreover, several additional ecokllgmonnection
zones are designated in the region. In the newaspdan, theGroene Wouds further
confirmed as RNLE (see section 5.4.1). Formallye ttew RNLE status is not that
significant; it only provides the region with sonaglditional protection through new
planning measures. However, the responsible GS memlho has just started his third
term, claims that he had an important strategisaedao elaborate th€roene Woudas
RNLE: “my ultimate goal was to get the Groene Woud desiggh as a National
Landscape. | used the RNLE status to upgrade tloerigr Woud, to try and make sure
that LNV and VROM would notice it and select it”

The National Landscape selection procedure talees @round the same time, to
be elaborated in thBlota Ruimte(Spatial Memorandum), the new national spatial plan
that is being prepared. In the first version ofthew plan, however, the Midden-Brabant
region is not mentioned. For GS, Boxtel and HBIstisi not acceptable, so these actors

start a strong lobbying campaign. Eventually, in020they are successful. One
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respondent involved in the lobbying campaign poousthat“at one point, we were on
an excursion somewhere, and the responsible VROiklabfwas present as well, and
during this tour, we were able to finally convinuen that the Groene Woud deserved a
National Landscape status'When theNota Ruimteis issued a year later, tli&oene
Woudis indeed assigned National Landscape status $Mmes van VROM et al, 2004),
a feat that the responsible GS member c#tls crown upon the years of hard work on

Midden-Brabant nature policy”

Determining the Reconstructie plan: tough deliberations

Early in 2002, the mandate of the RC is furthemfalized when finally the promised law,
the ReconstructiewefReconstruction Act: RW), is presented (BoonstralgR007). The
RC is still working on the elaboration of tfeconstructigolan. Much of its attention is
focused on discussions about borders. First ofratihhe 2002 provincial spatial plan, the
province determines that the RC has to take catkeoflemarcation of th@roene Woud
RNLE. This is a second official RC responsibility Groene Woudelated matters, in
addition to RC’s formal responsibility to ensuree tiprogress of thé&sroene Woud
implementation process (see above).

This demarcation process proves to be very toilsobre respondent, who has
been involved for a long time in provincial ruraka policy, compares it to the small-
scale tug of war that characterized the WUR deditbens in the first period (see section
5.2.2). Agrarians, supported by the ZLTO, do nohin@ be located within the RNLE,
whereas local NCOs and the BMF want to demarcates ibroadly as possible. The
municipalities and water boards also take a stamcehis discussion, alternately
supporting the NCOs and BMF or the agrarians andiZLThe involved actors use their
own expertise to try to convince the others, pamto the detrimental effect that possible
decisions will have on their activities. As a réstthe demarcation process takes a long
time; it is completed early in 2003.

Next, as prescribed by the RW, the so-called imtegoning map has to be
elaborated. Midden-Brabant has to be divided ihamdbouwontwikkelingsgebieden
(Agricultural Development Areas: LOGdxtensiveringsgebiedgExtensivation Areas:

EGs) andVerwevingsgebiedefintegration Areas: VGs), where there is, respetyiv
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room for agriculture, room for nature and room fwth (Bleumink, 2007). The RC
initially cannot commence with this task becauseaoflispute about integral zoning
between the BMF and the ZLTO in the PCLG. As a eqasnce, the ZLTO leaves the
deliberation process. When during a fieldtrip torkCdRepublic of Ireland, the ZLTO is
brought back to the table in June 2003 (Boonstral,eR007), the designation process
finally starts. Several respondents claim that dadlyi the same exercise evident during
the RNLE demarcation starts all over again, alttotlgs time it takes place mainly in the
local deliberation boards. Local agrarians and ZLBi@nches try to have their areas
designated as LOGs, but the BMF and local NCOsutisthis. Again, the municipalities
and water boards variously support agrarian orreatierests.

Both these demarcation processes show that theedeinathe RC mainly concern
the future of the agricultural sector in Midden-Baat, and the BMF and ZLTO generally
dominate the discussions. This is also evidenthen RCLG (Bleumink, 2007) and the
other RCs (Groot and Kuindersma, 2007) and leadsety toilsome processes. In
Midden-Brabant, the BMF and the local NCOs haveghtsadvantage because, here, the
importance of nature and landscape is emphasizadaksdguently, the room for LOGs is
limited (RC de Meierij, 2005).

According to an RLG civil servant, R@e Meierijfinishes its first version of the
Reconstructiglan early in 2004. Several respondents pointloait the RLG department
has had to invest a lot of effort in getting thei@as RC members in line, mainly through
the investment of a lot of time and capacity ineatensive lobbying campaign. The plan
addresses a multitude of themes, amongst otheisoement, water, nature, landscape,
agriculture, socio-economic aspects, livelihoodyreation, tourism and cultural history.
These themes are captured in 21 goals, all focasddhproving the quality of the rural
area and on increasing the economic and socialityitaf Midden-Brabant (RC de
Meierij, 2005).

However, the finalization of the plan takes quiteng time. In June 2004, the BMF
leaves all RCs and the PCLG, arguing thatReeonstructigpolans generally favour the
agricultural sector too much. It takes half a ylearthe BMF to return. After that, it takes
an additional six months to formally sanction Reconstructieplans, because the RLG

department has to compare them with provincialgeedi and relevant laws. In June 2005,
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the Reconstructiglan is finally published (RC de Meierij, 2005)oWever, the BMF is
still not satisfied and goes to court, disagreeittp) manyReconstructiglans, a fact that
is greatly resented by the other actors involveth@nReconstructigorocess (Groot and
Kuindersma, 2007).

Eventually, early in 2006, the implementation ofe thMidden-Brabant
Reconstructieplan commences. Several respondents indicatethigaidea is that the
members of the RC, including the province, willnjy initiate Reconstructieelated
projects, making use of the capacity and the butlgdtthe province and the Ministry of
LNV have provided. However, this way of doing theng not yet formalized; it rather has

an experimental character.

Groene Woud lacks guidance but keeps up its pace

The realization of th&roene Woudolicy, meanwhile, proceeds rather well. After the
Groene Wouds assigned National Landscape status, quite ébauwf new projects are
launched. However, the actors that lobbied togétirethe National Landscape status (i.e.
HBL, Boxtel, GS) start to play a less proactiveerah determining the course of the
Groene Woudoolicy, relinquishing their habit of regularly disssing it, although they
remain involved as project initiators. This is mgidue to the fact that the GS member
leaves office after twelve years in 2004. Alsoisiffelt that with the designation of the
Groene Woudhs a National Landscape, the Midden-Brabant reges been promoted
sufficiently.

Around this time, some first signs of criticismtbe Groene Woudppear. It turns
out that no one is really guiding the streamGrbene Woudrojects, and this leads to
confusion about the goals of tléroene Woudpolicy among the actors involved in the
various projects. This is acknowledged by a PNDOI servant who argues thé&fter the
lobbying for the National Landscape, some sort afuwm arose around the Groene
Woud. No one really took the lead, and this le@ ot of confusion about what should
happen. The province should have done this, but ofosy colleagues were occupied
with the start of the Reconstructie”

At this point, within the RLG department, voice® ance more heard urging the

merger of theGroene Woudolicy with the extensive apparatus that is elabog the
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Reconstructigolicy, and that the RC should take the lead iddén-Brabant. However,
HBL and Boxtel in particular reject this suggestidimey claim that the RC has neither
the time nor the focus to guide tBeoene Woudand that it is not yet ready to coordinate
implementation efforts because it is still involMadwriting aReconstructiglan.

Therefore, the province decides to establish Blestuurlijk Platform Nationaal
Landschap Groene Wou(Management Platform National Landsca@eoene Woud
BPGW). The BPGW is given a strong advisory roleasagis GS on matters that relate to
the course that should be pursued in relationadtioene Wougbolicy. Boxtel represents
the Midden-Brabant municipalities, and an Eindhoakterman is approached in order to
create some commitment to the third layer. HBL espnts NM and SBB, and the ZLTO
and BMF also join. To increase the bond betwBe&tonstructieand Groene Wouda
member of the RC becomes involved as well. The BP€&Wenes for the first time in
July 2004.

With the BPGW in place, the stream &roene Woudprojects is further
increasing. At the end of 2004, a second implentemaprogram is issued, now
containing 104 projects instead of 43. Many newmachave jumped on tl@roene Woud
bandwagon, for example local NCOs, farmers, ciniljgoups, businesses, volunteers and
real estate developers (RC de Meierij and Provihmerd-Brabant, 2004). These actors
continue to invest their expertise, capacity andget in new projects, often facilitated by
municipalities or by the province. The IDM has bedile to secure new Interreg funds;
this results in a large project to creat€gGanene Woudbrand. Also, a study on the
economic spin-off of th&sroene Wouds conducted (Witteveen+Bos and Imagro BV,
2006). Moreover, an annudbroene Woudfestival is organized. In 2007, a third

implementation program is issued, with 237 projéer®vincie Noord-Brabant, 2007).

The situation in 2008: towards one comprehensive poy for Midden-Brabant

In the late 2000s, the provinci@roene Woudand RCde Meierij coordinators begin to
discuss the long since pending integration ofGineene WoudndReconstructigolicies
into one integral and comprehensive rural areacpdir Midden-Brabant. This would
imply a merger between the BPGW, RE€ Meierijand IDM (which until now has played

an important role in both policies). The coordimatargue that, since tlReconstructie
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policy has entered the implementation phase, ibisonger feasible to allow th@roene
Woudto continue separately. After all, tReeconstructiendGroene Wougbolicies cover
largely the same territory and have similar goélse argument that was used before, i.e.
that theGroene Woudhould run ahead because Beconstructiavas lagging behind, is
no longer valid.

Moreover, within the provincial organization it figlt that theReconstructieand
Groene Woudolicies can strengthen each other. Breene Woudolicy, on the one
hand, still lacks guidance. The BPGW has not béxa @ provide this. One respondent
states thatthe BPGW is hanging above the Groene Woud, som@&yhmit it is not
connected to it and it is not clear what its resgbilities are. Consequently, it does not
really have a function” It is argued that a merger with tReconstructievould provide
the Groene Woudvith a well elaborated course. Also, t@oene Woudolicy could
profit from the extensive government budget anchcdyp pertaining to th&®econstructie
RC de Meierij on the other hand, lacks experience with creatind implementing
projects to realize its goals. Therefore, only latreely limited number of projects have
been launched so far. In this case, a merger WwelGroene Woudolicy, where many
projects have long since been initiated, could gae important boost to the
implementation of th&®econstructie

However, the first attempts to bring a merger abarg not successful. One
respondent states tHaince a new structure would mean the introductacdmew leaders,
the high-ranking officials in the IDM, RC and BPGWM¢re reluctant to accept such a
structure, not wanting to lose their island of poiveMoreover, there are quite a few
actors, mostly active ibroene Wougrojects, who are afraid that tlgoene Woudnay
lose the regional enthusiasm that has been builh @pbottom-up fashion over the years.
A PND civil servant claims thamany consider it the strength of the Groene Wahat t
we, as the province, only play a facilitative robfes a result, people that engage in the
Groene Woud feel free to act as they see fit. I that an integration with the
Reconstructie might kill this regional spirit”

Despite these misgivings, at the end of this perilod province starts to carry out
the merger between tl@roene Woudind Reconstructiepolicies anyway. First of all, it

brings all its civil servants working on Midden-Bent together in a so-call&treekhuis

177



Regional nature governance in the Netherlands

(Regional Office), to facilitate botroene Woudand Reconstructigrojects (Provincie
Noord-Brabant, 2007). In addition, a so-called agecommittee is created, in which
members of the BPGW and Ri& Meierijcompare, adjust and align the agendas of both
bodies.

Eventually, towards the end of 2007, the BPGW, IRl RCde Meierijagree
that a merger is the best option after all. A commision is developed, integrating the
Reconstructieplan with the provincial spatial plan and tlé&oene Woudnature,
environmental vision and implementation programJune 2008, a formal meeting is held
in which the new vision is presented. The interedtthe RC, BPGW and IDM are
integrated, and proposals are made on how the-astadlished new organization should
function. It is decided that the National Landscafsus will become the main vehicle of
the new policy, which will be known d&roene WoudProvincie Noord-Brabant, 2008).
At the time of writing, the establishment of thexnerganization is not yet concluded, but
it seems just a matter of time before the mergegheReconstructieGroene Woudnd
IDM is a fact.

5.5.2 The late 2000s: two comprehensive integral arrangements

In the fourth period, Midden-Brabant nature polisyembedded in two integral policy
arrangements, one focused on Bmene Woudthe other on th&econstructie Both
largely cover the entire region. Even though thesangements are two separate entities,
their interrelation and overlap is quite significaft the end of the period, therefore, an

attempt is made to merge the two.

The ‘Groene Woud arrangement’ stabilizes further

After the early 2000s, theGroene Woudarrangement’ that appeared in the late 1990s
further stabilizes (see Table 5.9). This stabilatis mainly reflected in the assignment
of National Landscape status — which in turn isabiesequence of a similarly named and
nationally orchestrated policy initiative that la&GB character — and in the significant
increase irGroene Wougbrojects over the course of the 2000s. Where280i there are
43 projects, in 2007 there are 237.
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In terms of the discourse dimension, not a lothanging. The two interrelated strategies
of realizing theGroene Woudature and landscape park concept through thatiait of

all kinds of nature core and second layer projestdurther pursued, as mentioned
resulting in a continual stream Gfoene Woudelated projects (see section 5.4.2).

As in the previous period, the increase in the nermbf participating actors
continues also. New actors include, for examplealldNCOs, local agrarians, civilian
groups, businesses, volunteers and real estatéopgeve These actors complement those
that from the start were involved @roene Woudelated activities. To guide the activities
of the project-related sub-coalitions within whithese actors are organized, a new
coalition is created, the BPGW, which replacesitiiermal Groene Woudglatform. RC
de Meierijalso plays a role in the arrangement, but in pradts involvement remains
limited. Furthermore, the IDM, the ANGW and the Eld&alition are also still visible,
and of the four individuals that operated as pokecyrepreneurs in the late 1990s and
early 2000s (see section 5.4.2), eventually theegam, i.e. the HBL director, the Boxtel
alderman and the proactive farmer. The GS membeeteoffice.

Because the emphasis on the implementation ofGiteene Woudhrough the
initiation of projects remains the most importassue, power within the arrangement
continues to be dispersed over the individual mtoieitiators. These actors manage to
mobilize a lot of funding, capacity and expertise gustain Groene Woudelated
activities. Regional enthusiasm continues to beimportant resource as well. The
remaining three policy entrepreneurs continue tobee influential than the other actors,
because of their charisma, expertise and usefutactsa Furthermore, many of the
resources that are mobilized continue to be derifrean the continually visible
regionalization trend. Also, the National Landscppécy initiative provides new budgets
and a prestigious status. It is clear that thigtgiolicy initiative has not been allocated to
the region by coincidence; halfway throughout theriqe, the (then) four policy
entrepreneurs manage to secure this policy inigator Midden-Brabant through an
extensive lobbying campaign.

Furthermore, the informal rules that already ctir@zed the Groene Woud
arrangement’ are still very much in vogue. The é&bpsbinding character of the

interactions becomes very much cherished througtimuentire period. Actors like the
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fact that they are free to organize their projexssthey see fit, and everyone who is
interested in launching &roene Woudelated initiative can still gain access to the
arrangement. The facilitative role of the provimegarticular is very much appreciated.
However, from the mid 2000s, an important disadzgatconnected to these
interaction rules is visible. Due to their inforn@laracter, said rules fail to provide a lot
of guidance to th&Groene Woudpolicy. It is therefore not clear where the policy
headed, and this creates quite a lot of confusimong the various actors involved.
Moreover, the manyGroene Woudprojects are not attuned to one another. The
abovementioned BPGW coalition is installed to resothis disadvantage, but the

coalition does not function very well.

Late 2000s Groene Woud arrangement
Discourse Groene Woud
- concept - Groene Woud nature and landscape park
- strategy - nature core Groene Woud projects; second layer Groene Woud projects
Actors PND, GS, municipalities, water boards, SBB, LNV Zuid, DLG (gov); HBL, IDM,
ZLTO, BMF, ANGW, NM, Groene Poort, local NCOs, local agrarians, civilian
groups, businesses, volunteers, real estate developers (non-gov)
- coalitions - EHS, BPGW, IDM, ANGW, RC de Meierij, project coalitions
- entrepreneurs - HBL director, Boxtel alderman, proactive farmer
Power The capacity to realize the Groene Woud is spread over the various project
initiators
- resources - capacity, expertise, budget, regional enthusiasm (project initiators); charisma,
expertise, contacts (policy entrepreneurs)
- influence - actors initiate own Groene Woud projects stimulated by the policy
entrepreneurs
Rules Working together in a loosely bound, informal and unguided setting
- access - open to anyone who wants to realize a Groene Woud project

- responsibility

- informally taken by project initiators in an unguided fashion

Table 5.9: Stabl&roene Woudirrangement in the late 2000s

The ‘Reconstructie arrangement’ complements the Groene Woud arrangement’

Besides comprehending the further stabilizationhef ‘Groene Woudarrangement’, the

fourth period also sees the materialization of @sd arrangement (see Table 5.10). In
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terms of discourse, this neviRéconstructiearrangement’ is even more comprehensive
than the Groene Woudarrangement'’. Like in this latter arrangementeraion is paid to
nature and sustainable agriculture, but severardtiemes are explicitly incorporated as
well, such as socio-economic aspects and recrealfiois means that the arrangement
embodies a multi-functional rural area concept.sTdoncept appears in Midden-Brabant
because of a nationally and provincially orchesttd&econstructigolicy initiative that
after several years of delay is introduced in #gian. This initiative is in turn partially
inspired by the still visible regionalization trendo realize the concept, many
Reconstructieelated projects are needed, based on a to-beliss&bReconstructie
plan.

The province organizes the realization of Reconstructigolicy. To achieve this,
it establishes a broad coalition, RIé Meierij which reflects a cross-section of all the
relevant Midden-Brabant actors. These actors reptethe various themes that the
Reconstructiencorporates. In addition, the IDM takes parthe arrangement, eventually
functioning as a socio-economic platform. In th&eractions that over time occur, the
nature and agriculture themes in particular arelgmenantly addressed. In fact, it can
even be argued that, around these two themes nfiwomal sub-coalitions materialize. In
the nature sub-coalition, the BMF is prominentlydlved, in the agriculture sub-
coalition, the ZLTO is in charge. These two actol@y an entrepreneurial role. Such a
role is also visible for the RLG department (selewg

Initially, the stabilization of the arrangement kaas rather uneasily. The two
policy entrepreneurs ZLTO and BMF and their twopesdive sub-coalitions try to
influence the contents of ti®econstructiglan according to their own interests, invoking
their own capacity and expertise and rallying thppert of the other RC members,
especially in relation to the boundaries that ti@ Has to demarcate. It turns out that the
nature-related sub-coalition is slightly more iefttial because of the relatively green
character of the Midden-Brabant region.

This struggle comes to an end whenRezonstructiglan is completed. The RLG
department plays an important mediating role is tespect, investing a lot of its capacity
in bringing the various coalition members togeth&iter that, the involved actors are

expected to join forces with the province and eegegReconstructieprojects. In this
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matter, they can mobilize the extensive budget eaqhcity that the province and the
ministry of LNV have allocated. In addition, theyeaexpected to invest resources of their
own, especially capacity and expertise. At the ehthis period, the implementation of
the Reconstructiegplan is just underway, so there are not many ptejap and running
yet. The members of the RC have yet to show theilitya in realizing this jointly
established plan.

The interaction rules of theReconstructiearrangement’ have always been very
much formalized by the government. The RW for exi@mgrranges which actors the
province should invite to the RC. Also, the papants that are approached have to pledge
that they will take responsibility for bringing ti&econstructigolicy further, partaking in
regular RC meetings. The above-outlined struggikcates that the RC members for a
long time were taking responsibility only for theswn respective interests. With the
Reconstructieplan finished, they are asked to take part in #adization of the integral
ambitions. However, although the formalized delitens continue, the implementation
process is not formally arranged yet; new respdlitgl still have to be allocated.

Late 2000s Reconstructie arrangement

Discourse Reconstructie

- concept - multi-functional rural area

- strategy - realize Reconstructie projects

Actors GS, RLG, PND, LNV Zuid, VROM, DLG, municipalities, water boards (gov); NM,
RECRON, ZLTO, BMF, KvK (non-gov)

- coalitions - RC de Meierij, IDM, sub-coalitions on nature and agriculture

- entrepreneurs - RLG, ZLTO, BMF

Power RC de Meierij has the capacity together with the province to realize the
Reconstructie

- resources - budget, capacity (province, LNV); capacity, expertise (RC members)

- influence - after establishing a Reconsturctieplan, RC de Meierij members have yet to

engage in new Reconstructie projects
Rules Restricted and formalized cooperative process
- access - determined by the province, restricted to RC de Meierij members

- responsibility

- divided over RC de Meierijf members and the province; to be newly allocated
in the implementation phase

Table 5.10: StablReconstructi@rrangement in the late 2000s
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The late 2000s: &roene Woud—Reconstructie merger attempt

When the fourth period comes to an end, there \are garallel comprehensive and
integral policy arrangements in Midden-Brabant. Tirst one, the Groene Woud
arrangement’, has materialized from the more satt&HS arrangement’ in the late
1990s. It can be argued that the second oneRbeonstructiearrangement’, is grounded
in a desire on the part of the provincial governtrierrestructure the adjacent agricultural
arrangement. Moreover, each of these two arrangsnexs its own specific qualities.
However, they also show a considerable amount eflap.

Therefore, in the late 2000s, the provincial gaweent considers merging the two
policies. It argues that the two can reinforce eattier. The Groene Woudirrangement’
can profit from the formal rules and resources eaidbd in the Reconstructie
arrangement’. The latter arrangement in turn caarporate the project initiation strategy
that has been honed in th€rbene Woudarrangement’ for quite some time already.
Adversaries of the merger, however, argue thatelgeonal enthusiasm that is a pivotal
resource for the Groene Woudarrangement’ will disappear once the rules of said
arrangement are adapted to the formal charactaheof'Reconstructiearrangement’.
Moreover, in both arrangements, there are act@tsdb not want to give up their power
position.

At the time of writing, the merger between the tarmangements is nevertheless
being orchestrated. The IDM coalition is also inmated in this process, which is led by
the province. For example, a common venue has bs&blished to accommodate the
various projects initiators, the so-call&treekhuis Also, at a large meeting, a new
structure for the merged policies has been outlinedemains to be seen, however,
whether this suggested structure will stabilizeoinohe comprehensive Midden-Brabant
policy arrangement.

The change factors that have affected these dewelogs are presented in Table
5.11. The developments themselves, as well asaevethe main events, are visualized
in Figure 5.5. Note that th&econstructiearrangement’ in the beginning has a relatively
unstable character, due to the competitive proitedsnitially ensues. The vertical dashed
two-headed arrow on the right indicates the meatgempt undertaken by the province at

the end of the fourth period.
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Change factors Manifestation Effect
Policy - HBL director, pro- - stimulate the further stabilization of the Groene Woud
entrepreneurs active farmer, Boxtel arrangement by engaging new actors and resources
alderman
- ZLTO, BMF, RLG - stimulate the slowly evolving stabilization of the
Reconstructie arrangement
Policy - GGB (National Land- - stimulates the stabilization of the integral Groene
innovations scapes) Woud arrangement
- GGB (Reconstructie) - causes the rise of the integral Reconstructie
arrangement
Adjacent Not visible Not visible
arrangements
Socio-political  Regionalization - stimulates the stabilization of the Groene Woud and
trends Reconstructie arrangements
Shock events Not visible Not visible

Table 5.11: Manifest explanatory factors for polatyange from the early 2000s

Groene Woud | Groene Woud
arrangement ~ | arrangement
A
v
Reconstructie
P “““““““““““““““““““““ > arrangement
'01 '08
| | |
'01: first GW '03: ZLTO leaves||| '05: BMF '07: 3 GW
implementation PCLG, Cork cove- || leaves PCLG, implementa-
program, RCde nant, NLGW lobby, Reconstructie tion program
Meierij installec RNLE issue: plan presente issue(
'02: provincial spatial| | '04: NL GW issued, '06: open- '08: Recon-
plan, NLOB, RW, BPGW, first Recon- ing of the struction — GW
GW covenant issued structieplan version Streekhuis | | merger meeting

Figure 5.5: Timeline of the fourth period with clgamgy arrangements and some important
events
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Chapter 6 Governance

In this chapter, the modes of, and shifts in, goaace that have appeared over time in
the Utrechtse Heuvelrug and in Midden-Brabant aesgnted (respectively in sections
6.1 and 6.2) and compared (in section 6.3). Coresgtyy research questions two, three
(in the former two sections) and four (in the thseettion) are addressed:

2. Which modes of governance appear over time in theawre policy

arrangements?

3. Which change factors are responsible for the stiifis appear over time in these
modes of governance?

4. Which differences and similarities are visible be¢éw the governance modes and
shifts that have appeared in the Utrechtse Heuyelnd in Midden-Brabant, and

why have these occurred?

Section 6.4 discusses what this means for the geappearance of governance in Dutch

nature policy. Consequently, research questionisiaso dealt with:

5. What does the occurrence of these differences andasties mean for the

general manifestation of governance modes andsshifdutch nature policy?

6.1 Governance shifts in the Utrechtse Heuvelrug

This section highlights the governance modes aiifts shat over time appear in the
Utrechtse Heuvelrug case, based on the evolvingcyp@rrangements sketched in
Chapter 4. Regarding governance modes, it is @atlwhich of the four varieties (i.e.
hierarchical, closed co-, open co- and self goveranis predominantly visible at a
particular point in time. The three organizatiodahensions of the policy arrangement
approach (PAA) guide in determining this (see secB.2.4). The relative strength of the

apparent modes (i.e. weak or strong) is also iteléca
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Regarding governance shifts, this means that seaspacts are emphasized. On the one
hand, attention is paid to shifts between the werimodes (for example from closed co-
governance to open co-governance). On the othat, lzdiention is paid to shifts within
one governance mode (for example from weak selfegmance to strong self
governance). Finally, it is also possible that bshift types appear (for example from

weak closed co-governance to strong closed co-gavee).

6.1.1 The early 1970s: weak and unintentional self governance

In the early 1970s, in the ‘purchase arrangementy one actor, the non-governmental
nature conservation organization (NC@®et Utrechts Landschap(The Utrecht
Landscape: HUL), is proactively involved in the gavance of Heuvelrug nature. By
opting to buy natural areas, it tries to play artrepreneurial role. Another NCO,
Natuurmonumente(Nature Monuments: NM), is active in other regioasd the role of
the two involved governmental actors (the proviaecel theMinisterie van Cultuur,
Recreatie en Maatschappelijk WegMinistry of Culture, Recreation and Social Work:
CRM])) is limited. In addition, interaction betwe#re four actors is minimal; there is no
explicit coalition. Other actors active in the mgiare not primarily concerned with
nature; they are involved in an adjacent arrangéfoensed on forestry.

The interaction rules embody the forerunning rdleHtJL, which materializes
into two agreements made between the actors indolVhe first one, the spheres of
influence map, shows that the NCO is entitled tp Heuvelrug lands. The second one,
the reimbursement agreement, determines that thergment reactively facilitates the
non-governmental initiatives; it afterwards reimd®s the purchase costs.

Although this implies that the government does takene responsibility for
governing nature, its involvement remains limitedainly because it prioritizes the
adjacent forestry arrangement. Attempts to engageergmental actors more
prominently are to no avail. This gives HUL's faraning role an unintentional
connotation; the NCO does not so mamkethe initiative, it is ratheleft with it.

Moreover, although the non-governmental NCO HUL tiee only policy

entrepreneur, it does not have the power to determgoverning. Its purchase capacity is
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constrained by the fact that it depends on resguitat are controlled by others, i.e. on
the lands of a group of non-governmental actors (ihvate estate owners) and on
government budgets. Because most private ownetsopartially gain their livelihoods
from the adjacent forestry arrangement — are roinied to sell their properties, land is
only occasionally available. As a consequences #lso only occasionally possible to
mobilize government budgets to acquire such lands.

Consequently, in the early 1970s, it is a non-govemtal NCO that is governing
nature, occupying a forerunning role. From thig tdonclusion can be drawn theslf
governances the predominant mode. However, at the same, taigms of closed co-
governance are also visible. For instance, govenh@etors are also involved, although
their engagement is rather marginal. Moreover tsnactivities, the non-governmental
policy entrepreneur partially depends on governnresources, and this gives the
governance of nature a weak character. This goxmeenaituation derives mainly from
the presence of an adjacent forestry arrangemantotrershadows the governance of
nature. Because of their activities in this arranget, neither the Heuvelrug private

owners nor the government are inclined to engage maactively in governing nature.

6.1.2 From the mid 1970s: reversed shift to strong closed co-

governance

From the mid 1970s, governmental actors become muare explicitly involved in the
‘purchase arrangement’. The most important onédesrtewProvinciale Natuurdienst
(Provincial Nature Department: PND), which joingdes with the already proactive
NCO HUL. Both actors become policy entrepreneuesding a coalition in which
several other actors participate, amongst ot¢asitsbosbehedState Forest Service:
SBB), theMinisterie van Landbouw en Visse(jlinistry of Agriculture and Fisheries:
L&V) and Gedeputeerde StatdiProvincial Executive: GS). The engagement of éhes
latter actors is closely linked to their withdrawedm, and the decline of, the adjacent
forestry arrangement (see section 4.2.3).

Within the new coalition, the interaction rules oba. The non-governmental

NCO HUL is no longer solely responsible for govamnature. Instead, an atmosphere
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of cooperation emerges. The exploits of the twacgatntrepreneurs in particular stand
out; they are the driving force behind the actstiundertaken. Informally, it also

becomes the rule that governance has a restrichigeacter; access is confined to the
coalition members only. For example, the privateners and several governmental
actors that try to downgrade the purchase ambitoasidestepped.

By pooling their resources, over the years theitoal members are able to
consolidate an influential role. In their purcheassivities they depend on the lands
controlled by the private owners, but, over timbese resources are much more
extensively available. This is due to the declimdh@ adjacent forestry arrangement,
which leads to many private estate owners havingetbtheir properties. HUL and the
PND exercise their entrepreneurial role throughrtimbilization of the budgets needed
to acquire the available lands. This is made edsighe fact that government is much
more explicitly engaged.

Consequently, Heuvelrug nature is governed by ecsééw governmental and
non-governmental actors who pool their resourcescaperate in a restrictive fashion.
This means that it is characterized by a modelaged co-governancimat importantly
strengthens from the mid 1970s, replacing the wealte of self governance of the early
1970s. Thigreversed shifis first of all enabled by the decline of the adjat forestry
arrangement because this decline frees up a langeirg of the pivotal resource (i.e.
land) and at the same time draws the governmentiet governance of nature. Of equal
importance are the exploits of two policy entreguas (HUL and PND) that are
responsible for seizing the opportunities that @fered by the decline of the adjacent
forestry arrangement.

This development is visualized in Figure 6.1. Treshked nature of the left
textbox and the subsequent first half of the arreflect the initial weak character of
governing. The relevant external factor is pos#idnabove the horizontal arrow,
whereas the internal one is situated below (thié rgmain the case throughout the
remainder of this chapter).
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Declining adjacent
forestry arrangement

Self s Closed co-
governance

v

Gov and non-gov policy
entrepreneurs (HUL and PND)

Figure 6.1: Reversed shift from weak self govereaicstrong closed co-governance in the
Utrechtse Heuvelrug from the mid 1970s

6.1.3 Towards the mid 1990s: closed co-governance weakens

In the mid 1990s, almost two decades after its garare, this strong mode of closed co-
governance weakens significantly, and the ‘purctesangement’ transforms into the
‘safeguarding arrangement’. As a result of two eqmlitical trends (decentralization
and regionalization), the provincial governmentpemered to play a more prominent
role, starts to focus its nature-related governaifoets on a select few regions. Because
Heuvelrug nature is not very interesting from tloenp of view of a recently introduced
national policy initiative (ecological networkshe newEcologische Hoofdstructuur
(Ecological Main Structure: EHS) policy is introdut without much ado. From that
moment onwards, the Heuvelrug is no longer amoegrégions that the government
prioritizes. As a consequence, government resowees/ithdrawn. On top of that, land
availability drops significantly, mainly becausestiow hanging fruit” (the land of the
weakest private owners) has already been boughs tWofold resource deficiency
diminishes the influence of the existing coalitiand its two policy entrepreneurs and
hampers the pooling of their resources.

Because of the shifting government priorities, thie that the governmental and
non-governmental coalition members cooperate tatljogovern Heuvelrug nature falls
somewhat into abeyance. Moreover, the restricthagacter of governing also is broken,

given the entrance of a new actor (see below)s leventually even the case that
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responsibility for Heuvelrug nature policy is gesigr neglected, as a consequence of
the abovementioned policy initiative and socio-pdil trends that deflect government
attention away from the Heuvelrug. This means #hsituation arises in whiafo oneis
actively taking responsibility.

The coalition that appeared in the mid 1970s tloeee€ontinues to exist, but its
composition changes. Moreover, its activities, ahe interactions within it, are
decimated. The two policy entrepreneurs of old, Hid the PND, are no longer able to
maintain their proactive role because of the newrsm® that is being pursued by the
provincial government and because of the low levklland availability. A new
governmental actoienst Landelijk GebiedqGovernment Service for Land and Water
Management: DLG), is introduced into the coalitit;m supervise the adapted and
downgraded governing activities, but this actorsdoet take over the proactive role that
the PND and HUL used to play. This means thatha énd, no policy entrepreneurs
remain.

These developments reflectwaeakening oftlosed co-governancd.argely the
same actors are engaged in governing nature, carepked with one new governmental
actor. However, the mode of closed co-governansemss a weak character; since only
few resources are available, the capacity of thaitamn to realize its ambitions has
diminished severely, and the rule of tightly knihda restricted cooperation is
considerably less evident. This is consequent teethnterrelated external change
factors, i.e. two socio-political trends (decenmation and regionalization) and a
nationally orchestrated policy initiative (ecologlicmetworks). Figure 6.2 visualizes said
developments. Note that the dashed arrow and texteflect the weak closed co-
governance character that appears in the mid 1990s.

At this point, two comments seem in order. Firsalbf the decline of closed co-
governance is closely related to a decrease in #adability; the opportunities that
arose in the mid 1970s, grounded in the declinthefadjacent forestry arrangement,
have all been utilized. Secondly, it could be atgtmt it is the government, responding
to the abovementioned trends and initiative, thratgs about the decline of closed co-
governance. This could be seen as reflecting safjriserarchical governance, but the

new government engagement does not endure. Forpéxamo governmental policy
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entrepreneurs replace HUL and the PND. Conseqyehilgrarchical governance

eventually does not materialize.

Socio-political trends
(decentralization;
regionalization)

National policy initiative
(ecological networks)

Closed co- \ >/ ' Closed  co-!

governance governance |

Figure 6.2: Weakening of closed co-governance énlitrechtse Heuvelrug in the first half
of the 1990

6.1.4 From the mid 1990s: shift to self governance in two fashions

After the decline of closed co-governance, tworeftinew modes appear, one in the
south of the Heuvelrug, the other covering therentegion. These two modes, both
characterized by self governance, overshadow thakeveed mode of closed co-

governance. The former one attracts most attesea below).

Governing nature in the south: strong self governace

From the mid 1990s, a new mode of governance appedhe south of the Heuvelrug,
with the rise of the ‘southern National Park arremgnt’. At the basis of its appearance
are the private estate owners, a group of non-govental actors that until now has only
marginally been involved in governing nature. Thegagement of these actors is
sparked by a national policy initiative that ocadrin the early 1990s (i.e. the creation
of Dutch National Parks). Disliking both the NatidriPark concept itself and the way in
which the government tries to introduce it, thevaté owners initially block the
initiative (see section 4.3.2). After that, howewbey begin to realize that they do want

to participate in a National Park, but on their ot®ms. Therefore, the private owners
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adopt an entrepreneurial role. Eventually, they agen to persuade the other
governmental and non-governmental actors with kestathe south of the Heuvelrug to
form a sub-regional coalition (th@verlegorgaan Nationaal Park Utrechtse Heuvelrug
[Deliberation Board National Park Utrechtse HeuvgirONPUH)]).

The interaction rules that appear in the new mddgowernance determine that
the governmental and non-governmental actors imeblin the ONPUH should
cooperate to realize the National Park. Howevethatame time, these actors cannot be
obliged to get involved; access is voluntary. Famore, the actors that eventually join
the National Park coalition agree to jointly taksponsibility in their part of the region.
They together determine that all future decisiomgh® course of the National Park will
have to be based on consensus.

Despite this focus on cooperation between all asé\actors on the southern
Heuvelrug, however, it is the private owners thatraime remain the most influential
actors. They are continually able to have a saypany decisions by referring to the fact
that without their properties a National Park ist mpwssible. Thus utilizing their
landownership as a main resource, they for exanmpteduce a concept that is much
less ecologically inspired than is usual in a DUlletional Park, even defending this on
the national level. Also, the voluntary access aild the consensus-based responsibility
rule have been installed by the private owners. gther involved actors have no choice
but to play along, since the alternative is accgpthat there will be no National Park.

This means that, even though the mode of governdat@ppears in the south of
the Utrechtse Heuvelrug has some characteristicdosed co-governance (a more or
less equal amount of governmental and non-govertahactors, rules that indicate
cooperation between these actos®lf governances the best way to characterize it.
This conclusion is based mainly on the very inflisdrrole of the private estate owners,
who keep on acting as important policy entrepresiezausing the gradual strengthening
of governance, i.e. from a rather weak to a qureng mode. Self governance seems to
appear through an act of resistance against gowsmnt is a rejected national policy
initiative, the creation of National Parks, origing from the previous period, that draws

the private owners into the governance of Heuvehatyre.
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These developments are visualized in Figure 6.8.faht that self governance arises as
an entirely new mode of governance, i.e. not adridresformation of an existing mode,
is indicated by the vertical line from which therizontal arrow emanates. That the
policy initiative that is partially responsible fohis rise originates from the previous
period is indicated by the indirect dashed arroat #manates from the top left textbox.
The initially weak character of self governanceeigresented by the dashed nature of the
left part of the horizontal arrow. That the privagtate owners as policy entrepreneurs
are responsible for both the rise of self govereaand its further strengthening is

indicated by the two arrows coming from the coroegpng textbox.

National policy initiative
(creation of National Park

: Self
Lo ’ _______________________ » | governance
T (southern)

Non-gov policy entrepreneurs
(private owners)

Figure 6.3: Rise of strong self governance in thels of the Utrechtse Heuvelrug after the
mid 1990:

Governing nature coherently and regionally: weak s& governance

Around the time that the National Park takes shaflke south, a new governance mode
with a more regional and comprehensive charactexesrin the newly appearing
‘cohesion arrangement’, as a result of the exploft®ne of the policy entrepreneurs
from before the mid 1990s, i.e. the non-governmd@d@O HUL. This actor tries to put
ecological networks, a policy initiative of the lat990s, on the agenda; it argues that
this initiative does apply to the Heuvelrug andt tthee corresponding EHS policy does
need further elaboration, disagreeing with the gowent on this matter. The NCO

manages to gather a large coalition to elaboraite dliernative interpretation and
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promote the further cohesion of the Heuvelrug neginvolving both governmental and
non-governmental actors, including all Heuvelrugdiawners and LNV and the PND.
By doing so, it tries to regain its role as a ppkntrepreneur.

However, despite the proclaimed commitment of doalition members, the
involved governmental and non-governmental actessentruly start working together.
The governmental participants, in particular, dot nake responsibility for the
comprehensive regional approach, despite earl@niges and explicit calls on the part
of HUL to become more proactively engaged. The guwent reluctance to take part is
based on the same reasons that caused the detli@sed co-governance in the mid
1990s (see section 6.1.3). Because of the congnswrcio-political trend towards
regionalization, the government continues to ptiei other regions. Moreover, it still
maintains that ecological networks are not an issuehe Heuvelrug, not accepting
HUL'’s alternative interpretation. Consequently, thérmal interaction rule remains
that HUL is the only forerunner, left to take tiead on its own.

It eventually turns out that HUL does not have flmver to bring its new
comprehensive and regional approach further oowis. Although it has managed to
focus the spotlight on its new approach, for examg aWeek van het Landschap
(Week of the Landscape: WvhL) event, it is not abbe generate the necessary
(government) support for its ambitions; this is doghe aforementioned socio-political
trend and the different interpretation of the egatal networks policy initiative. All in
all, only a few resources are invested in the zatibn of the new approach, and HUL'’s
entrepreneurial role remains limited. After a preimy start, therefore, the
comprehensive governance mode fails to strengiimgineir.

This means that, although several governmentahanegovernmental actors are
involved and to a certain extent work togetheryddUL is truly engaged in trying to
govern nature from a regional perspective. Hese#, governancés the predominant
mode. At the same time, this mode remains rathekymainly because government
commitment and resources are lacking. Moreoveindhe early 1970s, it acquires a
rather unintentionatonnotation. The government reluctance to get esmjaggrounded

in the continuing socio-political trend towards icewlization and in the ecological
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networks policy initiative of the early 1990s. Ndteat the same initiative, interpreted
differently, explains the entrepreneurial role dflH

Figure 6.4 visualizes these developments. Agamy#rtical line from which the
horizontal arrow emanates indicates the rise okwaly appearing governance mode.
Above and below this vertical line, the change dextthat are responsible for this rise
are given. The dashed nature of the horizontahamdicates the weak character of self
governance. The double role of ecological netwofiks. as incentive for HUL's
entrepreneurship and as constraint for furtherngtfeening [in combination with a
socio-political trend]) is visualized by the twa@wvs emanating from the corresponding
textbox. Note that both the initiative and the ttan this latter case are not causing

change. Instead, thdyamperchange by constraining the further strengtheningeatf

governance.
National policy initiative Socio-political trend
(ecological networks) (integral regional focus)
' \ l | Self
+ .......................................................... » | governance!
T ' (regional) !

Non-gov policy
entrepreneur (HUL)

Figure 6.4: Rise of weak self governance in thethtse Heuvelrug after the mid 1990s

On the basis of the appearance of both new goveenawodes it can be argued that from
the mid 1990s &hift in governancdakes place; self governance replaces closed co-
governance. There are two modes as a consequensepafate efforts of non-
governmental policy entrepreneurs who are readtrig/o policy initiatives of the early
1990s. Overall, governance in the south of theoregivershadows the comprehensive

regional mode. The southern mode is much stromgiecting the influential role of the
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private owners, as well as the explicit supporthef other actors engaged in this part of
the region. The comprehensive mode remains ratkekwecause it is only carried by
one NCO.

6.1.5 After the early 2000s: self and closed co-governance coexist

In the early 2000s, a second sub-regional govemanade appears, focused on the
centre of the region and characterized by closedosernance. This provides evidence
for the appearance of a non-shift in governancehétsame time, self governance in the
south continues to be visible. Meanwhile, the regi@governance mode, already rather

weak, gradually disappears.

Governing nature in the centre: strong closed co-g@rnance

In the early 2000s, the province forms a coalitionwhich governmental and non-
governmental actors from the centre of the Heugetake part; this leads to the rise of
the ‘central corridors arrangement’. This is a teacto a new, more integral land
exchange strategy developed by the NCO HUL, whiglkgyits entrepreneurial role a
new direction. A large amount of land is availatbdeaccommodate the exchange as a
result of a socio-political trend (a military reargzation, see section 4.5.2). The
established coalition comprises actors with botigreen (nature) and a red (urban
expansion) interest. Informally, however, two sualtions appear, reflecting this
green-red distinction. The former comprises HUL #r@lPND, the latter, actors such as
the Kamer van KoophanddlChamber of Commerce: KvK) and several municipediti
and provincial departments. The PND and the KvK glement the NCO HUL as policy
entrepreneurs (see below).

The official interaction rule is that the membeiffstioe new coalition have to
cooperate in a restrictive fashion to jointly realthe de-fragmentation of the centre of
the Heuvelrug. However, behind the scenes, forrg lbme such cooperation only
hesitantly materializes, because actors from tleesmb-coalitions heavily compete with
one another, trying to rhyme the de-fragmentati@mt@ss as much as possible with their

own respective red and green interests. The thokeypentrepreneurs (PND, HUL and
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KvK) in particular are engaged in this. HUL and tARD have to work very hard to
eventually persuade the members of the red sulitiooalo adhere to the official rule.
Only after several years, in the mid 2000s, ism@stroctive form of cooperation brought
about.

This means that governing is characterized by apetitive process between
actors with a green and a red interest that use tégources to try and dispute each
others’ capacity to determine how the new stratdgyuld be applied. Eventually, under
the influence of HUL and the PND, the sub-coaliioare able to work out a
compromise. Together the coalition members staotipg their resources to implement
this agreement. The two entrepreneurs, HUL and P&B,sustained by a provincial
policy initiative, i.e. a “no, unless” principle dh stipulates that expansions into nature
areas in principle are disallowed.

From this, the conclusion can be drawn thladbsed co-governances
predominant. After an absence of several yearghénearly 2000s the government
becomes explicitly involved in the governance otiiAgrug nature once more. A socio-
political trend, a military reorganization and te#orts of the non-governmental policy
entrepreneur HUL, are at the basis of this renegaarnment involvement. In a newly
created coalition, governmental and non-governnheadtors cooperate in a restricted
way, brought together by the province, elaboraingew land exchange strategy. The
efforts of three policy entrepreneurs (HUL, the PHild KvK) and a provincial policy
initiative (the “no, unless” principle) are impontafor the eventual strengthening of the
new mode.

These developments are visualized in Figure 6.2 ddshed nature of the left
part of the horizontal arrow refers to the initiatk of strengthening of the closed co-
governance mode, which is due to a long disputedst the two sub-coalitions. When
the three policy entrepreneurs reach a compronmtarelated with the introduction of a
new provincial policy initiative, closed co-govent& strengthens further. As an
additional comment, it is striking to see that tpeture of governmental-non-
governmental cooperation as a reaction to incrgdaimd availability resembles the mid

1970s rise of closed co-governance. Moreoveryitlires the same policy entrepreneurs.
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However, as a main comment, it has to be pointédhai signs of open co-governance
are also visible. Because the new governance mumgporates actors with a different
background, a competitive interaction process es)soewnhich the involved actors try to
maximize their own interests. Although these acwwentually pool their resources,
power is relatively more diffused, as was for exbape case in the mode of closed co-
governance that appeared from the mid 1970s (setorse6.1.2). Moreover, the

interaction rules enable the competitive procesdaalying relatively more flexibility.

Socio-political trend Provincial policy initiative

(military reorganization) (“no, unless” principle)
l l Closed co-
} ____________________________ » | governance
T T (central)

Non-gov policy en- Gov and non-gov policy entre-

trepreneur (HUL preneurs (PND, HUL, Kvk

Figure 6.5: Rise of strong closed co-governancthéncentre of the Utrechtse Heuvelrug
from the early 2000s

Strong self governance remains visible in the south

Meanwhile, after the early 2000s, in the southhefiieuvelrug the governance of nature
continues to strengthen in the ‘southern NationatkParrangement’, for example
through the formalization of the National Park g$atThe character of governing does
not fundamentally change. The private estate owaegsstill the main entrepreneurs,
capitalizing on their landownership. In additioney also use the rules that they have set
as resources, to have a significant say in whapéaa This means that a shift in
governance is not visibleself governanceaemains predominant, strengthening over
time. This is visualized in Figure 6.6. Note thlag tentrepreneurial role of the private

owners does not function as a factor that causglsifain governance in this matter;
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rather, it stimulates the further strengtheningseff governance. This strengthening
process is indicated by the bolder nature of thletnost part of the horizontal arrow.
However, the entrepreneurial role of the privateners causes some uneasiness
as well. This involves the allegedly defensivetadie of these actors, as opposed to the
supposedly more dynamic stance of other coalitiemivers. It is often claimed that the
private owners focus too much on maintaining tlaust quo since they rarely sanction
important changes. This would give the entreprdakuole of the private owners a
rather paradoxical defensive connotation. The peicavners in turn maintain that they
have every right to oppose those changes thatdbeyot like, since their own property
is very often at stake. As a consequence, govert@ngs to become long drawn out.

Also, involved actors are hesitant to invest theisources in the National Park any

longer.
Self Self
governance » | governance
(southern) T (southern)

Non-gov policy entrepreneurs
(private owners)

Figure 6.6: Self governance strengthening in thetrs@f the Utrechtse Heuvelrug
towards the late 2000s

Evidence of a non-shift, new impulse for regional@vernance?

Consequently, from the early 2000s, closed co-gmmre in the centre of the Heuvelrug
complements self governance in the south. This m#@t a juxtapositionf two modes
of governance appears. After appearing in the sgcgmvernance of nature that was
predominant before the mid 1990s, closed co-govemalso eventually surfaces in a
more integral approach to governing nature. Thisument appearance provides

evidence of the presence afan-shift in governance
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It is clear that these two modes have very litbedo with each other. They are
geographically separated, and only a few actorslved in the one are also engaged in
the other. Because of this lack of interrelatians idifficult to determine which of the
two modes is more important. Overall, however, gowegy in the southern part of the
region is more stable, despite the problems that agpeared in the National Park over
time. It has been evolving gradually, over a rekdyi long time span. The mode of
closed co-governance that has appeared in theeckas only quite recently stabilized.
Moreover, in this case governing has a temporaayadgdter; it will most likely disappear
when the de-fragmentation goals are achieved.

Since the governance of Heuvelrug nature after ¢agly 2000s mainly
concentrates on two sub-regions, the comprehessitgovernance mode that appeared
after the mid 1990s, already quite weak, gradudibappears. Involved actors largely
focus on the governing activities in the south aerdtre of the Heuvelrug. Moreover,
other regions are still prioritized, due to the toaumng presence of the socio-political
trend towards regionalization. As a consequencemfrthe mid 2000s, the
comprehensive coalition more or less silently dissa

In the late 2000s, there are signs that the govembns starting to advocate a
comprehensive approach to governing Heuvelrug eatithis is quite surprising because
the government has until now refrained from becgmivolved in such a venture. In
any case, it is doubtful whether a comprehensiyeageh will eventually appear. Sub-
regional differences may be too significant fortihoreover, the government has yet to

show that it is really committed to the compreheagjovernance of Heuvelrug nature.

6.2 Governance shifts in Midden-Brabant

In this section, the governance modes and shitis ltlave appeared in the Midden-
Brabant case are elaborated on the basis of tHeiey@olicy arrangements described
in Chapter 5. Like in section 6.1, the predominamicene of the four governance modes
(hierarchical, closed co-, open co- and self goaeer) is indicated in five successive

sections, as well as the relative strength of thessles. The organizational PAA
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dimensions provide the signposts. Attention is glaa to shifts between the various

modes, within one governance mode, or both (sd®reg:1).

6.2.1 The early 1970s: weak and unintentional self governance

The governance of Midden-Brabant nature in theyeB70s very much resembles the
situation in the Utrechtse Heuvelrug. In the ‘pash arrangement’, two actors to some
extent play an entrepreneurial role in the goverteasf Midden-Brabant nature, i.e. the
non-governmental NCOdet Brabants Landschaflhe Brabant Landscape: HBL) and
NM. The government, represented by the provinceGRM, is only obliquely engaged.
Interactions between these four actors are fewexplicit coalition does not appear.
Almost all the attention in the region is focusadtbe agricultural sector. This means
that most of the actors active in Midden-Brabanarfioipalities, L&V, agrarian interest
organizations) are engaged in an adjacent agrialiwrangement.

Mainly because of the very strong position of @i§acent arrangement, the non-
governmental NCOs are not able to extensively aiyr purchase activities. For this,
these actors are too dependent on resources ¢habairolled by others; lands with high
natural qualities are owned by agrarians, and tiggét required to buy these lands is
provided by the government. Because Midden-Bralzgmarians, backed up by the
strong adjacent arrangement, are generally notingatl to sell their lands, the
government budget cannot be mobilized either. Gyunesatly, the NCOs are generally
only able to carry out their activities on an aa hasis.

The rules embody the forerunning but limited roléehe NCOs. This is captured
in agreements that are also visible in the Utreclidguvelrug (see section 6.1.1). A
spheres of influence map determines that both s entitled to buy natural areas in
Midden-Brabant. A reimbursement agreement detesnih@t the government in a
reactive fashion will fund these purchases. AltHotlgs does imply that the government
is to some extent responsible for governing Mid8eabant nature, in practice, it largely
leaves this responsibility to the NCOs. Attemptgyéd the government more explicitly

engaged are to no avail, mainly because most goantal actors prioritize the adjacent
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agricultural arrangement. Consequently, the initgatole of HBL and NM has a rather
unintentionakharacter.

This means that in the early 1970s nature is priynajoverned by non-
governmental NCOs, so therefoself governances predominant. However, this mode
of governance has a weak character; the powerediith policy entrepreneurs is limited
and their forerunning role has an unintentionaln@tation. This is mainly due to the
overshadowing effect of a very stable adjacentngeeent focused on agriculture.
Moreover, signs of closed co-governance are alsevidence; governmental actors do
get involved, albeit rather marginally, and the 1gmvernmental NCOs depend on the
availability of government resources, i.e. the midghat are provided to reimburse the

NCO purchase activities.

6.2.2 From the mid 1970s: weak self governance remains

From the mid 1970s, the governance of Midden-Brabature that takes place within
the ‘purchase arrangement’ does strengthen somewiaatly regarding the actors that
are involved. Because of a nationally orchestraielicy initiative (the Relatienot,
several actors, both governmental and non-govertahemvolve themselves more
explicitly, to discuss the purchase of agricultdaald for nature protection purposes. The
province establishes a coalition, M&rkgroep Uitwerking Relatienof®Vorking Group
on the Implementation of thRelatienota WUR) in which it cooperates with the two
NCOs and the Ministry of L&V (which replaces CRMyloreover, an agricultural
interest organization, thdoord-Brabantse Christelijke Boerenbofidorthern Brabant
Christian Agricultural Association: NCB), joins imgpresenting the agrarians. The
members of the coalition start to meet on a reghdais. Also, occasionally individual
agrarians whose lands are at stake take part. T@sNand the NCB act as policy
entrepreneurs.

Nevertheless, governance remains quite weak, mhedpuse the interactions in
the new coalition result in major struggles betwéas policy entrepreneurs that are
generally decided in favour of the NCB and the MiddBrabant agrarians. After all, the

NCOs continue to depend on resources, i.e. lahds,are controlled by agrarians, and
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these latter actors are still not inclined and carbe forced to relinquish this control,
mainly because the adjacent agricultural arrangéroentinues to provide them with
significant bargaining strength. Even though theegoment has provided additional
financial resources through tiielatienotathe NCOs are not able to mobilize these as
long as the agrarians do not cooperate. Consegquemtly few natural areas are
protected.

This means that in the late 1970s and 1980s tteraittion rules are quite
ambivalent. Officially, the NCOs and the NCB dissube preservation of Midden-
Brabant nature in cooperation with the governmknpractice, however, as an informal
rule, an ongoing non-governmental bargaining precgspears; the NCOs time and
again try to initiate new purchases, acting asrtomneers, but this is very often thwarted
by the NCB. The government chooses not to become\ied in these disputes. The
government and agrarian attitudes derive from thgséies’ support for the adjacent
agricultural arrangement.

On the basis of these developments, it can be wdedlthat, despite the more
explicit government involvement that results frdm Relatienotgpolicy initiative, weak
self governanceremains visible; non-governmental actors governuneator more
precisely, the governance of nature is disputedvéxt them. This picture is mainly
framed by the remaining presence of the adjacentwdmral arrangement and the
entrepreneurial role of the NCB. It seems thatNK has not become engaged to act as
a forerunner in the governance of nature, but ratbeconstrain it, operating in a
defensive fashion. Likewise, the adjacent arrangerdees not bring about change, it
hampersit. These factors respectively overshadow the m&@sme national policy
initiative (the introduction of th&®elatienoty and the entrepreneurial role of the NCOs
NM and HBL. Consequently, overall, self governancew harbouring a rather
defensive connotation, fails to strengthen sigaifity. These developments are
visualized in Figure 6.7. The limited impact of thelicy initiative and of HBL and
NM’s entrepreneurial role is indicated by the redppe dashed nature of the

corresponding textboxes and arrows.
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| National policy inno-: Adjacent agricul-
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Figure 6.7: Weak self governance failing to straegtsignificantly in Midden-Brabant from
the mid 197C

6.2.3 The first half of the 1990s: reversed shift to closed co-governance

In the early 1990s, several governmental actopea@ally GS and the PND, intervene in
the governance of Midden-Brabant nature. Theiregméneurial role is grounded in two
intertwined socio-political trends (decentralizatiand regionalization) and a national
policy initiative (ecological networks). Governmerg committed to form a new
coalition of a select few governmental and non-gonental actors (PND, DLG, SBB
and the NCOs) that has to pool its resources tdeimgnt the new EHS policy derived
from the ecological networks initiative, workinggtether in a restricted fashion. This
eventually leads to the transformation of the ‘e arrangement’ into the ‘EHS
arrangement’.

However, before this happens, the government hasdahe persistent struggles
between NCOs and agrarians. To achieve this, ittbasacify the Midden-Brabant
agrarians. It therefore establishes two temporaajitions. One of them, th&/erkgroep
Ecologische Hoofdstructuur Begrenzirfg/orking Group Ecological Main Structure
Demarcation: WEB), comprises only governmental @¢tthe other is a deliberation
board with local non-governmental actors, i.e. N@@d agrarians.

Under the influence of the newly empowered govemtalepolicy entrepreneurs,
the members of these temporary coalitions stadigouss the consequences of the new
concept. As in the 1970s and 1980s, these delibesatonstitute a struggle between
non-governmental NCOs and agrarians. This time,evew the struggle has a different

character. For one thing, the government more eglsides with the NCOs, since both
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advocate the new concept implied by the nationdlcyanitiative on ecological
networks. Furthermore, the resistance of MiddersBn& agrarians is less significant, on
the one hand because of the efforts of the goventahpolicy entrepreneurs, and on the
other because of the decline of the adjacent agrargt, as a consequence of which the
Midden-Brabant agrarians are no longer influengabugh to try and hamper the
governance of nature very significantly.

Consequently, eventually interaction rules appleair determine the realization of
the new proactive approach in a restrictive codperaeffort by a select few
governmental and non-governmental actors. The comiges made between the local
and governmental coalitions are formalized into deation proposals that have to be
put into practice by the new EHS coalition, whicar that moment on takes over the
responsibility for governing Midden-Brabant natufidhese actors pool their expertise
and capacity with the provided government budgetadguire new lands, sometimes
developing them into nature.

In the above developments, governance is subjéctsnificant changes. In the
end, however, it is a strong mode dbsed co-governancéhat replaces weak self
governance, because nature is eventually govemedrestrictive fashion by a select
coalition of governmental and non-governmental &ctbat pool their resources. This
reversed shift in governance the result of the mixture of external and intdrchange
factors. On the one hand, two socio-political tendregionalization and
decentralization), a national policy initiative ¢agical networks) and the decline of the
adjacent agricultural arrangement play a role, andthe other hand, the exploits of
governmental policy entrepreneurs are importantgufé 6.8 visualizes these
developments.

As an additional comment, it is noticeable thatséhalevelopments embody
characteristics of both hierarchical and open ceegmance. Signs of the former mode
are found in the significant entrepreneurial rdl@overnmental actors. The latter mode
is visible in the fact that a large group of loea&tors is temporarily involved in the
demarcation of the EHS. However, even though tlseges of hierarchical governance
and open co-governance are important for the eaéstriengthening of governance, in

the end, none of these modes endures; closed @rrgowe eventually predominates.
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Figure 6.8: Reversed shift from weak self govereatw strong closed co-governance in
Midden-Brabant towards the mid 1990s

6.2.4 From the mid 1990s: shift to open co-governance in two steps

From the mid 1990s, a new and more integral appréaayoverning nature appears.
This approach is characterized by open co-govemawtich at first remains quite

weak, but afterwards becomes rather strong.

Governing nature in an integral regional way: weakopen co-governance appears
In the mid 1990s, parallel to the just stabilizedren sectoral mode of closed co-
governance (see previous section), the governaricéMidden-Brabant nature is
approached from a more regional and integral petige a development that tallies
with the rise ofGeintegreerd Gebiedsgericht Beldidtegrated Area Specific Policies:
GGB) policy initiatives and the socio-political tre towards regionalization (see section
1.1.2). This is initiated by the province, whosesp@nds to one such initiative
(Waardevol Cultuurlandschajyaluable Man-made Landscape: WCL]) leads to the r
of the ‘WCL arrangement’. A coalition is establisha which several municipalities and
non-governmental actors from various sectors ppdie. The province intends the
coalition to involve a large group of local actaxsengage together in WCL projects.
However, in practice, this provincial ambition doest become reality. The

resources provided by the government are only maant stimulus; the coalition
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members and the to-be-involved local actors shoafdplement them with resources of
their own, and this should result in a diffusedoterce mobilization process. However,
the involved actors argue that the government megsuavailable to support the new
governing activities are by no means sufficient.aAsonsequence, only relatively few
resources are mobilized and invested in WCL preject

Consequently, the flexible collaboration process the government strives for
and that is referred to in the official WCL visidncument only materializes to a limited
extent, mainly because the intended increased vewant of local non-governmental
actors does not really happen. Instead, a rathéhearted collaborative process takes
place, involving some of the coalition members. @ilg no one really takes
responsibility for governing Midden-Brabant naturean integral fashion. The new
approach therefore does not really find fertileugra.

From these developments, it can be deduced thatgtwernment tries to
orchestrate a strong open co-governance process rasponse to a national policy
initiative (the GGB-related WCL policy) and a sogolitical trend (regionalization).
However, the desired governing activities only tong extent materialize. Therefore,
weakopen co-governancappears. These developments are visualized ind-&8r The
vertical line on the left from which the horizontatrow emanates indicates that the
mode of governance in question appears for theé time. The dashed nature of the

horizontal arrow and the textbox on the right irdécthe weak character of closed co-

governance.
Socio-political trend National policy initiative
(integral regional focu (GGB / WCL,
\ / Open co- !
+ """"""""""""""""""""""" ¥ | governance!

Figure 6.9: Rise of weak open co-governance in EidBrabant from the mid 1990s
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The integral and regional governance of nature find fertile ground: shift to strong
open co-governance appears

The abovementioned rise of weak open co-governemtiee ‘WCL arrangement’ turns
out to be only the first hesitant step towards aergignificant shift in governance that
arises from within the ‘EHS arrangement’. Eventyathis results from the merger of
the ‘EHS arrangement’ and the ‘WCL arrangement’'ointhe Groene Woud
arrangement’. From around 1997, a stepwise incrisaggparent in the number of actors
involved in the governance of Midden-Brabant nattilds begins with the exploits of a
few actors who elaborate ti&oene Wouddeas (focused on the nature core of Midden-
Brabant), operating from within the recently fornteldS coalition.

Under the influence of the socio-political trendverds regionalization and the
GGB-related experiments in the ‘WCL arrangememtése actors broaden tl&oene
Woud concept. One by one, other actors, both goverrahemtd non-governmental,
become engaged, for example local agrarians andcipalities. Moreover, the WCL
coalition, transformed into thinovatieplatform Duurzame Meief(jnitiative Platform
Sustainable Meierij: IDM), joins as well. In therlga2000s, a large, diverse and loosely
bound coalition of actors has become involved, yiagr out Groene Woudprojects.
Among these actors, four key individuals stand aadting as important policy
entrepreneurs, i.e. the Boxtel alderman, a GS mertiie HBL director and a proactive
farmer.

The interaction rules change along with the graduaiease in actors. Initially,
the select few actors that are involved cooperatea irestrictive fashion, among
themselves elaborating tli&roene WoudGradually, however, access to governing is
opened up, eventually including many actors thattwa participate in &roene Woud
project. As a consequence, responsibility for tbeegnance of Midden-Brabant nature
is shouldered by an increasing number of actorsth@rone hand, this development is
caused by the efforts of the four policy entrepteagon the other hand, it is stimulated
by a pending policy initiative (th&econstructie The rules are rather informal in
character as well; formal governmental policy plane not visible. This is meant to
accommodate the flexible collaboration process skeatts to blossom among the newly

involved and expanding group of actors.
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As a result, power is effectively diffused over ttmany actors that alone or in small
coalitions mobilize their capacity, budget and ekpe to realize aGroene Woud
project. In addition, resources are often derivednfgovernment initiatives that in turn
are grounded in the socio-political trend towardgionalization (such as Leader +
subsidies). At the same time, the abovementiongdindividuals are somewhat more
influential than the other actors. They not onlyeast their own resources f@roene
Woud projects, but also attract more and more new sctmd the resources of these
actors, into the governance of Midden-Brabant matlur this way, a large spin-off effect
is created.

From an examination of these developments it cacobeluded that in the early
2000s strongpen co-governancappears, replacing the existing strong mode fedo
co-governance and weak mode of open co-governaftus. shift in governanceds
mainly spurred by the exploits of several governtaeand non-governmental policy
entrepreneurs, i.e. the abovementioned key indalgdun addition, the regionalization
trend and the pendirigeconstructigolicy play a supportive role. Said developmemis a
reflected in Figure 6.10.

As an additional comment, it is clear that signgloked co-governance continue
to be visible. For one thing, the implementatiorihef EHS continues to be carried out in
a closed co-governance fashion. Moreover, the wafiyential role of the four key
individuals bears signs of closed co-governancewd¥er, the flexible collaboration
process and the diffusion of power that are relatethe rise of manysroene Woud
projects are the predominant characteristics oegwmnce. This is exemplified by the
fact that the EHS implementation is subsumed un@eoene Woud projects.

Consequently, open co-governance is prevalent.
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Figure 6.10: Shift from strong closed co governatwestrong open co-governance in
Midden-Brabant in the late 1990s/early 2000s

6.2.5 From the early 2000s: open and closed co-governance coexist

From the early 2000s, the open co-governance modeected to th&roene Woud
continues to strengthen. In addition, the goveraasficMidden-Brabant nature is taken
up in a second comprehensive and integral fashioa,to the start of thReconstructie
policy, which is characterized by closed co-govaoea The two modes of governance

remain separate entities until the late 2000s, véhererger between them is considered.

Reconstructie-related governance: closed co-governance re-appear

In the early 2000s, theReconstructiearrangement’ appears, due to the start of the
Reconstructiepolicy, grounded in a similarly named GGB-relatgdlicy initiative,
which is in turn a government reaction to a majawck event that took place in 1997 (an
outbreak of swine fever). The decision to give Beconstructiea regional scope is
grounded in the ongoing socio-political trend tosigaregionalization.

The provincial government establishes Beconstructiecommissie de Meigdj
comprehensive coalition that comprises a crosseseadf governmental and non-
governmental actors with an interest in Midden-Brab In practice, however, two sub-
coalitions appear, respectively focused on natacke agriculture, each containing both
governmental and non-governmental actors. Bhnabantse Milieufederati€Brabant

Environmental Federation: BMF) is the main poliaytrepreneur in the former sub-
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coalition, theZuidelijke Land- en Tuinbouw Organisati€outhern Organization for

Agriculture and Horticulture: ZLTO) is the main egpreneur in the latter one. The
provincial RLG department also has an entrepreakwle, mainly in aligning the two

sub-coalitions (see below).

The interaction rules are set by the province @gigrmine that the members of
the comprehensive coalition cooperate to share rédsponsibility for the major
reorganizations envisioned by the government. Tdrégpants have to subscribe to this
rule when they join the coalition. In practice, lewer, for a long time, the two sub-
coalitions engage in a bargaining process to trynaximize their own interests. This
means that the interactions in the coalition bectimg drawn out. Eventually, however,
the bargaining is concluded and formalized in te@ ReconstructieplanThe mediating
and facilitative exploits of the RLG department araportant in this respect.
Subsequently, this new policy plan has to be implaed. Although the coalition
members are expected to cooperate to help brisgaihout, their precise role in the
matter is not yet determined.

Consequently, for a long time governance is charaed by competition
between the coalition members who challenge eabbrgt capacity to influence the
contents of theReconstructieplanthrough this competitive process, it is deterrdine
what resources will be invested in the governarfceature, as opposed to how much
will be invested, for example, in agriculture. Atpthe way, the coalition members,
especially the two entrepreneurs ZLTO and BMF, fingay to resolve their differences,
realizing that they need to pool their resourcdbely are to eventually make use of the
extensive government resources reserved for the lemgntation of the
ReconstructieplanThis implementation commences in 2007. Howevetha time of
writing, only a few projects have been initiated.

Overall,Reconstructigelated governance can best be characterizetbasd co-
governancegiven the restrictive cooperation between theegoment and several non-
governmental actors that is orchestrated by theipce and the eventual pooling of
resources that is brought about. This mode of gmrere arises due to the national
GGB-relatedReconstructigoolicy initiative. At the same time, a shock evémt took

place in 1997 (an outbreak of swine fever) is tamlgst of this initiative. Its regional
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character derives from the regionalization trenbdatTthe governance process evolves
uneasily is due to competition between two subittoat, one emphasizing nature, the
other agriculture. Only when the three policy eptemeurs ZLTO, BMF and the RLG
department reach a compromise does closed co-gowanstrengthen further. These
developments are visualized in Figure 6.11. Thetfzt a shock event that occurred in
the past is at the basis of the new governing iietivis captured by the leftmost textbox
and the corresponding dashed arrow.

However, as a main comment, it can be claimeddhate characteristics of open
co-governance are visible. Since Reconstructigelated governance mode includes a
relatively large group of actors that moreover stesm different sectors, an interaction
process with a competitive character ensues. fhgtocess, the involved actors, largely
organized in two sub-coalitions, try to maximizesithown interests. Eventually, a
pooling of resources is orchestrated, but nevestiselpower is relatively more diffused
when for example compared with the mode of closedavernance that appeared in the
first half of the 1990s (see section 6.2.3). Moerothe competition is enabled by the

interaction rules; this points at the relativelymnm@lexible character of this mode.

National policy
Shock event | | initiative (GGB /| | socio-political trend
(swine fever Reconstructip (regionalization
i Ve Closed co-
“““““““““ o AR > | governance
$

Gov and non-gov policy entrg
preneurs (ZLTO, BMF, RLG)

Figure 6.11: Rise of strong closed co-governanddidden-Brabant from the early 2000s
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Groene Woud-related open co-governance strengthens further

At the same time, th&roene Woudelated mode of open co-governance strengthens
further. New governmental and non-governmentalradteep joining the already quite
large but rather loosely bound coalition, engagimgnew projects, jumping on the
Groene Woudbandwagon. The four key individuals remain comeittpolicy
entrepreneurs (although one of them eventuallydsaffice). To somewhat guide the
activities of all these actors, a new coalition cieated (theBestuurlijk Platform
Nationaal Landschap Groene Wo[Management Platform National Landscdpmene
Woud: BPGW]), comprising the most important governnaér@nd non-governmental
actors.

In the late 2000s, power is still diffused over thany actors involved. These
actors are able to mobilize significant resour@es3roene Woudelated purposes. This
is exemplified by the continually increasing numbmr projects initiated. A lot of
resources are derived from the still present spoidical trend towards regionalization.
In addition, new resources are available conseqieeitte assignment of the National
Landscape status, a result of a national polidyainve with a GGB character. That this
designation is also the result of a lobbying campday the several policy entrepreneurs
re-emphasizes the influence of these latter acRegional enthusiasm continues to be
an important resource as well.

The informal rule that a very large group of goveemtal and non-governmental
actors collaborates in a flexible fashion continteepredominate governing. This rule
has become an important strength of Gwene Woudand is very much cherished.
However, over time, a disadvantage begins to shewwveall. Due to the informal
character of governance, the governing activitiegi to lack guidance; there is, for
example, no formal overarching course that givesction to the many projects. This
creates confusion about where thmene Wougbrocess is headed. The recently formed
BPGW coalition, established to solve this problérms not been able to eliminate this
confusion.

Neverthelessppen co-governanceontinues to be the predominant mode, further
strengthening over time. Governance is still theulteof the combined efforts of the

many project initiators, due in large part to tlo@tnuing entrepreneurial role of the key
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individuals. In addition, the socio-political tretalvards regionalization and the national
policy initiative of the creation of National Larg#pes are of influence. The

strengthening process is visualized in Figure 6.12.
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Figure 6.12: Open co-governance strengthening ofdih-Brabant from the early 2000s

Reconstructie and Groene Woud: a merger attempt
All in all, in the late 2000s there are two strangdes of nature-related governance in
Midden-Brabant, respectively connected to tAmene Woudand theReconstructie
policies. The former is characterized by open ceegoance, whereas the latter reflects
closed co-governance. Although they cover moreess kthe same territory and reflect
similar integral and comprehensive ambitions, teegive separately, at a different pace.
On the one hand, this means that a juxtaposiiotwo modes of governance
appears, one with a “new” character, the other aith'old” connotation. Furthermore,
the return of closed co-governance, after an alesehseveral years, can be regarded as
evidence of anon-shift in governanceéAfter all, this mode of governance surfaces both
in the sectoral governance of nature that is predam before the mid 1990s, and in the
more integral approach to governing nature thadimes apparent after the mid 1990s.
At a certain point in time, the province startswork on a merger between the
two governance modes, since there is consideralddap between them. This is met

with mixed reactions. Advocates of a merger argna¢ the extensive resources and the
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well elaborated policy planf Reconstructigelated governance can be combined with
the flexible collaboration visible iGroene Woudelated governance. This would solve
the lack of guidance evident in the latter actegtand would provide the former with the
necessary implementation boost. Adversaries amdathat a merger will lead to the
disappearance of regional enthusiasm, an imporesdurce that has been a driving
force behind open co-governance in Gi@ene Wougbrocess. This enthusiasm will go
at the expense of the stream of projects that tiwer has appeared.

At the time of writing, the merger has commencetibunot yet completed. The
main challenge seems to lie in combining the stieng@f the two modes, in order to
resolve the weaknesses of the past. The questrornime as to whether the Midden-

Brabant actors will be able to pull this off.

6.3 A comparative perspective

In this section, the governance shifts in the Uttee Heuvelrug and in Midden-Brabant
are compared with each other, focusing on four msagues that reflect the most
profound differences and similarities. In the firsection (6.3.1), these issues are

presented. In the four sections after that, eatheoh is elaborated.

6.3.1. Some main issues

Examination of the differences in the governanaéssin the Utrechtse Heuvelrug and
Midden-Brabant cases reveals four main issuesstaad out. First of all, after the very
similar starting point in the early 1970s, i.e. Weeand unintentional self governance, in
the second half of the 1970s and in the 1980s w diffierent development is visible in
the two cases. Governing nature strengthens prdfpun the Utrechtse Heuvelrug,
reflected in the appearance of a reversed shifsttong closed co-governance. In
Midden-Brabant, on the other hand, such a revesbétl is not yet visible; here, self
governance remains, still rather weak althouglvoésdstrengthen somewhat.

Secondly, in the first half of the 1990s, a turnitrgjectory appears that, from a

comparative perspective, shows a very intriguingrfon effect”. In both cases, largely
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the same socio-political trends and policy initieti affect the governance of nature, but
the consequences are completely different for the tegions. On the Heuvelrug,
governance diminishes as a result of it; the exgstnode of closed co-governance
weakens profoundly. In Midden-Brabant, however,agzaance is boosted; strong closed
co-governance replaces weak self governance. Teansthat Midden-Brabant nature
policy experiences a reversed shift as well, twoades after this happened on the
Heuvelrug.

Thirdly, after the mid 1990s, as a main similariggch case shows a shift in
governance. However, the new modes that oversh#uewxisting modes of closed co-
governance are different, i.e. self governancehenHeuvelrug and open co-governance
in Midden-Brabant. Moreover, when compared to Mm@eabant, the governance of
Heuvelrug nature has a relatively limited scope.

Finally, in the early 2000s, in both cases the m#gestabilized new modes of
governance are complemented with closed co-goveenawhich therefore makes a
comeback, although it appears in a different fashidhis means that eventually in both
regions a juxtaposition of governance is visiblaisTjuxtaposition continues to reflect
the difference in scope that first appeared innti@ 1990s; on the Heuvelrug, two sub-
regional modes materialize, whereas in Midden-Bnalbao comprehensive modes co-
exist. This difference is reflected in the late @90merger attempts that appear in both
regions.

These developments are visualized in Figure 6.1h8.Modes in the upper part of
the figure relate to the Utrechtse Heuvelrug cdke, modes in the lower part are
connected to the Midden-Brabant case. The four nsswmes are covered by the larger
dashed rectangles. The horizontal arrows indidagbints in time at which the shifts in

governance that are apparent start to materialize.
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Figure 6.13: Comparison of Utrechtse Heuvelrug Bhdden-Brabant governance shifts:
four issue

6.3.2 The 1970s and 1980s: different modes, different progress

In the early 1970s, nature is governed in a selcfashion. Weak self governance is
visible, because the main governors — non-govertehédiCOs — encounter severe
resistance from governmental and non-governmenttdra that prioritize adjacent
arrangements. On the Heuvelrug, however, the adjameangement deteriorates. In
Midden-Brabant, on the contrary, it remains strofgs difference is responsible for the
different development in terms of governance thanéually appears.

The same starting point: weak and unintentional sélgovernance

In the early 1970s, on the Heuvelrug and in Mid&eabant the governance of nature is
very similar. Nature is protected through the paseh of areas with high natural
gualities. This is mainly a non-governmental affaarried out by NCOs. However, due
to their dependency on resources (i.e. lands) clbedr by others, and government
unwillingness to take a more proactive role, thesa-governmental actors are only
occasionally able to buy land. This means thatpbath cases, governing nature is
characterized by weak self governance that mordoagran unintentional character; the
non-governmental actors that are the main goverdemend on the resources (i.e.

budgets) provided by the government.
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This similar governance characterization relatesnipao the competition that nature
protection encounters from other sectors, manifiestehe overshadowing presence of
stable adjacent arrangements. Although these apectvely related to forestry (on the
Heuvelrug) and agriculture (in Midden-Brabant),ithenstraining effects are similar.
First of all, non-governmental actors who are a&ctivthese arrangements (private estate
owners on the Heuvelrug, agrarians in Midden-Brgbaontrol the lands that are
targeted by the NCOs. Because these actors genenal not inclined to sell their
properties, the scope of the NCO purchases is dimitSecondly, the government
generally prioritizes the adjacent arrangement&ell this means that its involvement

in the governing nature remains limited.

Reversed shift versus no shift: the importance ofdgacent arrangements

From the mid 1970s, the importance of the constigineffect that adjacent
arrangements can have on the governance of natduether emphasized when, on the
Heuvelrug, the adjacent arrangement deteriorateglidden-Brabant, on the other hand,
it remains very stable. This difference has impurteonsequences for the respective
development of the nature-related governance psesdbat emerge.

These consequences manifest themselves in four. Wags of all, a significant
difference in land availability develops. On theudelrug, it is relatively easy to obtain
land. In Midden-Brabant, however, this pivotal nes® continues to be scarce.
Secondly, and related, the non-governmental adtwas own the lands required for
nature-related governing activities find themselvas a very different position.
Heuvelrug private owners are effectively sidestepp&hereas Midden-Brabant
agrarians are able to actively constrain the gauere of nature. Thirdly, there is a
profound difference in government involvement. @a Heuvelrug, governmental actors
engage in governing nature, exemplified by theegméneurial role adopted by the PND.
In Midden-Brabant, this is not the case. Governnaetbrs remain marginally involved,
and a PND is not even established yet. Finally,inflaence of the respective NCOs is
very different. On the Heuvelrug, the predominanCQN is able to adopt an

entrepreneurial role. Its Midden-Brabant countepare not able to do so.

218



Governance

As a consequence, on the Heuvelrug, the governafneature strengthens significantly,
and a reversed shift takes place; a strong modtoséd co-governance is able to arise,
and governing nature is no longer severely hampdrgdthe adjacent forestry
arrangement. As a consequence, a lot of land ighioin Midden-Brabant, in contrast,
such a change does not occur; self governancesfgrsvith a continually weak
character, because governing nature is still sulesgrto agriculture. Here, the amount
of land bought is limited.

From this, it can be concluded that the governasfceature, at least when it
embodies a sectoral discourse, very much depentlegorominence of adjacent sectors
that also have a claim on the lands that are nekxulathture-related governance. When
such sectors are strong, governing nature is likelyoe overshadowed. When such
sectors lose at least some of their prominencegdiernance of nature seems to have a
chance to gain ground.

6.3.3 The first half of the 1990s: mirrored turning trajectories

In the first half of the 1990s, from a comparatpant of view an interesting mirrored
development appears. On the Heuvelrug, the goveenah nature diminishes; the
existing strong mode of closed co-governance weaKerMidden-Brabant, on the other
hand, governing nature receives a boost; here, ethisting weak mode of self
governance transforms into strong closed co-govesa Curiously, this different

development is grounded in the same policy initegiand socio-political trends.

Moving in or out of the government spotlight

In the first half of the 1990s, there are sevemtegal changes in the governance of
Dutch nature. There is a nationally orchestratdtyitiative that introduces the new,
more proactive, ecological networks concept, endxbdn the EHS policy. Moreover,
because of a socio-political trend towards regi@aatibn, the government starts to
prioritize some regions over others. Finally, a osec socio-political trend
(decentralization) empowers the Dutch provincesntmorporate and elaborate these

changes, implementing the EHS policy.
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Both the Utrechtse Heuvelrug and Midden-Brabantioregyy are affected by these
developments. There is an important difference betwthem, however: their perceived
“compatibility” with the various change factors. @&rding to the Utrecht provincial
government, the Heuvelrug does not align with tt@agical networks concept, because
the region already appears as a coherent ecolagintidy. Consequently, without much
ado, the region is demarcated as EHS nature ctwee Nbord-Brabant province, on the
other hand, argues that the Midden-Brabant regenfeptly tallies with the ecological
networks concept. Here, nature is perceived agrdtagmented and infringed upon by
the agricultural sector.

Consequently, the trends and initiative of thet fivalf of the mid 1990s draw the
government spotlight to Midden-Brabant, whereag tteanove it from the Utrechtse
Heuvelrug; the provincial government of Noord-Brabselects Midden-Brabant as one
of its prime regions, whereas the Utrecht provingavernment chooses to no longer
prioritize the Heuvelrug. This leads to the declrielosed co-governance in the former
case and its rise in the latter. This divergenceexemplified by comparing the
involvement of governmental policy entrepreneurs both cases; whereas such
entrepreneurs disappear from nature-related gomeengrocesses on the Heuvelrug,
they for the first time start to play an essentidd in the governance of Midden-Brabant

nature.

The continuing importance of adjacent arrangements

In addition, this mirrored turning trajectory ioskly related to what happens in terms of
adjacent arrangements. In Midden-Brabant, theaisgdosed co-governance is not only
caused by a policy initiative, governmental poliegtrepreneurs and socio-political
trends; it is also importantly enabled by the dexliof the adjacent agricultural
arrangement. At the same time, on the Heuvelrug, leakening of closed co-
governance is not only caused by the withdraw#@hefgovernment spotlight that in turn
is grounded in the same policy initiative and twacis-political trends; it is also
importantly related to the disappearance of theodppities that resulted from the
destabilization of the adjacent forestry arrangerrethe mid 1970s.
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In this train of thought, it can be claimed thagnh a governance point of view, the two
cases show an interesting similarity; they botheeigmce a reversed shift, which in both
cases is at least partially related to the paralalline of adjacent arrangements. This
reaffirms the statement that, when nature is gaakin a sectoral fashion, the strength
of such governance importantly corresponds withptteeninence of adjacent sectors.

At the same time, however, the two cases are nintegncomparable in this
respect. The most obvious difference is the tirensyf two decades that separates both
reversed shifts — a difference related to theixedbt early (i.e. mid 1970s) decline of the
Heuvelrug forestry sector versus the continuingepoy of the Midden-Brabant
agricultural sector. In addition, in Midden-Brabarihe decline of the adjacent
arrangement is not as severe as on the Heuvelsug@xeamplified by the relatively
influential role of Midden-Brabant agrarians in thmed 1990s (who are involved in a
local deliberation board) vis-a-vis the marginasition of the Heuvelrug private owners

in the late 1970s and 1980s (who are generallyswgeed).

6.3.4 Towards the late 1990s: new modes with a different scope

From the mid 1990s, a shift in governance begirepfmear. In both cases, new modes of
governance materialize to overshadow the existingen of closed co-governance. At
the same time, there are profound differences: i modes that appear have a
different character and a different scope. The appee of this shift and these

differences relate closely to a discursive chahgédlso takes place.

Shifts in governance with a different character

The mid 1990s are an important turning point, bothterms of organization (i.e.
governance) and substance (i.e. discourse). In tegions, before this point in time
modes of closed co-governance materialize, condeictenature policies that have a
sectoral character. After the mid 1990s, new madagvernance appear (i.e. open co-
and self governance) that are grounded in a newe megional and integral approach to
governing nature. As a main nuance, however, itishbe pointed out that the existing

modes of closed co-governance, relating to theosscipproach to governing nature, do
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not altogether disappear. Rather, they are oveosted by the new modes of
governance.

The shift in governance that appears is mainlysedwy the exploits of various
policy entrepreneurs who advocate the new integgglonal approach. In Midden-
Brabant, there are four key individuals that togetiigger the rise of th&roene Woud
policy, bringing about the shift to open co-goverta The mode of open co-governance
that precedes this development, visible in the ‘W&Ztangement’, is not as important; it
remains rather weak. In the Utrechts Heuvelrud, galernance appears as a result of
the efforts of a group of private estate ownerstfi@ south of the region) and, less
significantly, an NCO (in a mode that covers tharemegion).

At the same time, this similarity also contains ainmdifference. In Midden-
Brabant, governmental actors remain very proagtiirelolved. For example, two of the
policy entrepreneurs have government status. OnHtheselrug, the government is not
very proactively involved; there are only non-goveental policy entrepreneurs, either
because the government chooses to leave the ivatimt a non-governmental actor (in
the regional mode of governance) or because noefgoental policy entrepreneurs
rebuff too explicit governmental engagement anobsk to take the lead themselves (in

the mode of governance that appears in the soutreatgion).

A difference in scope

As a second main divergence, it is apparent thatwlo shifts in governance reflect a
difference in the scope of nature governance. @rHibuvelrug, the regional governance
mode remains rather weak. Consequently, the goneenaf nature focuses mainly on a
small part of the region, i.e. the south. In Middgnabant, on the other hand, the
governance of nature is extremely comprehensivaharacter; here, the entire region is
included.

This discrepancy relates partially to the aboveioaed difference in
entrepreneurship. In Midden-Brabant, the scopeatiine governance increases because
both the governmental and the non-governmentatypeintrepreneurs have the capacity
and the ambition to mobilize a lot of resourcesyage new actors and take part in

comprehensive governing activities. On the Heuwglthis is not so much the case.
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Here, the scope remains limited because there lis @me non-governmental policy
entrepreneur, HUL, that advocates a comprehengiymoach to governing nature;
moreover, this actor is not powerful enough to d¢pitims approach further.

Secondly, the difference in scope is related toahgoing socio-political trend
towards regionalization in combination with thefeliént susceptibility of both regions
to GGB-related policy initiatives and to the ecaobtad networks policy initiative.
Because of the former, governmental actors st#l grioritizing some regions over
others. Because of the latter, regions that allomtHe integration of different functions,
especially nature and agriculture, and regionsehable the development of new nature
are often prioritized. As a consequence, in Mid8eabant, the implementation of the
EHS and the continual encroachment of nature amttudiyire continue to receive
attention, attracting quite a lot of additionalaesces to the region. The governance of
Heuvelrug nature, on the other hand, is not asemidde to GGB-related policies, and
the government does not share the alternativepirggtion of the ecological networks
concept that is introduced by the NCO HUL. As assmuence, resources meant to
sustain GGB policies and to support the realizatbbthe ecological networks concept
do not find their way to the Heuvelrug; the goveemincontinues to prioritize other
regions.

This development gives cause for an alternatiencliwhen it comes to the
influence of adjacent sectors. Above, it has begoeal that the overshadowing presence
of such a sector can constrain the governancetafenaHowever, this seems only to be
the case when nature is governed iseatoralfashion. It turns out that when nature is
governed from a moretegral perspective, the presence of a strong adjacembrsec
seems to be amadvantage After all, regions in which there is strong coritfien
between sectors (such as Midden-Brabant) are sttegefrom an integral point of view,
whereas regions that do not have such competisioch(as the Heuvelrug) are much less
appealing. Consequently, governmental actors asdurees are drawmo Midden-
Brabant butaway from the Heuvelrug; this in turn has important segquences for the

scope and strength of governance.
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6.3.5 From the early 2000s: juxtaposition

After the early 2000s, the abovementioned new madegovernance continue to be
visible. As a striking similarity, in both caseselie modes are complemented with
parallel governance modes that are characterizetldsgd co-governance. This means
that in both regions a juxtaposition of governaappears that provides evidence of a
non-shift in governance. However, the differencestope, already manifest after the

mid 1990s, continues to be visible.

The juxtaposition: closed co-governance re-appeais a new fashion

In both cases, after the early 2000s modes of dlosegovernance appear. In the centre
of the Heuvelrug, a socio-political trend (a mitytaeorganization) leads to an increase
in land availability, which in turn enables the pteal rise of closed co-governance
orchestrated by two non-governmental and one gowental policy entrepreneur
(respectively HUL and KvK and the PND). In a wayistresembles the situation in the
mid 1970s. In Midden-Brabant, the rise of closeejowernance can be traced back to a
shock event (the outbreak of swine fever) thatsdadthe introduction of a large-scale
nationally and provincially orchestrated GGB-retatepolicy initiative (the
Reconstructigthat in turn eventually leads to the re-appeagaiclosed co-governance
in the region.

The recurrent appearance of closed co-governafiee saveral years of absence,
can to some extent be regarded as evidence of -ghifbrin governance. After all, this
mode of governance appears in relation to bottséiseoral approach to governing nature
and the integral and regional approach. It hastpdinted out, however, that both newly
appearing modes of closed co-governance are imigasiway different from the modes
that appeared before or in the mid 1990s. Bothecefh (sub)regional and integral
discourse, instead of a sectoral one. As a consequelosed co-governance in the early
2000s comprises a lot more participants, who maestem from various sectors and —
to a lesser extent — levels and bring differerdgnests into the governance of nature. This
means that closed co-governance does not reflectséiime homogeneity as before;

conflict, competition and bargaining appear. As hsutn both cases, closed co-
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governance strengthens rather uneasily, and in ¢edbs, the modes in a similar way

also show signs of open co governance.

Different scopes, different merger attempts

These quite similar juxtapositions, however, camirio reflect the difference in scope
that characterizes the two cases after the mid sL990 Midden-Brabant, closed co-
governance materializes as a second integral amgona governance mode,
significantly overlapping with the open co-govercammode that is already visible. On
the Heuvelrug, closed co-governance focuses onth@entre of the region; this means
that a second sub-regional governance mode appbasides the mode of self
governance that is already visible in the southth&tsame time, and partially because of
this, the already weak regional governance modeshas.

This difference is due mainly to the abovementionemhtinual varying
susceptibility of both regions to policies with emegral character. It is evident that the
mode of governance that appears in the centre efHbuvelrug does have such a
character. This partially explains why the governtreuddenly is interested in this part
of the region. Nevertheless, it is a non-governaepblicy entrepreneur, and not a
governmental policy initiative, that causes the 1$ said mode. However, the situation
on the Heuvelrug is still rather bleak when comgat@ Midden-Brabant. This latter
region remains much more interesting from an irgkgerspective, and this draws
several policy initiatives Reconstructie National Landscape) to the region. This
importantly sustains the two integral and regionades of governance visible in
Midden-Brabant.

The merger attempts that in the late 2000s apmehoth cases reflect the main
difference in scope. In Midden-Brabant, the megerstitutes the integration of the two
comprehensive modes; it is meant to remove extenswerlap, supposedly solving a
“governance overload”. On the Heuvelrug, the twode®that are visible only cover
some of the region. In this case, the merger isnoéd to solve a “governance
deficiency”, rekindling a regional approach to goweg Heuvelrug nature and

introducing the governance of nature in sub-regtbas until now have been neglected.
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6.4 Some generalizations

In this final section, the above comparison is uésed in terms of the general
manifestation of governance in Dutch nature poligytention is paid to different
governance modes (in section 6.4.1) and to govemahifts (in section 6.4.2). In this
latter section, the three claims of the governapoezle are addressed. In the final
section (6.4.3) a new classification of the govaoeaof Dutch nature is outlined, based

on the findings presented in this chapter.

6.4.1 Governance modes

This section provides a discussion about how thie dofferent modes of governance at
the core of this thesis have materialized in the tases. Also, the extent to which this
may be representative of Dutch nature policy inegahis outlined. The modes are dealt
with in the order of frequency (over the whole pdrin both cases) of their appearance,
i.e. closed co-governance, self governance, opegowernance and hierarchical

governance.

Closed co-governance: a classic and a contemporargriety
Closed co-governance is the mode that most oftgreap in the two cases. In the
Utrechtse Heuvelrug, it is prominently visible frahre mid 1970s to the mid 1990s and
from the early 2000s onwards. In Midden-Brabandpipears in the mid 1990s and after
the early 2000s. This frequent appearance of tlidenseems to be related to the fact
that closed co-governance resembles neo-corporatibioh is the domestic institutional
tradition of the Netherlands, also referred tohesdo-callegholdermodel

It is striking to see that, in both regions, closedgovernance has manifested
itself in two fashions. The first fashion very mugsembles the ideal typical closed co-
governance mode sketched in section 2.2.3. A smadllition of a select few
governmental and non-governmental actors pools ré@sources in a restrictive
cooperation process. The Dutch NCOs and governinaotars from the provincial
policy tier in particular play a prominent role.idtevident that this moreassicform of

closed co-governance is linked in both cases taregpolicies with a more sectoral
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discourse. It surfaces in the mid 1970s on the ieug and in the first half of the 1990s
in Midden-Brabant. The time difference in the appeae of the modes is related to the
corresponding strength of adjacent sectors.

In the mid 1990s, this mode has become the predorhiway of governing
nature in both regions (even though it has alremegkened in the former case). Given
this similarity, it seems plausible that, at thant in time, classic closed co-governance
will also be visible in other regions. This is likdo be further influenced by the fact
that, from the early 1990s, the Dutch governmemhigh more deeply engaged in the
more sectoral governance of nature, given the tao&oduction of the EHS policy. It
therefore proactively complements the conventia#lities of the NCOs.

After the mid 1990s, the classic fashion of clossEgovernance, and the
interrelated sectoral approach to governing natocoatinue to be visible; nowadays,
both still exist, even though they are no longe® thost prominent modes in the
governance of Utrechtse Heuvelrug and Midden-Brabature.

In the early 2000s, closed co-governance reappedise two cases. This time,
however, the mode seems to reflect a momatemporarycharacter. It does not so
strongly resemble the ideal typical mode of closedjovernance but encapsulates some
characteristics of open co-governance. This seemsetrelated to the more integral
discourse that from the mid 1990s has become momemon in the governance of
Dutch nature.

For example, the number of actors involved in comerary closed co-
governance is much larger, stemming from diffeq@wiicy tiers. Moreover, due to the
more integral discourse, these actors, and theypehtrepreneurs that are among them,
have different backgrounds and interests and aganied not only in one more
comprehensive coalition, but also in several sudiions. As a consequence, compared
with classic closed co-governance, it is more difti for contemporary closed co-
governance to strengthen. The interaction ruled shable a restricted form of
cooperation, but at the same time they allow thap=titive process, showing relatively
more flexibility. Also, resources eventually areofesl, but because of the competitive

interaction process, power is relatively more ciéfd.
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The two faces of self governance: unintentional andefensive

Over time, self governance has appeared quite aslatell. It can be argued that, like
closed co-governance, this mode of governance giyéias two faces. However, as an
important difference, these two faces do not seefpetrelated to a certain timeframe,
nor to an integral or sectoral discourse. Moreoweth reflect a somewhat subdued
governance character.

The first face that appears usintentionalself governance, which is visible in
both cases in the early 1970s. In addition, it atsderializes in the Heuvelrug case after
the mid 1990s. In such a mode, non-governmentaicypoéntrepreneurs play a
forerunning role, not because they insist on dotmings alone, but because
governmental actors do not seem to be interestégcoming engaged more explicitly,
despite non-governmental requests to do so. Thi®rgment reluctance relates for
example to a focus on other sectors (in the eaI§04) or on other regions (on the
Heuvelrug after the mid 1990s). Without governmsuapport, the non-governmental
actors in question are not powerful enough to zedleir objectives. As a consequence,
unintentional self governance generally has a vebakacter.

The second face that appears can be referreddefassiveself governance. This
face relates to the presence of non-governmentatsathat do not become engaged to
bring about a lot of change, but rather to aliga glovernance of nature with their own
interests, generally keeping things as they amastirg the introduction of policies that
they do not approve of. This gives the entrepraatuole that these actors occupy a
rather paradoxical connotation. The actions ofNt@den-Brabant agrarians in the late
1970s and 1980s can be qualified as such. Theygengagoverning nature to minimize
the consequences of the introduction of a natipohty initiative (theRelatienotd, not
to develop it further. Because they are powerfdugh to pull this off, the governance
of nature has a weak character. The agrariansedéneir power from their extensive
landownership.

In a way, the actions of the private estate ownetfe south of the Heuvelrug
are comparable. The private owners dislike thethiction of a national policy initiative
(the governmentally orchestrated introduction oftibteal Parks) and mobilize their

landownership to hamper its elaboration. Howevhg &ctivities of the Heuvelrug
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private owners are not as intensely defensive ashar exploits of the Midden-Brabant
agrarians; despite the hesitancy shown by privateecs to accommodate change, their
commitment to governing nature is evident, giveairtkefforts to establish a National
Park after all (albeit on their own terms). MoregQwdespite an uneasy connotation, the
governance of nature in the south of the Heuvednentually is not weak in character.

It can be argued that both faces of self governameeclosely interrelated with
government involvement. However, the character lo$ tnterrelation is different.
Unintentional self governance reflects a non-gowemntal dependency on government
resources. This creates a picture of self govemdhat, to continue its existence,
dependsn the government. Defensive self governance slaoman-governmental intent
to circumvent or reject government involvement.sTimode of self governance seems to
resistthe government.

It seems quite likely that the form of weak andntentional self governance that
appears in the early 1970s at that specific paoirtinne is representative of Dutch nature
policy in general, since it materializes in the teases in an identical fashion. In that
timeframe, the governance of nature seems to beogérshadowed by other sectors
such as forestry and agriculture. Apart from thatintentional self governance may
appear in situations where non-governmental adiax®e their own policy but fail to
enlist the support of the government and consetuant not, or only to some extent,
able to realize their ambitions.

It can furthermore be assumed that defensive semance may also appear in
other regions where non-governmental actors agtinedist changes that are implied by
government nature policy initiatives. Defensivd gelvernance seems to have a stronger
character when the non-governmental actors thainaodved in it are able to mobilize

landownership to back their resistance.

Open co-governance: not easily orchestrated

Open co-governance only appears predominantly enMidden-Brabant case, arising
from the mid 1990s, first (but rather weakly) itaten to the WCL policy, later on (and
much more intensely) in th@roene Wougbolicy. From this, it can be concluded that the

appearance of this mode is probably not represeatat Dutch nature policy in general.
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This claim is even more justified given the fashionwhich the mode appears and
strengthens. It seems to be difficult to conscipusichestrate an open co-governance
process, as the example of the WCL-related govgraativities has shown.

When it does arise and strengthen, open co-goveenenthe result of a quite
informal bottom-up development rather than a coneege of a much more formally
organized and restrictive form of governmental—gormernmental cooperation, which is
the way in which for example closed co-governantenomanifests itself. An essential
prerequisite seems to be the input of a group etaled problem owners, proactive
individuals that represent important governmentalrson-governmental actors. It seems
furthermore to be evident that one of the key imdiials represents a local government;
in the context of the developments in both regidims, is the only example of significant
government involvement at the local level. This rbayone of the reasons why open co-

governance has institutionalized in Midden-Bral{aee section 7.2.3).

Hierarchical governance: not predominantly visible
The fourth mode, i.e. hierarchical governance, dusspredominantly surface for any
length of time in almost four decades of governuigechtse Heuvelrug and Midden-
Brabant nature. This seems to justify the conclusiat governmental actors have not
shaped Dutch nature policy on their own. It alsplies that, in the entire time span
studied, non-governmental actors, especially NCOis dbso other landowners, have
played an essential role, either working togethih whe government (in an open or a
closed fashion), or acting on their own (as outimmethe preceding part of this section).

However, despite the absence of hierarchical gaem in its “pure” form,
governmental actors have played essential roles.nitst prominent example occurs in
the first half of the 1990s, when hierarchical gonmce characteristics briefly
materialize. In this time span, the Dutch governinggwves the governance of nature an
important boost, exemplified by newly empoweredagomental actors at the provincial
level that introduce the EHS policy, derived froglevant socio-political trends and
policy initiatives that materialize at that time.

Given the parallel occurrence of this phenomenbseems likely that in other

Dutch regions a (temporary) increase in governmemblvement will also have
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appeared in the first half of the 1990s. It is liertmore evident that the impact of this
temporary increase in government involvement cagu severe, and, moreover, very
dissimilar in different areas. In Midden-Brabantcontributes to the rise of closed co-
governance, whereas on the Heuvelrug, it weak@&sedlco-governance.

Furthermore, government has played important miediables, for example in
the strengthening of the two contemporary modedasfed co-governance that appear in
both cases in the early 2000s. In addition, govemtroan also play an essential role by
keeping its distance. This is evident in rise ia thte 1990s of open co-governance in
the Midden-Brabant case, where governmental aaresmportant policy entrepreneurs
but at the same time mainly operate in a facilratiashion. They for example refrain
from introducing formal interaction rules or detémng the contents of governance.
They see it as their main task to create the rd@hrion-governmental actors (and local
governments) require to act as they see fit, sustithis when necessary with
government resources.

On the basis of these observations, the conclusarbe drawn that, even though
the government has not shaped (and probably cafame) Dutch nature policy on its
own, it doeshave the power to make or break such policies, Iméeacause it controls
resources that are often required by non-goverramheadtors engaged in governing
nature or that can be used to stimulate non-goventathactors to play a more proactive

or constructive role.

6.4.2 Governance shifts

In this section, the governance shifts that havenlsiscerned and compared above are
confronted with the three claims that constitue glovernance puzzle (see sections 1.2.2
and 2.3.2). Overall, and to a varying extent, thergome truth in all these three claims,
reflected in the presence of a shift, a reversdtl simd a non-shift (i.e. the appearance

of the classic and contemporary versions of clegedovernance).
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From new to old: a pre-mid-1990s reversed shift wit a sectoral character

It can first of all be claimed that, in a way, Ditoature policy is characterized by a
reversed shifin governance. Both in Midden-Brabant and in theethtse Heuvelrug,
the governance of nature in the early 1970s isadtarized by a “new” mode, i.e. self
governance. In the mid 1990s, the governance afr@an both cases reflects an “old”
mode, i.e. closed co-governance, appearing in & mlassic connotation. Consequently,
in between, a reversed shift has taken place cassequence of the much more explicit
involvement of government actors, which materiaib®th in Midden-Brabant and in
the Utrechtse Heuvelrug. The best example of seblvement is the establishment of
provincial nature departments (PNDs).

Because the reversed shift materializes in botlonsgand has a similar form, it
is likely to be representative of Dutch nature pin general. It is moreover clear that it
relates to a more sectoral fashion of governingneafThe “timing” of the manifestation
of the reversed shift is therefore at least pdytieélated to the strength of adjacent
sectors. In regions like the Heuvelrug, where tiredtry sector already begins to decline
in the mid 1970s, the reversed shift also beginsaberialize from the mid 1970s. In
regions such as Midden-Brabant, where the agri@llgector remains strong for longer,
the reversed shift is likely to appear two decddésy, i.e. in the mid 1990s, when the
agricultural sector comes under strain.

As a main nuance, it has to be emphasized thanhtige of self governance that
is visible in the early 1970s only to some ext&sembles self governance as elaborated
in section 2.2.3 (and in the policy science literaj. It is true that in the early 1970s
non-governmental actors are in charge, but at #mesgovernmental actors are also
involved. Furthermore, self governance only appbacsause governing nature seems to
be some sort of niche that is neglected by the mpowent. Therefore, it is left to a few
non-governmental NCOs, with government adoptingactive attitude. Moreover, self
governance seems to need the government to surgiven its dependence on
government resources. These characteristics givE ggernance a weak and
unintentional connotation that does not tally vitie picture of self governance in which
non-governmental actors consciously take matteostireir own hands.
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From old to new in two fashions: a post-mid-1990sh#t with an integral and
regional character

At the same time, it can be argued that after treenud-1990s’ reversed shift has
materialized, in the two cases studieghét in governance appears. In both cases, the
more classic modes of closed co-governance, coetheict a sectoral approach to
governing nature, disappear into the backgroundjewhmew modes of governance
relating to a more integral and regional discowappear. At the basis of the shift in
governance are on the one hand several of theypatittepreneurs that before the mid
1990s also played an important role, especiallyptiogincial nature departments and the
landowning NCOs. In addition, however, several reawrepreneurs come to the fore,
such as private estate owners, agrarians anddovarnments.

However, the question is whether the appearandkigfshift in governance is
representative of Dutch nature policy in generaktFof all, in the two cases studied, it
manifests itself quite differently, given the diéat “new” modes that appear. In
Midden-Brabant, governmental actors continue tergaged; here, open co-governance
appears. On the Heuvelrug, government engagemdniiied; in this case, two modes
of self governance appear. This is realized by g@vernmental policy entrepreneurs.
Moreover, in comparison to Midden-Brabant, the scopHeuvelrug self governance is
somewhat more limited.

Secondly, the institutionalization processes ofrie&v modes of governance all
have a rather unique character. In particular, ribe of theGroene Woudpolicy in
Midden-Brabant and the appearance of the Natioagt i the south of the Heuvelrug
are quite exceptional, the former because of tkgildle collaboration process that
emerges, the latter because of the very influentigl of the private estate owners. It is
also evident that both governance modes appeabattem-up fashion.

Finally, in the two cases studied, the new modasdppear in relation to the new
integral and regional approach to governing natogenot entirely replace the existing
classic and sectoral modes of closed co-governdhneg;ratheiovershadovihem. After
all, on the Heuvelrug, weak classic closed co-guaece remains visible in the
‘safeguarding arrangement’, whereas in Midden-Bnab#the EHS continues to be

implemented in a closed co-governance fashion.dy therefore very well be that in
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regions where the integral and regional discowss®t as apparent or where the sectoral
governance of nature is very much emphasized, & shigovernance will not

materialize.

The non-shift: recurrent appearance of closed co-gernance

Finally, the appearance of closed co-governancerbdethe mid 1990s and its re-
appearance in the early 2000s seems to justifthite claim manifest in the governance
puzzle, i.e. that there isreon-shiftin governance. In a Dutch context, tightly knit and
restricted cooperation between governmental and-goeernmental actors is not
connected to a particular point in time. As sugggsh section 1.2.2, and repeated in
section 6.4.1, the extensive presence of closedowernance in the two cases, at
different points in time, can probably be explairgdthe Dutch institutional tradition.
Closed co-governance seems to appear when govetalraed non-governmental actors
are seeking cooperation with each other (provitiatthey both see the need to do so).

In addition, the re-appearance of closed co-govermafter the early 2000s can
also be regarded as a main nuance to the shitivargance claim, since in both cases it
results in a juxtaposition between old and new mo@®nsidering that it has just been
argued that both new modes of governancenateepresentative of Dutch nature policy
and that the more classic modes of closed co-ganwemdo not altogether disappear, it
could even be claimed that closed co-governancehés mode that most likely
characterizes Dutch nature policy, in relation @ only sectoral nature policies, but also
more integral and regional ones.

However, the claim that closed co-governance isnaléss phenomenon should
be nuanced as well. First of all, as elaboratedhm previous section, closed co-
governance itself is also susceptible to changegest has assumed a different character
over time. Its more classic variant relates to etmal approach to governing nature.
This variant is predominant before the mid 1990% @nsely resembles the ideal typical
closed co-governance mode. The more contemporargtyaf closed co-governance
relates to a more integral and regional approaclydeerning nature. This variety

appears after the mid 1990s and embodies somecthastics of open co-governance.
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Consequently, there seems to be some kind of ishgbvernance “within” closed co-
governance.

Secondly, it is not as if closed co-governance lbesn always visible in both
cases. For example, it was absent from the Middedht case for a relatively long
time, i.e. from the mid 1970s to the early 1990%rdbver, it is not predominantly

visible in either case in the early 1970s and betw&e mid 1990s and early 2000s.

6.4.3 The governance of Dutch nature: two currents

In this final section, based on the above analysisiodel is outlined that explains the
governance of Dutch nature. This model comprises digcursive currents that each
have a specific governance signature. Policy erdrequrs play an essential role in these
currents, making use of the opportunities offergdpblicy initiatives, socio-political
trends, changing adjacent arrangements and shaakisevsometimes competing with
other policy entrepreneurs. Their exploits, and ektent to which they are successful,
determine the mode of governance that eventualbeans, and the relative strength of
this mode.

The sectoral current: reversed shift towards closedo-governance
The first current that is visible in the governange Dutch nature has a sectoral
character. It reflects the protection of individuntural areas, initially only by buying
them, but later on (i.e. from the early 1990s) digointerconnecting and developing
them, exemplified by the ecological networks policitiative and the subsequent EHS
policy. This current commenced about a century agb is nowadays still visible. The
traditional landowning Dutch NCOs are importantiyolved in it, as are the provincial
governments, SBB and the ministries that over tirage been responsible for nature
policy (CRM, L&V, LNV).

The involvement of the non-governmental NCOs isstmgrominent, already
visible for a very long time. The engagement of gogernmental actors in question has
been increasing over the years, especially th#tefprovincial nature departments that

are gradually set up. As a consequence, therespeafic governance signature that is
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connected to the sectoral current, i.e. a reveské@t] from weak and unintentional self
governance to strong closed co-governance.

Initially, the sectoral current is characterizeg the former mode. The role of
government is limited, the NCOs are the main fanears. However, in their activities,
the NCOs largely depend on government resourceseder, the NCOs try to more
explicity engage governmental actors, but withosuiccess, generally because
government prioritizes other sectors. As a consecgieclosed co-governance, reflecting
the Dutch neo-corporatist tradition, does not ygpear in the sectoral governance of
nature, although signs of closed co-governancalaeady visible. Even though this has
not been explicitly studied in this thesis, in thectors adjacent to nature, closed co-
governance does seem to be predominant, espeitiadigriculture (Frouws, 1993) but
also — albeit less significantly — in the forestgctor (Veenman et al, 2009).

Over time, however, classic closed co-governames anaterialize in the sectoral
current. This means that the governance of Dut¢hr@aconverges with the domestic
institutional tradition, and that nature as a poheld is no longer a niche. It seems that
several policy entrepreneurs, i.e. the Dutch NQ@s,provincial nature departments or
both, are required to bring this transformationuaidy working together with actors like
SBB, DLG or LNV, sometimes confronted with actdratttry to prevent this. Moreover,
these entrepreneurs depend on opportunities offeyeelxternal factors, especially the
decline of adjacent arrangements, but also polittiatives or socio-political trends that
reflect increasing political and societal attentimng paid to nature-related governance.

What the reversed shift precisely looks like andwit precisely occurs depends
on region-specific characteristics. It seems likblgywever, that it will have materialized
in most Dutch regions after the mid 1990s, givea government emphasis on the
sectoral current that appears in the first hathef1990s.

In this respect, the two case studies offer then sstories. In the Utrechtse
Heuvelrug, the two policy entrepreneurs, HUL andDRhake use of the decline of the
adjacent forestry arrangement that commences inmnilie 1970s, bringing about a
reversed shift to closed co-governance in a redBtiearly stage. In Midden-Brabant, at
that time the NCOs are not able to realize suctamstormation, due to the defensive

exploits of the agrarians and due to the governmeepport of the adjacent agricultural
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arrangement. Only in the first half of the 1990$1ew government generally starts to
emphasize nature policy (exemplified by the ecaalgnetworks policy initiative and
the decentralization and regionalization trend$jemvthe PND and GS as a consequence
appear as main policy entrepreneurs and when tfaeed agricultural arrangement

declines, does closed co-governance appear.

The integral regional current: governance pluralism

The second current that appears in the governanBaitch nature has a regional and
sometimes integral character, complementing thiossdaurrent from the mid 1990s. It
envisages the protection of nature in a regioniipesay. Moreover, in some cases,
nature has to be governed in interrelation withepsectors, predominantly agriculture.
The appearance of this current is related to aogaalitical trend, i.e. regionalization,
and to policy initiatives that have a GGB charactereral of which have appeared over
time (for example WCL, National LandscapBgconstructig

The governance of nature in the integral regionarent does not reflect a
governance signature as clear as in the sectoredntulnstead, both “old” and “new”
modes of governance manifest themselves in a mufashion. Which mode precisely
appears at which time again depends on regiomalrostances, related to the exploits of
the policy entrepreneurs that are visible and enaibportunities that these entrepreneurs
see and try — with varying success — to make us# o obvious that hierarchical and
classic co-governance have not materialized. Ratkelf governance, open co-
governance and contemporary closed co-governange d&yapeared. This seems to be
due to the broader character of this current, whiciplies a larger variety of
entrepreneurs (and actors, resources and intemacties).

For example, two modes of self governance have fmerd, both materializing
in the Utrechtse Heuvelrug case. One of them hagiianal character, but not so much
an integral one. This is one of the reasons whetdins an unintentional and weak
character. The policy entrepreneur in question, Nl HUL, is not able to muster
enough government support to realize its comprevhehseuvelrug ambitions, since the
government prioritizes other regions. The othef geVernance mode, materializing in

the south of the region, appears due to the espidie new group of non-governmental
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policy entrepreneurs, the private owners. Thesersaceject a policy initiative but are
able to gather support for their own governing\atiéis. Although the interaction rules
officially enable cooperation among the involved/gmmental and non-governmental
actors, self governance predominates because itreggpowners are the most influential
actors.

Open co-governance also appears in relation tosdw®nd integral regional
current, i.e. in the Midden-Brabant case, mataiaj from the mid 1990s, most
especially in relation to th&roene Woudolicy. This is mainly due to the exploits of
four key individuals, policy entrepreneurs thaamindirect and informal way stimulate
the flexible collaboration of a large group of astothat come from different
backgrounds. These entrepreneurs mobilize resouhatsare made available by the
regionalization trend, for example European subsidrurthermore, they manage to link
a national GGB-related policy initiative (the indection of National Landscapes) to the
Midden-Brabant region.

Finally, there are also two example of contemporosed co-governance that
appear in relation to the integral regional curréoth appearing in the early 2000s. One
focuses on a land exchange process in the centfeedfleuvelrug. This mode appears
and eventually strengthens due to the sometimegetitme efforts of several policy
entrepreneurs (HUL, PND, KvK), enabled by a soadtigal trend (a military
reorganization) and a provincial policy initiatia “no, unless” principle). The other
mode appears in Midden-Brabant, in relation to @@B-relatedReconstructigolicy
initiative. Its strengthening is orchestrated icompetitive fashion by governmental and
non-governmental policy entrepreneurs (RLG, BMFTZ).

At this point, it is interesting to see that conpamrary closed co-governance
seems to appear as a reaction to unsuccessfulpastémintroduce classic closed co-
governance. This latter mode no longer seems Ly wath the governance of Dutch
nature, probably because of the broader charattdreointegral regional current that,
because of the various interests that are at stdkes not allow for restrictive
cooperation and a quickly agreed upon pooling efgro This is exemplified by the fact

that in both abovementioned examples a lengthyutispccurs between various policy
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entrepreneurs that represent the several intetadteth cases, therefore, it takes quite a

while for the predominant governance mode to stresy

The interrelation between the currents

Above, it has been outlined that the sectoral curhas already been in existence for
more than a century, over time adopting classiserdoco-governance characteristics.
From the mid 1990s, it is complemented with a newrent that embodies a more

regional and integral discourse, reflecting selvayoance, open co-governance and
contemporary closed co-governance. From that momenboth currents are visible in

the governance of Dutch nature.

Concerning the interrelation between the two aisethree possibilities seem
possible, which all have different consequencesthiergovernance modes that appear
from the mid 1990s. First of all, the integral amdjional current may overshadow the
sectoral current, as has for example happenedeitJtrechtse Heuvelrug and Midden-
Brabant regions. However, above it has been ardbad this does not have to be
representative of Dutch nature policy in generalheW this happens, a pluralist
governance picture is likely to appear, but witmteonporary rather than classic closed
co-governance. The overshadowing effect can eifeeraused by the relative strength of
the integral and regional current (which happenMidden-Brabant) or by the relative
weakness of the sectoral current (as is the caseibtrechtse Heuvelrug).

Secondly, it is also conceivable (although thisasthe situation in the two cases
studied in this thesis) that the sectoral currenli wemain predominant, thus
overshadowing the regional and integral currenteven that the integral and regional
current will not materialize. If this is the caselassic closed co-governance will
probably continue to be predominant. In such a,caféer the reversed shift from weak
and unintentional self governance to classic clagedovernance, a non-shift is likely to
be visible.

Thirdly, it may be the case that the sectoralenirand the regional current are
equally important. This would mean that, in thisealso, a pluralist governance picture
would materialize, with the “new” modes and contenapy closed co-governance in the
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integral current and classic closed co-governancéhé sectoral current. Closed co-
governance would therefore appear in both varieties

Finally, given the fact that hierarchical goveroans absent from the two cases
studied, this mode of governance is not likely ppear in the governance of nature,

either in the sectoral current or in the integral aegional current.
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Chapter 7 Conclusion and reflection

In this concluding chapter, the research is wrappgedSection 7.1 summarizes the results
of this thesis by addressing the main researchtignss Subsequently, section 7.2

finalizes this study with a theoretical, methodabadjand empirical reflection.

7.1 Addressing the research questions

In this section, the research questions are answ&ection 7.1.1 constitutes a brief
introduction in which these questions, the goatha$ thesis and the main concepts are
outlined. Section 7.1.2 deals with the Utrechtseuddé&ug case, and section 7.1.3
addresses the Midden-Brabant case. Section 7.Inpares the two cases, and section

7.1.5 outlines the implications of this study fautth nature policy in general.

7.1.1 Introduction

As argued in the introductory chapter, the goaltlms thesis is to explain how
governmental and non-governmental actors have dhBpéch nature policy over time.
The main reason for formulating this goal has hbenpuzzlement that appears when the
general development of this policy field is comphreith policy science claims about
governance. At least three different claims (atsimfgovernance, a reversed shift in
governance and a non-shift in governance) seera applicable.

In the theoretical framework, it was outlined howtEh nature policy would be
studied by combining the policy arrangement apgroaic PAA (Van Tatenhove et al,
2000a; Arts and Leroy, 2006a) with the governanodes discerned by Kooiman (2003).
In the methodological account, it was argued that tases would be studied, the Dutch
regions Utrechtse Heuvelrug and Midden-BrabantoAlse five research questions posed

to address the research goal have been rephratadtbes:

1. Which nature policy arrangements institutionalizeghe Utrechtse Heuvelrug and
in Midden-Brabant from the early 1970s until the2la000s?

2. Which modes of governance appear over time in thag@e policy arrangements?
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3. Which change factors are responsible for the sthfis appear over time in these

modes of governance?

4. Which differences and similarities are visible bed&n the governance modes and
shifts that have appeared in the Utrechtse Heuyednd in Midden-Brabant, and
why have these occurred?

5. What does the occurrence of these differences iarthsties mean for the general

manifestation of governance modes and shifts irciDaoature policy?

The first three questions focus on the individumsas. Consequently, these are answered
separately for the Utrechtse Heuvelrug (in secfiah2) and Midden-Brabant (section
7.1.3). In each of these sections, the arrangentbatsappear are outlined, labelled
according to the predominant discourse (i.e. canoegtrategy, see section 2.2.1). They
are subsequently characterized in terms of hiel@lkhclosed-co, open-co and self
governance, depending on the manifest actors, pangrinteraction rules (see sections
2.2.2 and 2.2.3).

Attention is also paid to the shifts that appeamien these governance modes.
Hierarchical and closed co-governance are congider® “old” modes; open co-

governance and self governance are regarded as” “mewles. When a new mode
succeeds an old mode, a “normal” shift in goverearscvisible. When an old mode
follows upon a new mode, a “reversed” shift appe#when the “old” mode closed co
governance is continually visible, a “non-shift’paars (see section 2.3.2).

The relative strength of a certain governance nfagak or strong) is also referred
to. This strength corresponds with the stabilitgsfrectively unstable or stable) of the
arrangement within which a mode appears. Finallg, change factors that bring about
alterations in governance are outlined. In thissihefive such factors have been
identified, i.e. policy entrepreneurs, adjacentagements, socio-political trends, shock

events and policy initiatives (see sections 2.2d23.1).
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7.1.2 Arrangements, modes and shifts in the Utrechtse Heuvelrug

The first three questions focus on the nature podicangements and the governance
modes and shifts that appear in the two casesestutti this section, the development of

these arrangements, modes and shifts is sketchéueftJtrechtse Heuvelrug region.

The 1970s and 1980s: a stabilizing purchase policy

In the early 1970s, there is already a nature podcrangement in the Utrechtse
Heuvelrug. Of the four actors involved in it, omdgie plays a prominent role, i.e. the non-
governmental nature conservation organization (NE@j) Utrechts LandschagThe
Utrecht Landscape: HUL). Since this actor trieptotect Heuvelrug nature through the
purchase of forested areas, the arrangement has labelled as the ‘purchase
arrangement’.

However, the ‘purchase arrangement’ is rather btestd o carry out its activities,
the NCO HUL needs the government’s financial suppbine government, however, is
reluctant to become explicitly involved. It onlyrags to fund HUL’s activities in a
reactive fashion, when land is explicitly offeremt sale. Since the private estate owners
who own most of the Heuvelrug area are not incliteaell their property, this rarely
happens. Therefore, only very little land is pussth

This means that in the early 1970s Heuvelrug ngialey is mainly characterized
by self governance, even though signs of closedyjos@rnance are visible. Self
governance predominates because in the interacties the responsibility for the
governance of nature is left to a non-governmeN@D. Government actors are present,
but they keep a certain distance, even thoughdhegovernmental NCO would like more
explicit government involvement. This implies tis@if governance has an unintentional
connotation. The NCO does not so much take a foreng role; rather, it is left with it.
Moreover, government funding is essential for tba-governmental purchase activities,
but these resources are only scarcely availablea Asnsequence, governance remains
quite weak.

From the mid 1970s, this situation changes, wherighirchase arrangement’ starts

to stabilize considerably. An important catalysthis decline of the forestry sector, which
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loses its economic viability. This first of all ligsto a financial predicament for the private
estate owners, many of whom are forced to sell gsates. It also causes government to
stop prioritizing forestry, while government attent to nature policy increases. This
latter trend is also related to a general increassocietal attention to nature and the
environment. Consequently, the neéWrovinciale Natuurdienst(Provincial Nature
Department: PND) and the already proactive NCO Hidtablish a coalition that starts to
acquire the estates that are offered for sale, lmmig an extensive amount of
government funding to achieve this.

This development reflects the appearance of a gtroode of closed co-
governance. The coalition constitutes a select gewernmental and non-governmental
actors that pool their resources to purchase e largount of Heuvelrug nature. The
interaction rules enable a restricted cooperatioocgss; critique from within the
provincial organization and from the private estateners is generally sidestepped. The
entrepreneurial exploits of the NCO HUL and the PMNEe especially important.
However, it is the decline of the forestry sectattenables these exploits.

Towards the mid 1990s: the purchase policy diminiss
For about two decades, Heuvelrug nature policyharacterized in this way. In the mid
1990s, however, the policy falls into abeyance. phevincial government decides to
focus on other regions, no longer allocating itschase budgets to the Heuvelrug. It
argues that the region can also be protected thrgaignning measures and through
subsidizing the management efforts of the privatate owners. These new and cheaper
measures are referred to as the safeguardinggstratence, the ‘purchase arrangement’
transforms into the ‘safeguarding arrangement’.

After this transformation, however, the arrangenmesés a lot of its prominence.
The coalition involved in the purchase activitieenttnues to exist, but it only
occasionally gets together. Moreover, the NCO Hud ¢he PND are no longer able to
purchase many Heuvelrug forests. Instead, the tmoalhas to work with the new
safeguarding strategy, but the provincial goverrindexes not elaborate the consequences
of this new approach. In the end, nobody reallysaiesponsibility for Heuvelrug nature

policy any longer.
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Consequently, the strong mode of closed co-govemdhnat for a long time has been
visible weakens considerably. As mentioned, theaaly visible coalition continues to
exist, but the rules that long since enabled aricéstl form of cooperation fall into
abeyance. Moreover, mainly because of the withdrafvassential government resources,
the cooperation process diminishes considerably.

The weakening of closed co-governance has two sa@sethe one hand, it is due
to the nationally orchestrated introduction of #ological networks concept and the
subsequentEcologische HoofdstructuuEcological Main Structure: EHS), which
becomes the new standard for Dutch nature polisya Aonsequence of this introduction,
the province, empowered to implement the new poligy a large decentralization
operation, decides to prioritize regions where nieg&v concept can be used to solve a
deadlock between nature and agriculture. This mdahas without much ado, the
Heuvelrug, where such a deadlock does not exislessgnated as an EHS nature core
area, to be protected through the abovementioned mg unelaborated safeguarding
strategy. On the other hand, the weakening of dlas®governance is caused by a
decrease in land availability. Because the “wedkgsvate owners have all sold their
lands by now, the opportunities deriving from theclthe of the forestry sector have

mainly been utilized.

After the mid 1990s: southern and comprehensive fos

After the mid 1990s, a new phase of Heuvelrug matpolicy commences. The
‘safeguarding arrangement’ and the correspondingkweode of closed co-governance
continue to exist, but at the same time, two nenargyements appear that embody a more
(sub)regional and integral approach to governirtgnea One arrangement focuses on the
south of the Utrechtse Heuvelrug, the other takEsaccount the region as a whole.

In the south of the Heuvelrug, after the mid 198@0Blational Park is installed,
leading to the rise of the ‘southern National Pamnkangement’. At its basis is a specific
government committee that throughout the entirentryus studying the possibilities of
installing National Parks. In the early 1990s, tasnmittee begins to focus on the south

of the Utrechtse Heuvelrug. However, the privatatesowners that own a large part of
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the studied area reject the committee’s propossdgdeeing with the proposed terms that
in their eyes emphasize nature too much and havprttiound a government signature.

After this rejection of the government attemptnstall a National Park, the private
estate owners issue their own proposal, which alldvem to continue activities such as
hunting and lets them manage their forests in it their own preferences. This
proposal is accepted by the other actors thataeean this part of the Heuvelrug and is
eventually sanctioned by the government. A speciiglition is installed to guide the new
policy, constituting the main landowners, the pnoe and the involved municipalities.
Over time, however, the private estate owners nagtito play a pivotal role, keeping a
close eye on what is happening in the National Park

Therefore, self governance is the predominant nibdeappears in the ‘southern
National Park arrangement’, despite signs of closedjovernance. The private estate
owners are the most influential actors, even thotigh coalition constitutes both non-
governmental and governmental actors and the ctterarules enable a restricted
cooperation process. The private owners baseitifkience on the fact that, without their
lands, a National Park is not possible; this githesn a strong bargaining position. Self
governance eventually has a rather defensive cahoof because the private estate
owners generally resist changes proposed by othersa preferring to keep things as they
are.

It is therefore the entrepreneurial role of thevaie estate owners that causes the
rise of self governance, and this role continuebe@pparent over time. In addition, the
government attempt to install a National Park hemled the engagement of the private
estate owners. It is interesting to note that theafe owners perceive this attempt as
rather hierarchical, which is one of the reasong thiey reject it.

In addition, in the mid 1990s, the NCO HUL stadsargue that, even though the
entire Heuvelrug is designated as an EHS nature emea, the region is not yet
functioning as a coherent ecological entity. It esmvith a new comprehensive approach
to Heuvelrug nature policy, calling for de-fragmatiin measures and more political
attention. The NCO gathers a large coalition thatudes all Heuvelrug landowners and
several government actors. This leads to the fiseeo’cohesion arrangement’. However,

this arrangement remains rather unstable. The NQQ Hoes not manage to gather
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enough support to transform its initiative intoraddly supported policy, mainly because
the government continues to prioritize other regjorot sanctioning the pledge to provide
extra resources.

The arrangement is therefore characterized by & \@ed unintentional mode of
self governance. Although government actors ddqipate, the interaction rules leave the
NCO HUL in a forerunning role, even though thistdatactor calls for more explicit
government engagement. Moreover, the governmentsesfto supply the resources
required to elaborate the new policy. This meaas tihe entrepreneurial role of HUL is
not strong enough to put the ecological networksept on the agenda in the Heuvelrug.
In the mid 2000s, the ‘cohesion arrangement’ amrdcdbrresponding weak mode of self

governance disappear once again, when the largia@oanore or less silently dissolves.

From the early 2000s: focus on the south and centre
Instead, in the early 2000s a new arrangementligediin the centre of the region,
appearing beside the ‘southern National Park agmauegt’. Once again, the NCO HUL is
the main initiator, narrowing down its comprehemssambitions by opting for the creation
of two green corridors in the centre of the HeuwgliThese corridors are to be realized by
relocating so-called “red” (urbanized) and “grednatural) patches of land. This new
strategy is made possible by the fact that sevailghry terrains will be abandoned. The
lands that as a consequence fall free can be usedatize the two corridors. The
provincial government adopts the new strategy astdbéishes a new coalition to put it
into practice. This results in the appearance ef¢kntral corridors arrangement’.

Initially, a green and a red sub-coalition, thenfer led by the NCO HUL and the
PND, the latter by th&amer van Koophand¢Chamber of Commerce: KvK), dispute the
outcome of the land exchange process, especialigtiohg the redevelopment of the to-
be-abandoned military airport, Soesterberg. Evdigtdzgowever, an agreement is reached
in which the NCO HUL and the PND manage to maintalargely green outcome. They
are able to do so because they can make use dihtheunless” principle, a newly
introduced provincial planning measure, which dosa$ all red expansion activities in
natural areas that have an EHS status, unlesittiely certain that such activities are

harmless or can be compensated for.
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The ‘central corridors arrangement’ is charactetibg closed co-governance. In the new
coalition that is established, a group of governtalesnd non-governmental actors jointly
elaborate the new land exchange strategy. Theattten rules enable a restricted form of
cooperation: access to the arrangement is detednfipehe province. At the same time,
though, there are also some signs of open co-gamee, given the long drawn out

dispute between the coalition members, especialyvéen the three abovementioned
actors (HUL, PND and KvK). These actors each tryptay an entrepreneurial role,

maximizing their own (green or red) interests. Gapugently, in comparison to the ideal
typical closed co-governance mode constructed cticse 2.2.3, the interaction rules

enable a relatively more flexible governance precemd power is relatively more

diffused.

This means that, in the late 2000s, there are teragional policy arrangements,
the ‘southern National Park arrangement’ and thent@l corridors arrangement’, the
former characterized by self governance, the ldtyeclosed co-governance. At the time
of writing, there are signs that a comprehensiy@@gch to the governance of Heuvelrug
nature may re-appear. The province has startetutty she possibility of expanding the
National Park northwards, considering a mergehefttvo arrangements. However, such
a merger has not yet left the planning stage. Aomblogical overview of the policy
arrangements, governance modes and shifts, andintlehange factors that are visible is
presented in Table 7.1.

Point in time Arrangement Governance mode / shift Change factors

Early 1970s Purchase (unstable) Weak self governance None (starting point)

Mid 1970s Purchase (stabilizing) Reversed shift to strong Adjacent arrangements
closed co-governance - decline of the forestry

sector
Policy entrepreneurs
-HUL and PND
Socio-political trend
- increased attention to
nature and environment
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Point in time

Arrangement

Governance mode / shift

Change factors

Mid 1990s

Mid 1990s

Early 2000s

Mid 2000s

Late 2000s

Safeguarding
(destabilizing)

Southern National Park
(stabilizing)

Cohesion (unstable)

Central corridors
(stabilizing)

Cohesion (dissolving)

Southern National Park
(stable)

Central corridors
(stable)

From strong closed co-
governance to weak closed
co-governance

Shift to strong self
governance
(in the south of the region)

Shift to weak self
governance
(in the entire region)

Strong closed co-
governance (in the centre
of the region) juxtaposes
self governance

Weak self governance (in
the entire region) disap-
pears

Strong self governance and
strong closed co-
governance coexist

Socio-political trends
- decentralization

- regionalization
Policy initiative

- ecological networks

Policy entrepreneurs

- private estate owners
Policy initiative

- National Parks

Policy entrepreneurs
- HUL

Policy initiative

- ecological networks

Policy entrepreneurs

- HUL, PND, KvK
Socio-political trend

- military reorganization
Policy initiative

- “no, unless” principle

Socio-political trend
- regionalization
(ongoing)

None (finishing point)

Table 7.1: Chronological overview of the arrangetsggovernance modes and shifts, and

corresponding change factors in the Utrechtse Hauyease

Conclusion: a reversed shift preceding a shift and juxtaposition

Analysis of these developments suggests that, @Ht#uvelrug, first aeversed shift in

governanceaappears, beginning in the mid 1970s, from the “newste of self governance
to the “old” mode of closed co-governance (seei@ec?.3.2). This shift takes place
within the ‘purchase arrangement’ that is alreagyble in the early 1970s. Essential for
the appearance of this reversed shift is the mxpo# attention paid to nature policy by

the province of Utrecht, resulting in the creatafrthe PND. Furthermore, the exploits of
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the non-governmental NCO HUL are of great imporganiogether, the PND and HUL
operate as main policy entrepreneurs, orchestréttiedarge-scale purchase of Heuvelrug
forests. In addition, it is the decline of the Helmg forestry sector that enables the
activities of these two policy entrepreneurs, byving the required leverage in terms of
land availability.

After the mid 1990s, however, a mirrored developmisnvisible: ashift in
governance takes place, when the weakened mode of closedowengance is
overshadowed by two self governance modes. Thagesd of these latter modes appears
in the south of the Heuvelrug region, where a Ntid’ark is established. In this respect,
several private estate owners play an essentiad. rohese actors first reject a
governmental attempt to install a National Parksubsequently initiate the installation of
such a park on their own terms. The second modelbfovernance that appears is rather
weak. It appears when the NCO HUL tries to initiateomprehensive new nature policy
for the entire region, inspired by the EHS. Howetkis NCO does not manage to gain
enough support for its comprehensive ambitions, nipaibecause the provincial
government chooses to prioritize other regions.

Finally, in the early 2000s, closed co-governanppears in the centre of the
Heuvelrug, to juxtapose self governance. At thasbakthe re-appearance of this “old”
mode of governance is a new strategy, developatidoyNCO HUL, which comprehends
the exchange of “red” and “green” patches of laifier the province has adopted this
new strategy, a policy process ensues to creategteen corridors in the centre of the
region, involving several policy entrepreneurs (Bi¢D, the NCO HUL and KvK). This
means that, after several years’ absence, closgowernance eventually re-appears, this
time relating to a more sub-regional and integigbraach to governing nature. This
recurrent appearance reflects some signs of papiendency, therefore providing
evidence for aaon-shift in governancelhe pattern of governance shifts is visualized in
Figure 7.1.
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Figure 7.1: Governance shifts in Utrechtse Heuggehature policy from 1970 to 2008

As a first nuance to the above-outlined claimshiauld be emphasized that the closed co-
governance mode that surfaces in the centre oHtheselrug in the early 2000s has a
more contemporary connotation than the more clemstt sectoral mode that appeared
before the mid 1990s; in fact, it harbours somesigf open co-governance. For example,
it involves a larger number of actors that stermfrdifferent backgrounds and therefore
have different interests. As a consequence, posveelatively more diffused. Also, the
interaction rules enable a cooperation process ithatlatively more flexible but also
relatively more competitive. However, because tlo®peration process still has a
restrictive character and remains characterizeda ljyooling of resources, closed co-
governance (and not open co-governance) is pre@amin

Secondly, the mode of self governance that afterrtid 1990s appears in the
‘southern National Park arrangement’ differs frdme modes of self governance that are
visible in, respectively, the early 1970s ‘purchameangement’ and the ‘cohesion
arrangement’ that exists between the mid 1990snaicd2000s. In the latter case, self
governance has an unintentional character, maebalse the governance of nature is a
niche that is neglected by the government. As a@guence, non-governmental actors are
left in a forerunning role. Their calls for morevgonment support are not heeded. In the
former case, self governance has a defensive catimot because the powerful group of
private estate owners that takes matters intows bands decisively influences what

happens, preventing too much change.
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7.1.3 Arrangements, modes and shifts in Midden-Brabant

As mentioned above, the first three research questdeal with the arrangements,
governance modes and shifts, and consequent cHaotmes appearing in the studied

cases. In this section, these questions are addréssthe Midden-Brabant case.

The 1970s and 1980s: a slightly stabilizing purchagpolicy

In the early 1970s, Midden-Brabant nature policgerables the situation in the Utrechtse
Heuvelrug. In this case also, a more sectoral fpage arrangement’ is visible and rather
unstable. Nature policy is carried out by two NC®t Brabants LandschapThe
Brabant Landscape: HBL, a sister organization oLHahd Natuurmonumente(Nature
Monuments: NM), actors that try to buy patches afure, applying for government
subsidies. However, these are only available whed is explicitly offered for sale. Since
most of the land in Midden-Brabant is owned by dgres, the NCOs depend on the
willingness of these latter actors to sell theiogerties. The Midden-Brabant agrarians,
though, generally are not inclined to do so; thegfer to continue and expand their
agricultural activities.

Consequently, like on the Heuvelrug, early 1970&ldén-Brabant nature policy is
characterized by a mode of self governance thaahasak and unintentional connotation.
The interaction rules give non-governmental NCCOsrarunning role, but these actors
call for more explicit government support. Govermtaé actors, in turn, are involved, but
only marginally; they leave the responsibility fgoverning nature to the NCOs.
Moreover, the NCOs are constrained by their depsreleon government resources,
which are only to a limited extent available.

After the mid 1970s, the provincial government atite agrarian interest
organization Noord-Brabantse Christelijke Boerenborn@orthern Brabant Christian
Agricultural Association: NCB) become more explicitinvolved in the ‘purchase
arrangement’. This is mostly due to a new natignaitthestrated subsidy scheme, the so-
calledRelatienotadesigned to encourage agrarians to either seltaiect patches of land

with high natural values. A new coalition, th&erkgroep Uitwerking Relatienota
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(Working Group on the Implementation of thelatienota WUR), is established to
elaborate the new policy.

However, in practice, this does not lead to the fatabilization of the ‘purchase
arrangement’. The Midden-Brabant agrarians stik arot very much inclined to
participate in nature policy. This leads to a stieghetween the NCB on the one hand and
the two NCOs on the other. Because Retatienotadoes not offer means to enforce the
cooperation of the agrarians, the NCB generallghle to determine the outcome of the
WUR coalition deliberations, constraining the pwsh ambitions of the NCOs.
Therefore, throughout the rest of the 1970s and 88®s, the amount of nature purchased
continues to be low.

This means that, from the mid 1970s, weak seliegoance remains visible. The
governance of Midden-Brabant nature continues toabmatter of non-governmental
actors, and the amount of land that is purchasatinues to be limited. However, the self
governance mode does change somewhat. It is noadtmaties of non-governmental
NCOs but rather the interactions between the NQtstlae non-governmental NCB that
dominate Midden-Brabant nature policy. Of thes@m@gtthe NCB is the most influential.
However, this actor does not play a forerunning,rbut rather a defensive one, which is
enabled by the interaction rules. Moreover, thevip@al government is somewhat more
explicitly involved, but it does not interfere ihe abovementioned struggle between the
NCOs and NCB.

The involved non-governmental actors all try to astpolicy entrepreneurs: the
NCB by diminishing the impact of thRelatienotapolicy, the NCOs by maximizing it.
The NCB eventually is largely able to determine wlngppens. This is mainly due to the
continuing strength of the Midden-Brabant agricdtisector, which not only explains the
strong bargaining position of the agrarians bub @le government’s reluctance to side
with the NCOs: government very much values the ingmee of agriculture for the
regional economy.

The first half of the 1990s: a boost for nature paty
In the early 1990s, this situation starts to chafdwe province adopts a prominent role in

Midden-Brabant nature policy, emphasizing the rteeetalize the newly introduced EHS
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policy (see section 7.1.2). The NCOs involved in the ‘hase arrangement’ welcome the
provincial change of heart that enables them nbt tmnacquire existing natural areas, but
also to buy agricultural land and develop it intture. The Midden-Brabant agrarians,
however, vehemently resist it. As a consequena®,sthuggle within the still existing
WUR coalition initially intensifies.

Tired of this struggleGedeputeerde Statéthe Provincial Executive: GS) and the
newly createdProvinciale Natuurdiens(Provincial Nature Department: PND) decide to
sidestep the WUR coalition. They install severahgerary coalitions that constitute
individual agrarians and local NCOs, promising &hastors a say in the elaboration of the
ecological networks concept. In a toilsome deliberaprocess, the temporary coalitions
demarcate the EHS, guided by the government. Cotaitowith the efforts of their local
counterparts, the NCOs and the NCB have no choitetd accept the demarcation
proposals.

When the EHS demarcation is finished, the locallitoas and the WUR are
dissolved. Instead, a small new coalition is esthbd, charged with the realization of the
EHS. This coalition constitutes, amongst otherg, HCOs NM and HBL, the PND,
Staatsbosbeheefthe State Forest Service: SBB) and theenst Landelijk Gebied
(Government Service for Land and Water Manageni2in®). Consequently, after a few
toilsome years, the rather unstable ‘purchase geraent’ of the 1970s and 1980s
transforms into the stable ‘EHS arrangement’.

This transformation process also reflects an ingmirtchange in terms of
governance; weak self governance is replaced bygiclosed co-governance. This latter
mode eventually appears in the mid 1990s, whenall s:oalition, constituting the non-
governmental NCOs, SBB and several other govermmhantors, starts to implement the
EHS. The interaction rules enable a restricted fofraooperation between these actors,
who pool their resources to acquire new lands, sams developing them into nature.
However, the appearance of this mode is precededtbysome process in which a lot of
local non-governmental actors (both NCOs and agmaji and the government play an
essential role.

The appearance of strong closed co-governanceelasas interrelated causes. On

the one hand, it is related to the much more eixpingagement of the provincial
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government; in particular, the PND and GS adopteatrepreneurial role. This new
engagement is in turn grounded in the introductibthe ecological networks concept —
very applicable to the Midden-Brabant region — anthe decentralization operation that
empowers the Dutch provinces to realize said cdn(sge section 7.1.2). On the other
hand, closed co-governance is able to arise bedhasesistance of the Midden-Brabant
agrarians is not as formidable as it used to beés ¥hpartially due to the provincial
decision to elaborate the new policy on the loeakl. However, it is also importantly
related to the fact that, in the first half of th890s, the Dutch agricultural sector loses
some of its prominence, a consequence of an agnoeedc crisis and a reorganization of

the European agricultural subsidy schemes.

After the mid 1990s: nature policy with an integraland regional character

After the mid 1990s, the sectoral form of MidderaBant nature policy, visible in the
‘EHS arrangement’ continues to further stabilizet the same time, however, it is
complemented with a new more integral and regi@a@mroach to governing nature,
referred to asGeintegreerd Gebiedsgericht Belefbhtegrated Area Specific Policies:
GGB). Initially, the manifestation of this approach embodied in the rise of a new
arrangement, which appears due to the designafidviidden-Brabant as &Vaardevol
CultuurlandschagValuable Man-made Landscape: WCL).

However, this new ‘WCL arrangement’ remains ratinestable. The coalition that
the province has established (constituting the NG@sNCB and several municipalities)
engages only to some extent in integral proje@sdbmbine the different functions of the
region (for example nature, agriculture, recreatma cultural history). Moreover, the
coalition does not manage to involve local actarthe new policy, as initially intended.

With its elaboration of the WCL policy, the proventries to orchestrate an open
co-governance process. Besides the several coafiiembers, it wants to involve many
regional actors that will invest their own resow,cieying to install interaction rules that
enable flexible collaboration. However, such a psscis only marginally brought about,
mainly because the various coalition members dgramctively support the WCL policy
and because too few facilitative government resssiare available. This means that, in

the end, a weak mode of open co-governance appeasstapose the strong mode of
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closed co-governance visible in the ‘EHS arranggim@&he number of involved actors
remains limited, the flexible collaboration procesaterializes only to some extent, and
resources are only marginally invested.

After this hesitant start, a more integral and @agl policy does appear, eventually
overshadowing the sectoral EHS policy. This is tbgult of important changes in the
‘EHS arrangement’. A few actors active in this agement (i.e. the PND and HBL)
conceive theGroene Woudconcept, envisaging the creation of a large natmd
landscape park in Midden-Brabant. This conceptamdy includes the region’s nature
core but also incorporates the surrounding agucalt hinterland. Themes such as
sustainable agriculture and nature-based recreat®also embedded.

From the late 1990s, the ‘EHS arrangement’ andMiH@L arrangement’ transform
into the Groene Woudarrangement’. Th&roene Woudtoncept gains in popularity, and
more and more actors engageG@moene Woudrojects, for example local NCOs, local
agrarians and municipalities. This creates a l&rgeck-on effect through which a lot of
money, (political) support and capacity is invesiedhe nature and landscape park. The
EHS implementation is also subsumed ur@eyene Wougbrojects. Moreover, the WCL
coalition is transformed into theénnovatieplatform Duurzame Meieri{lnnovation
Platform Sustainable Meierij: IDM). This actor bewes an important project engine,
investing the remaining WCL budgets in the reaiarabf theGroene Wouaoncept. In
the mid 2000s, Midden-Brabant is designated astsiNgd Landscape, under the heading
Groene Woud

While the two arrangements transform into t@edene Woudrrangement’, open
co-governance is the mode that predominantly agped@he small coalition of
governmental and non-governmental actors workinghenimplementation of the EHS
continues its activities, but it is complementedablpt of new actors that are drawn into
the governance of Midden-Brabant nature. Among ehastors is the former WCL
coalition. The interaction rules enable a flexibtdlaboration process between the many
actors, accompanied by an extensive mobilizatiorvasfous resources, a diffusion of
power and a rather unguided governance process.

The driving forces behind the rise of open co-goasece are four policy

entrepreneurs, key individuals who are respongtrieengaging many of the new actors
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and resources and for bringing about the flexibblaborative process. These four
entrepreneurs are a GS member, the HBL directproactive farmer and an alderman
from the municipality of Boxtel. They even managerfluence the allocation of National
Landscape status to Midden-Brabant, through anneixie lobbying campaign. The
Boxtel alderman also is responsible for the aboveioeed transformation of the WCL

coalition into the IDM.

The early 2000s: a parallel integral arrangement apears
In the early 2000s, a parallel integral and redigadicy is introduced in Midden-Brabant,
related to a nationally orchestrated reorganizatbrthe Dutch rural area, under the
headingReconstructie Landelijk Gebig&Reconstruction of the Rural Area: RLG). This
reorganization is a government response to thereaitbof swine fever in 1997. The
province is charged with the elaboration of the rmlicy. It establishes a new RLG
department and brings together a broad Midden-Brakapalition, involving all
municipalities and many actors that represent itherent functions of the region.

Initially, the ‘Reconstructiearrangement’ evolves uneasily. The new coalitias h
to establish a comprehensive policy plan, but thies a very long time, because of a
lengthy bargaining process between two sub-coasitione focused on nature, headed by
the Brabantse Milieufederati¢Brabant Environmental Federation: BMF), the otber
agriculture, led by the successor of the NCB, thédelijke Land- en Tuinbouw
Organisatie(Southern Organization for Agriculture and Horticué: ZLTO). Eventually,
after several years, the two sub-coalitions reaclhgreement on the contents of the new
plan and commence with the realization of the polithrough the initiation of
Reconstructigrojects.

The ‘Reconstructiearrangement’ predominantly reflects closed co-goaece.
The installed coalition constitutes several govesntal and non-governmental actors that
in a cooperative fashion have to establish and teaéiy implement a new policy plan,
pooling their various resources with the faciliatefforts of the RLG department. Access
to this coalition is determined by the province wdwer, at the same time, signs of open
co-governance are visible as well. For example ctiaperation process is characterized

by lengthy negotiations between two sub-coalitiomsth the ZLTO and BMF as
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competing policy entrepreneurs. Therefore, in campa to the ideal typical closed co-
governance mode of section 2.2.3, power is relgtiveore diffused and the interaction
rules enable a relatively more flexible governapaess.

Consequently, in the late 2000s there are two p@ricangements with a largely
similar integral and regional discourse. ThHeroene Woudarrangement’ has further
stabilized over time, given the almost 300 projetttat have been launched. It is
characterized by open co-governance. TRecbnstructiearrangement’ has stabilized
more recently; the realization of the establishadicp plan is just underway. This
arrangement reflects closed co-governance. Becdhse two arrangements show
significant overlap, at the time of writing the pnace has initiated a merger between
them. However, the consequences of this enterpamsenot yet clear. A chronological
overview of the policy arrangements, governance enodnd shifts, and the relevant

change factors that have been visible is present&dble 7.2.

Pointin time Arrangement Governance mode / shift Change factors
Early 1970s Purchase (unstable) Weak self governance None (starting point)
Mid 1970s Purchase (unstable) Weak self governance Policy entrepreneurs
strengthens slightly - HBL, NM, NCB
Policy initiatives
- Relatienota

Adjacent arrangements
- Agricultural sector
remains stable

Early 1990s EHS (stabilizing) Reversed shift to strong Socio-political trends
closed co-governance - decentralization
- regionalization
Policy initiatives
- ecological networks
Policy entrepreneurs
-GS and PND
Adjacent arrangement
- decline of the agricultural

sector
Mid 1990s WCL (unstable) Weak open co-governance  Policy initiatives
juxtaposes strong closed - GGB (WCL)

Cco-governance
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Pointintime Arrangement

Governance mode / shift

Change factors

Late 1990s Groene Woud

(stabilizing)

Early 2000s Reconstructie

(stabilizing)

Shift to strong open co-
governance

Strong closed co-
governance juxtaposes
strong open co-governance

Policy entrepreneurs

- Boxtel alderman, GS
member, HBL director,
proactive farmer

Socio-political trends

- regionalization (ongoing)

Policy initiatives

- GGB (National Landscape)

Shock events

- outbreak of swine fever
Policy initiatives

- GGB (Reconstructie)
Policy entrepreneurs

- ZLTO, BMF, RLG
Socio-political trends

- regionalization (ongoing)

Late 2000s Groene Woud (stable) Strong closed co-
governance and strong

open co-governance coexist

None (finishing point)

Reconstructie (stable)

Table 7.2: Chronological overview of the arrangetsggovernance modes and shifts, and
corresponding change factors in the Midden-Brabasé

Conclusion: first a reversed shift, then a shift, hen a juxtaposition
From these developments it can be deduced tha,dik the Heuvelrug, in Midden-
Brabant, first areversed shift in governan@appears. For about two decades, weak self
governance is visible, only slightly strengthenogr time. From the early 1990s, strong
closed co-governance replaces self governance.iFtlse to a convergence of several
change factors. First of all, Midden-Brabant natpodicy receives a boost through the
introduction of the ecological networks concept d@he subsequent EHS policy. Also,
empowered by a decentralization operation, the ipoisd government decides to
prioritize Midden-Brabant nature policy, adopting antrepreneurial role. Finally, the
governance of nature is able to flourish becaus¢hatsame time the very strong
agricultural sector weakens somewhat.

After that, again like on the Heuvelrug,shift in governanceakes place, when
from the mid 1990s closed co-governance is repldnedpen co-governance. This is
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mainly related to the rise of tH@roene Wouddea, inspired by the ecological networks
concept and by the new integral and regional ampréa governing nature — the GGB.
Most important for the shift in governance, thoughe several key individuals, policy
entrepreneurs that proactively promote @reene Wougdengaging many new actors and
resources and bringing about a flexible collabweatjoverning process.

Finally, in this case also, in the early 2000ssetb co-governance appears parallel
to open co-governance; this causes juxtapositiotwdsn an “old” and a “new”
governance mode. Its appearance is related toga-tarale reorganization of the Dutch
rural area, undelReconstructieThis reorganization in turn is sparked by the osdlrof
swine fever, occurring in the late 1990s. As a egagnce, several policy entrepreneurs,
brought together by the province, start to develog implement a comprehensive policy
plan for Midden-Brabant. Closed co-governance fioeeeeventually also manifests itself
in the more integral and regional approach to guwernature. This recurrent appearance
harbours signs of path dependency, and therefanddas some evidence fornan-shift
in governance The governance shifts pattern that has appearddidden-Brabant is

visualized in Figure 7.2.

Open and
Self Closed co- Open co- closed co-
governanc governanc governanc governance
197( Early 1990s Mid 1990« Early 2000s  200¢

Figure 7.2: Governance shifts in Midden-Braban reapolicy from 1970 to 2008

Several nuances are in order, though. First otla#i, modes of closed co-governance that
appear differ importantly from one another. In camgon to the more classic mode that
appears in the sectoral ‘EHS arrangement’, the ntoatesurfaces after the early 2000s in
the integral Reconstructiearrangement’ has a more contemporary connotalicghows

signs of open co-governance, given the relativaigd number of actors involved from
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different backgrounds. As a consequence, the ictierarules that are manifest enable a
relatively more flexible and competitive cooperatiprocess. Furthermore, power is
relatively more diffused. Nevertheless, closed owegnance instead of open co-
governance is predominant, because the governancess continues to have a restricted
character and because the various actors thatnacdved do strive for an eventual

pooling of their respective resources.

Secondly, the character of self governance, pradam from the early 1970s to
the early 1990s, changes over time. In the earl§049self governance has a rather
unintentional connotation: non-governmental actme left in a forerunning role, even
though they call for more government support. Lakethe Heuvelrug, this is caused by
the lack of government priority for governing naurFrom the mid 1970s, self
governance assumes a defensive character, givexxphats of the most influential non-
governmental policy entrepreneur, i.e. the NCB.sTactor does not get involved in

stimulating the governance of nature, but rathenamginalizing it.

7.1.4 Governance patterns from a comparative perspective

As outlined in section 7.1.1, the fourth researclesgion has a comparative character,
focusing on the differences and similarities in go@ernance modes and shifts that appear
over time in the two cases. These differences amdasities, and the reason for their

occurrence, is elaborated in this section, agaghimonological order.

Before the mid 1990s: reversed shifts in the sect@rgovernance of nature

A first main similarity between the cases is tlewersed shiffrom self governance to
closed co-governance that takes place before tHelB890s. This reversed shift is related
to the sectoral approach to governing nature thavident in both cases. Both in Midden-
Brabant and in the Utrechtse Heuvelrug, early 197@ture policy is characterized by
weak and unintentional self governance. This singiaation is related to the importance
of other sectors, respectively agriculture and stsge As a consequence, the NCOs that
are left with the responsibility for governing nagulack the resources (lands and

government funding) to carry out their ambitions.
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After that, in both cases, strong closed co-govereareplaces weak self governance.
However, this transformation appears about two diesaearlier in the Utrechtse
Heuvelrug than in Midden-Brabant. This disparitymainly caused by a time difference
in the weakening of the adjacent sectors in easke.c@n the Heuvelrug, the forestry
sector loses its prominence relatively early,inghe mid 1970s. As a consequence, land
availability increases and government involvememcdmes much more explicit,
exemplified by the installation of the PND, a neepdrtment specifically focused on
nature policy. In Midden-Brabant, on the other haheé agricultural sector remains very
important. Here, land availability remains low, agdvernment involvement in the
governance of nature remains limited. For examjle, explicit provincial nature
department, like the one installed on the Heuvelizigot yet established.

The first half of the 1990s is an important tumitrajectory. Both regions are
affected by similar developments, i.e. the intraducof the ecological networks concept
and the large decentralization operation (whichhhatppen on the national level) and the
provincial prioritization of regions that tally vitthe new concept. However, these
developments have a mirrored impact on the twoscdseMidden-Brabant, paired with
the somewhat declining importance of the agricaltsector, they give the governance of
nature a boost, enabling the reversed shift fronakwself governance to closed co-
governance. Government involvement increases, elfadpy the installation of a PND,
and several governmental policy entrepreneursaisitihe realization of the EHS. On the
Heuvelrug, on the other hand, closed co-governameakens because of the new
developments. The new provincial focus on the apodd networks concept draws
government attention away from the region. Consetlyiepolicy entrepreneurs are no
longer in evidence, and Heuvelrug nature policychea a low point, also because the
high level of land availability, caused by the deel of the forestry sector, has
disappeared.

From this development, the conclusion can be drtaanthe governance of nature,
at least when it has a sectoral character, is @nstl by competing sectors. The weak
and unintentional modes of self governance thatapm the mid 1970s are related to the
fact that the governance of nature is largely retgte by a government that prioritizes

other sectors. The reversed shift that appearstimdases indicates a severe strengthening
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of governance and correlates with the decline efrdspective adjacent sectors. The two-
decade difference between the Utrechtse Heuvelndy Midden-Brabant is at least
partially explained by the fact that the Heuvelfogestry sector declines much earlier
than the Midden-Brabant agricultural sector.

In addition, it can be concluded that the intrddurc of the ecological networks
concept in the early 1990s as the new standarDudtch nature policy is not beneficial to
all Dutch regions. Attention seems to be drawnhtmsé areas where the new concept is
most applicable, such as Midden-Brabant; herenéve concept boosts the governance of
nature, mainly because it addresses the infringemmieagricultural activities on nature.
However, on the Heuvelrug, the governance of naweakens because of it, mainly

because government attention is drawn to otheonsgi

After the mid 1990s: a shift in governance and amiegral and regional discourse

A second main similarity is that after the abovélinad reversed shift, in both cases a
shift in governanceappears, originating from the mid 1990s. Close@@egernance is no
longer predominant; instead, new modes of govemane in evidence (self governance
on the Heuvelrug, open co-governance in Midden-8n8b In both cases, this shift is
interrelated with a change in terms of discourse fiom a sectoral approach to governing
nature to a more regional and integral one.

As a main nuance, it should be emphasised thanhéwe approach does not so
muchreplaceascomplementhe old one. After all, on the Heuvelrug, the é&gfarding
arrangement’ and its corresponding mode of clogedovernance remain visible, and, in
Midden-Brabant, the implementation of the EHS, iedriout in a closed co-governance
fashion, also continues. However, from the mid E980mparatively more attention is
paid to the integral and regional approach to guwegr nature. The Heuvelrug
‘safeguarding arrangement’ disappears into the dgrackd, and the Midden-Brabant EHS
implementation is subsumed in th&rbene Woudarrangement'. Therefore, the new
modes of governanaevershadowhe sectoral modes.

At the same time, given the shift that appearsnan difference emerges in
relation to the involvement of the government. @a Heuvelrug, the role of government

actors remains limited. This is exemplified by tfect that there are only non-
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governmental policy entrepreneurs (private estateeos in the south of the region and
the NCO HUL in the whole area). This leads to thedpminance of self governance. In
Midden-Brabant, though, governmental actors rermpagactively involved, especially in
the ‘Groene Woudarrangement’. Of the four policy entrepreneurs, tvewe government
status and two represent non-governmental actdresel actors orchestrate a flexible
collaborative process, and a diffusion of powewigble. Hence, open co-governance
predominantly appears.

A second difference that stands out is the diffeiscope of the governance of
Heuvelrug and Midden-Brabant nature. In the forroase, the governance of nature
concentrates on a small part of the region, i.e.stbuth. A mode of self governance also
emerges in the comprehensive approach to govehleugelrug nature, but this mode has
a weak and unintentional connotation; moreoverwlisappears after several years. In
Midden-Brabant, on the other hand, open co-govemaacquires a comprehensive
character, covering not only the nature core, Iaat #he entire agricultural hinterland.

Both these differences are to some extent relatade different susceptibility of
both regions to the abovementioned change in tefntiscourse, and to the ecological
networks concept introduced in the early 1990s. Sihgation in Midden-Brabant very
much tallies with the new integral approach and ehelogical networks concept. As a
consequence, government actors and resources am do the region. The Utrechtse
Heuvelrug, however, is not very compatible with thew integral approach, mainly
because this approach emphasizes the relation &etmature and agriculture (and not for
example that between nature and forestry). More@emlogical networks are not an issue
either, at least according to the government, whiadpards the region as ecologically

coherent already.

The main nuance: new modes juxtaposed with closed-governance

A third main similarity is that, both in the Utrdsk Heuvelrug and in Midden-Brabant, in
the early 2000s the existing new modes of govemaare juxtaposed by closed co-
governance. The recurrence of this “old” mode ptesisome evidence for tnen-shift

in governanceclaim, because after being predominant in the sactapproach to

governing nature, closed co-governance also sigfacerelation to the integral and
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regional approach, respectively in the Heuvelrugntcal corridors arrangement’ and in
the Midden-BrabantReconstructi@rrangement’. In both cases, the province estadish
coalition of governmental and non-governmental r@&ctbat in a restrictive cooperation
process has to orchestrate a pooling of resouocelaborate a new policy.

However, it is clear that the modes of closed ceegoance that appear in the early
2000s in a similar way deviate from the modes tete visible before the mid 1990s. In
the latter case, due to the sectoral characteatfra@ policy, only a select few actors are
involved, with generally the same interests. Thelesothat appear in the early 2000s, on
the other hand, have a more integral characterrefére, by comparison, a lot more
actors from different sectors are involved. Thiade to a cooperation process that is
relatively more flexible but at the same time mumbre competitive. Moreover, when
compared to the sectoral approach to governing@&gbower is relatively more diffused.

The juxtaposition also reflects the abovementiotiéfidrence in scope. In Midden-
Brabant, two comprehensive modes of governanceviaitde, connected to th&roene
Woud and Reconstructigoolicies. On the Heuvelrug, the modes that are fesinfocus
only on the south and centre. This continuing déifce seems still to be related to the
respective areas’ different susceptibility to thecdurse change that materializes after the
mid 1990s. From an integral perspective, for theegoment Midden-Brabant continues
to be more interesting than the Heuvelrug. The 28@0s merger attempts that appear in
both cases reflect this difference. In Midden-Brab#his attempt is intended to reduce
the overlap between the two governance modes. ©h#uvelrug, it is meant to expand
the governance of nature to the sub-regions thiltnow have been neglected.

This gives rise to a final claim. Above, it was ntiened that, when nature is
governed in a sectoral way, the presence of competectors impedes the governance of
nature. However, when nature is governed in a rrdegral way, the presence of such
sectors seems to Ibeneficial In Midden-Brabant, the continuing tension betwaature
and agriculture has attracted a lot of resourcas government attention, giving the
governance of nature a relatively large scope. @nHeuvelrug, this has not happened;
here, with the exception of the centre of the regtbe province has generally chosen to
prioritize other regions, regions where a deadloetveen nature and agriculture has to be

solved.
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7.1.5 Dutch nature policy in general: modes, shifts and two currents

The final research question discusses what the aosgm presented in section 7.1.4
means for the governance of Dutch nature in genéiiedt, each of the four modes
discerned in this thesis are discussed. After thatseveral shifts that have appeared are
outlined and compared with the three claims ofgbeernance puzzle, i.e. the shift, the
reversed shift and the non-shift (see section 1L.ZRen, as an overarching conclusion,

two main governance currents that have appearedation to these shifts are presented.

The four modes of governance

From the case analyses, it can be deducedlibsgd co-governande the mode that most
often appears in the governance of Dutch naturboth of the regions studied, this mode
manifests itself both before and after the mid X®ecause this manifestation is visible
in both cases, it may be representative of Dutdiiraapolicy in general. The earlier
manifestation is related to a sectoral discoutse/dtter reflects a more integral discourse.

The difference between the two varieties is tha #ectoral version closely
resembles the ideal typical closed co-governanagenpoesented in section 2.2.3: a select
few governmental and non-governmental actors pbelrtresources in a restrictive
cooperation process. This mootassic variety resembles the Dutch neo-corporatist
tradition (Lijphart, 1968; Frouws, 1993) in whichsalect few non-governmental interest
organizations are allowed to exert influence onegoment policy processes, in return
organizing support for these policies among themstituencies. There is little discussion
about the objectives and the way in which theseilshioe reached.

In comparison, the mode that appears in the eadJ0R does not as closely
resemble the Dutch neo-corporatist tradition. lot,fahis morecontemporarymode
harbours some characteristics of open co-governabeeause of the focus on the
integration of different functions. For instancelasger number of actors from a larger
variety of backgrounds are involved. This resuttsaisomewhat more flexible and less
restrictive cooperation process. In addition, thelmg of resources is not an automatism.
The involved actors also use some of their reseu@elpload their own preferences into

the governance process, which as a consequeneenhash more competitive character
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Furthermoreself governancés often visible as well. In the cases, it has ifiested itself

in two ways. Firstunintentionalself governance has appeared, resulting from govent
negligence: non-governmental actors that takerltative are left in a forerunning role,
although they often do require and call for goveeninresources. This leads to a weak
mode of governance that fails to strengthen becauspends on government support. In
the early 1970s, this variety of self governanceeaps in both regions. Given this
presence in both cases, it is likely that unintardl and weak self governance at that
point in time is representative of Dutch natureigyoln general. On the Heuvelrug, this
mode of governance returns from the mid 1990seanitd 2000s.

Secondly, self governance appears with a naeéensiveconnotation. Non-
governmental actors do take the lead, but not tptad proactive role and orchestrate a
lot of change. Rather, their aim is to align thevggaance of nature with their own
interests. These actors generally approve of tisieg situation and want to make sure
that it is not altered too severely. Defensive ggivernance does not seem to be
connected to a certain time frame, appearing indeidBrabant from the mid 1970s until
the early 1990s and in the south of the Heuvelmognfthe mid 1990s. Respectively,
agrarians and private owners are the defensivesadtas evident that in both cases these
actors react to policy initiatives introduced by thational government, respectively, the
Relatienotaand National Parks policies. This second varietgadf governance therefore
does not depend on government involvement but ragsests it.

In addition,open co-governancenly comes to the fore in the Midden-Brabant
case, from the mid 1990s to the late 2000s, fimtt (only weakly) in the ‘WCL
arrangement’, subsequently (and more strongly) he ‘Groene Woudarrangement'.
Therefore, this mode of governance probably isreptesentative of Dutch nature policy.
From the different development of the two abovenosetd arrangements, it can be
derived that open co-governance seems to strengthigrin a bottom-up fashion, due to
many flexible and informal interactions. It alsqpdads on the strong commitment of both
governmental and non-governmental actors, who baveve the liberty to act as they
see fit. Furthermore, the involvement of several/\e@mmitted policy entrepreneurs who
occupy key positions seems to be required. A daathge of this governance mode is

that, due to its flexible character, governing\atiis occur in a rather unguided fashion.
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Finally, hierarchical governanceloes not appear for any length of time in eithiethe
cases. At the same time, though, government abtore played several essential roles:
they can make — or break — the governance of natwgeveral ways, mainly because they
control extensive and vital resources (often busldait also political support or capacity).
In the 1970s and 1980s, government is mainly ingparirom a financial perspective. In
the first half of the 1990s, it introduces the m@reactive EHS policy. Furthermore,
government entrepreneurs play important mediatoigsy mainly in the contemporary
closed co-governance modes that appear in the 200s. Finally, government can also
play an essential role by keeping its distance,itasas for example done in the
unintentional self governance modes of the earl§0%%and the mid 1990s that appeared
in the Utrechtse Heuvelrug. An overview of the was governance modes and varieties

and their respective manifestation is presentécalvie 7.3.

Governance mode Visible in the Utrechtse Heuvelrug  Visible in Midden-Brabant

Closed co-governance

- classic Mid 1970s — Mid 1990s Early 1990s — Mid 1990s
- contemporary Early 2000s — Late 2000s Early 2000s — Late 2000s
Self governance

- unintentional Early 1970s — Mid 1970s Early 1970s — Mid 1970s
- defensive Mid 1990s — Late 2000s Mid 1970s — Early 1990s
Open co-governance Not visible Mid 1990s — Late 2000s
Hierarchical governance Not visible Not visible

Table 7.3: Manifestation of the four governance e®dn the Utrechtse Heuvelrug and
Midder-Brabant case

Shifts in governance: unravelling the governance zle
In the context of the governance puzzle that predithe incentive for this thesis (see
sections 1.2.2 and 2.3.3) it can be concluded thahe two cases, proof has been found

for all three claims, i.e. for @versed shiftashiftand anon-shift
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Thereversed shift in governandakes place between the early 1970s and the n@ifis19
connected to a more sectoral discourse. Becaagpdars in both cases and has a similar
form, i.e. from weak and unintentional self goverra to strong and classic closed co-
governance, it is likely to be representative otdbunature policy in general. Initially, the
governance of nature is left to non-governmentalOdCwvho try to act as policy
entrepreneurs. Gradually, however, governmentsstartpay more attention to nature
policy. This results in the engagement of governnpaticy entrepreneurs, mainly from
the provincial policy tier. These actors join fasosith several non-governmental NCOs.
Therefore, throughout the 1970s, the 1980s andirdtehalf of the 1990s, the Dutch neo-
corporatist tradition also finds its way into tlse¢toral) governance of nature.

The point in time at which the reversed shift euaily appears in a particular
region is closely related to what happens in ofieetors that are visible in said region. In
regions where agriculture plays an important rtile,reversed shift is not likely to appear
before the 1990s. Only when in the first half of #t990s government attention to nature
policy and to the deadlock between nature and algure increases, while at the same
time the adjacent agricultural sector loses somi&sqgirominence, does the reversed shift
materialize. This is exemplified by the situationthe Midden-Brabant case. In regions
where agriculture is less important, the reverskit snay perhaps start earlier, for
example due to the decline of the forestry seet®happened on the Heuvelrug.

Following the reversed shift, shift in governancés evident, from the mid 1990s
to the late 2000s. The existing sectoral goveraictgvities continue to be visible, but they
are complemented by new modes of governance withoee integral and regional
character. Within these new modes, several adtatsiere also important before the mid
1990s play entrepreneurial roles, especially the-gmvernmental NCOs and the
provinces. However, they are joined by several e@ivepreneurs, for example private
estate owners, farmers and local governments.

The shift in governance does not have a uniformragitar, though. In one of the
studied cases, open co-governance surfaces, iothiee self governance is predominant.
Consequently, the fact that a shift appears aftermiid 1990s may be representative of
Dutch nature policy, as is the fact that this sisiftelated to a discourse change towards a
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more integral and regional approach to governirtgrea A generalization on the precise
form this shift takes, though, is not possible.

It does seem to be the case that the scope ofeilwenmodes of governance that
appear is generally larger in regions where ther@sts of nature and agriculture are to be
integrated. Such regions receive a lot of attentimsth from governmental and non-
governmental actors. In the Midden-Brabant case, lths led to the appearance of a
policy that covers the entire area. In regions whhrs type of integration is not visible, it
is much harder to bring about a comprehensive @gprdo governing nature, as the
Utrechtse Heuvelrug case has shown.

Finally, in the early 2000s, closed co-governaresurfaces. This to some extent
supports the third claim of the governance puzze,thenon-shift in governanceAfter
all, both in the sectoral and integral-regionalrapphes to governing nature, closed co-
governance is predominantly visible. This thirdimlanuances the above-outlined shift in
governance and is further sustained by the fadttheatwo sectoral modes of closed co-
governance that appeared before the mid 1990s doahagether disappear. The
prominent appearance of closed co-governance seepneve that the Dutch institutional
tradition of neo-corporatism is also very much rfestiin Dutch nature policy.

The non-shift claim has to be nuanced as well, WeweFirst of all, closed co-
governance is not always predominantly visible. Egample, in Midden-Brabant, it is
absent in the 1970s, the 1980s, the early 1990¢$ramdthe late 1990s to the early 2000s.
On the Heuvelrug, it is not predominant from thel h®90s to the early 2000s. Moreover,
the cases have shown that closed co-governandeistedso susceptible to change. After
all, the modes that appear in the early 2000s lmwentemporary connotation when
compared with their more classic pre-mid-1990s temparts. In a way, this points at a
shift in governancevithin closed co-governance, mainly due to the integsgiadirse that

characterizes nature policy after the mid 1990s.

Conclusion: two governance currents
Based on the above-outlined governance modes aftg, she conclusion can be drawn
that there are two currents in the governance diclbuwature. The first one, with a

sectoral character, focuses on individual natural areasbdth cases, this current is
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already present in the early 1970s, dating back déugher. Within this current, in the
early 1990s an important change occurs, with tidiction of the ecological networks
concept. As a consequence, nature is not only giextebut also connected and expanded.
The traditional landowning Dutch NCOs are the npoticy entrepreneurs in this current,
over time complemented with governmental policyeprtieneurs from the provincial tier.

This current is therefore characterized ngeersed shiftin the early 1970s, weak
and unintentional modes of self governance aréleisiThe entrepreneurial role of the
non-governmental NCOs is constrained, because thet®s are not able to secure
additional government involvement or resources. Seqaently, even though signs of
closed co-governance are already visible (givenptiesence of governmental actors and
resources) this mode of governance, reflectingnéiee corporatist tradition, initially fails
to surface. This is mainly due to the overshadoveiffigct of other sectors that do have the
support of the government. In these sectors, acogmeratist setting does seem to be
visible (this has not been explicitly studied instlthesis; however, other studies have
pointed this out [e.g. Frouws, 1993]).

Eventually, closed co-governance materializes & gbhctoral current, when the
Dutch provinces start to work more closely with taadowning NCOs and SBB. This
means that the governance of Dutch nature eventdaks converge with the domestic
institutional tradition. This convergence is enabby external factors, such as the decline
of the abovementioned adjacent sectors, but alsamationally orchestrated introduction
of policies that reflect a general increase in gorent attention for nature, most
especially the EHS. When the reversed shift prgcisaterializes depends on region-
specific characteristics. However, it is likelyhtave appeared before the mid 1990s, given
the governmental emphasis on the sectoral cumeheifirst half of this decade.

Over time, this current continues to be visiblé tife time of writing, it still exists.
However, from the mid 1990s, it is no longer predwnt in the governance of Dutch
nature. It is complemented with a second curreat tmas aregional and integral
character. This new current envisages the proteaifonature in a region-specific way,
when feasible in interrelation with other functiook these regions. Its appearance is
related to the trend towards regionalization angdicy initiatives with a GGB character,
both appearing from the mid 1990s.
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The integral and regional current does not havevampance signature that is comparable
to the sectoral current. Instead, various gover@anodes materialize in it, both “new”
modes of governance, i.e. self governance and opeyovernance, and “old” modes of
governance, i.e. closed co-governance. This resulta ratherpluralist governance
picture. As a main nuance, in comparison with tltemnterparts in the sectoral current,
the modes of closed co-governance that appear damere contemporary connotation,
given the involvement of different actors from wars sectors because of the much
broader character of the second current.

In the second current also, the precise manifestaif governance seems to be
influenced by region-specific circumstances. THere&s of various policy entrepreneurs
in particular seem to determine which mode appaiavghich point in time. It is clear that
both previously uninvolved entrepreneurs (for exiEngpivate owners, local governments
or proactive farmers) and traditional entreprene(tte NCOs and the provincial
governments) are active. These entrepreneurs, soegin competition with one another,
try to involve other actors when gaining accessdw resources. They also try to make
use of the opportunities offered by external faxtdExamples of such factors are the
outbreak of swine fever, a large military reorgatian, or the introduction of GGB
policies, such as National Landscapes.

As far as thanterrelation between the two currents is concerned, it is pbsst
and perhaps even likely — that the second integrdlregional current from the mid 1990s
overshadows the sectoral current, since this ist \Wwha happened in both the Utrechtse
Heuvelrug and Midden-Brabant regions. However sitaiso imaginable that there are
Dutch regions where the two currents are equallyoitant, or where the sectoral current
continues to be predominant. These various inegioel possibilities have important
consequences for the manifestation of governanicehd two currents are equally
important, a pluralist governance picture is alg@ly to be visible, with closed co-
governance in both a classic and a contemporahydiasif the sectoral current continues
to be predominant, however, classic closed co-gmarere is likely to continue to be
predominant as well; this means that self, open @od contemporary closed co-

governance, if visible at all, are overshadowed.
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7.2 Theoretical, methodological and empirical refle  ction

This research is wrapped up with a reflection.tFirssection 7.2.1 a theoretical reflection
is presented that discusses the main conclusiottsisothesis and the concepts that have
been used. In section 7.2.2, the methodologicalicesothat have been made are
addressed. The empirical reflection of section37bsitions this research among other
empirical studies related to governance and Dutature policy, gives some policy
messages and presents an epilogue in which thesfofunature-related governance is

discussed.

7.2.1 Theoretical reflection

In this section, first of all the two governancereats outlined above are compared with
claims in the governance literature. Furthermoneflect on the concepts that have been
used (i.e. the PAA in interrelation with Kooimanisodes of governance) and on their

applicability.

The sectoral current: reversed shift

This thesis has revealed two main currents. [{garcthat, in these currents, a particular
governance pattern is connected to a particula ofmature policy. First of all, evidence
has been found for a reversed shift in governaneethe transformation of weak and
unintentional self governance into strong closeegaeernance that is connected to a
more sectoral current of nature-related governance.

In the early 1970s, nature policy does not yet havetrong position. Self
governance therefore mainly appears as some saoitloé. Government involvement is
visible, but it remains limited because governmieat#éors do not seem to be interested in
playing a bigger role. This weak and unintentiosalf governance mode does not
correspond with the ideal typical mode formulatedgection 2.2.3, where self governance
is the result of non-governmental actors enfordihg opportunity to orchestrate the
governance of nature on their own terms.

The reversed shift eventually materializes when gowernment chooses to

become more explicitly involved in Dutch natureippl This is partially due to the rise of
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post-modern values in the Netherlands (Van Tatemhetval, 2000b; Inglehart, 1997;
Veenman et al, 2009), but is also related to thairdeg influence of sectors adjacent to
nature protection. The reversed shift constitutesravergence of the governance of Dutch
nature with the more general institutional traditiof the Netherlands. Consequently,
closed co-governance materializes: the landowni@@B5l start to cooperate more closely
with the provinces, and the traditional Dutglmldermodel a neo-corporatist policy
network (Van Waarden, 1992), also manifests iiseldutch nature policy.

It is evident that, in the Midden-Brabant case, kvealf governance remains
visible a lot longer than in the Utrechtse Heuwgloase, eventually assuming a defensive
connotation. Non-governmental actors (i.e. Middeak&nt agrarians) are not inclined to
cooperate with the implementation of a governmepddicy initiative (theRelatienotd.
This second variety of self governance does ndy taith the ideal typical mode of
section 2.2.3 either. It rather corresponds wittegative interpretation of new governance
(Pierre, 2000b), indicating that non-governmentabies have their own ideas about what
is best for them, using their power to take mattarsheir own hands while resisting
undesired government interventions.

The appearance of the reversed shift generally doesorrespond with claims in
the governance literature, as argued in sectior2.1A%ter all, most authors mainly focus
on the appearance of a shift (Van Kersbergen and Waarden, 2004) or on the
continuing strength of the government (Goetz, 2008) increase in government
involvement therefore does not seem to be a gdyperaible societal phenomenon.

Instead, as argued in this thesis, a reversed sbifesponds with the gradual
institutionalization of policy fields that have y&t be “discovered” by the government.
Such fields are initially dominated by non-govermtad actors but eventually find their
place among existing policy fields, drawing the aggment of government actors. For
example, a reversed shift also seems to be visililee regulation of the internet, a policy

field initially dominated by non-governmental inflaces (Knill and Lehmkuhl, 2002).

The integral and regional current: governance plurdism
In addition, in this thesis it has become cleat tha sectoral current is, from the mid

1990s, complemented with an integral and regionaleat. Moreover, this development
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correlates with the appearance of various modg®wérnance, i.e. self governance, open
co-governance and closed co-governance. The cepgestof these modes provides
evidence for both a shift in governance and a rofi-en governance, resulting in
governance pluralism.

This pluralist situation concurs for example witie ideas of Scharpf (1997), who
advocates a governance perception that envisiohkimdls of hybrid governance
manifestations. Kooiman (2003) also seems to hethld idea by claiming that
governance is a mix of all kinds of governing atis conducted by all kinds of
governmental and non-governmental actors. Furthexdill and Lynn (2005) point at
the coexistence of traditional governance models mgiver ones.

When the modes that appear in the integral andmegicurrent are considered
separately, self governance does not seem to besesgative of Dutch nature policy in
general, only surfacing in the Utrechtse Heuveltage. Like in the sectoral current, self
governance shows two faces, i.e. an unintentioméhleadefensive one. This means that, in
the integral and regional current also, self goaaoe does not resemble the mode that is
generally conceptualized in the governance liteeatun this thesis therefore, self
governance does not appear as an inherent sogieghty, as is for example claimed by
Luhmann (1995) and Ostrom (1990). Rather, its erist seems to be interrelated with
government involvement; it either depends on itesists it. Consequently, developments
like the hollowing out of the state or governandthaut government (Rhodes, 1997) do
not seem to be in order.

Furthermore, open co-governance surfaces only enMidden-Brabant case. It
does not therefore seem to be representative afhDuditure policy either. This mode
resembles the most recent ideas about network gawee, given its open character and
the flexible interaction process that is visible{&sen and Toérfing, 2005). It also has a
very informal character (Christiansen and Piatt@®03) and most prominently shows
signs of multi-actor and multi-sector governancegeg the presence of many regional
actors representing different interests. At the esdgime, open co-governance reflects
some of the problems that confront present-day maree networks. For example,
because it remains unclear who takes the leaslaisb unclear who is accountable for the
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governance process (Van Kersbergen and Van Waagdf4; Sgrensen and Torfing,
2009).

Finally, after dominating the sectoral current,seld co-governance also appears in
the integral and regional current, alongside thevalmentioned newer modes. The fact
that it surfaces in both cases studied indicatasttiis recurrent appearance seems to be
representative of Dutch nature policy in generairtfiermore, it indicates that this old
mode of governance appears at all times. This séenpint at the resilience of the
domestic institutional tradition, in the case ot thNetherlands with a neo-corporatist
character (Arts and Leroy, 2006b), and a certaigrete of path dependency (Pierson,
2000).

However, this reappearance of closed co-governhaseto be nuanced as well.
Because of the integral and regional characterhef decond current, the reappearing
closed co-governance modes have a more contempeoanotation than their sectoral
counterparts. It seems therefore that, even thdghdomestic institutional tradition of
neo-corporatism is resilient, it nevertheless itecéd by the integral and regional
character of post-mid-1990s nature policy.

Comparison of the second current with its predexagveals that in both currents
networks of governmental and non-governmental actoe visible. Network governance
(Rhodes, 1997; Torfing, 2006) is therefore no neat in Dutch nature policy. However,
because of the integral character of the new natolieies, the various governance modes
that are visible involve a lot more actors that eawer stem from different sectors. This
finding seems to support the claim of a shift tagamulti-actor and multi-sector
governance (Kohler-Koch and Eising, 1999; Wierimgl &riessen, 2001; Van Bommel,
2008).

Furthermore, it is evident that the actors thatratgel as policy entrepreneurs in
the sectoral current (i.e. the provinces and thddavning NCOs) continue to do so in the
integral and regional current. They are able tosddoecause in the past they gained a
strong position, the NCOs through an increase @ir ttandownership, the provinces
because of their increased mandates, consequéimé mbovementioned decentralization

operation.
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At the same time, however, governmental actorantiqular adopt a different kind of role
over time. In the 1970s and 1980s, they were mamfortant in a facilitative fashion,
providing financial resources. In contemporary rnagolicy, however, government actors
are not only facilitators but also initiators anédrmators. This seems to sustain the claims
in the governance literature that the role of theegnment does not so much diminish as
change profoundly (Jordan et al, 2005).

Multi-level governance, which is often mentioneddther with multi-actor and
multi-sector governance (Crabbé, 2008; Arts eR@09), is less prominently visible. For
example, the influence of the European level, irtgrdrfor Dutch nature policy in general
(see section 1.1.2), to date remains rather limaadthe regional level; it is mainly
restricted to EU budgets that are mobilized byousiproject initiators, especially in the
Midden-Brabant case. However, this limited influeng also partially due to a bias in the
case selection (see section 7.2.2). It is cledrtt®arole of the Dutch provinces increases
over time, whereas the role of the national govemingdiminishes as a consequence of a
decentralization operation orchestrated by thesdattowever, this trend had already
surfaced in the sectoral current. Finally, it isdewt that the importance of local actors in
the regional governance of nature is also limilgds is especially visible in the Utrechtse
Heuvelrug case.

The PAA, Kooiman’s modes of governance and their terrelation and application
When reflecting on the concepts to be used inttiasis, early in this research process, |
selected the PAA as the main analytical tool, commg it with the governance modes
discerned by Kooiman (2003). This resulted in tle@struction of four ideal typical
governance modes, interpreted in terms of actasgyep and rules of the game. By
comparing the policy arrangements found in the d¢ittee Heuvelrug and Midden-
Brabant cases with these ideal types, it could dterchined which mode of governance
was predominantly visible at a certain point indim

Overall, this conceptualization has proven to bited to realize the goal of this
thesis, i.e. explain how governmental and non-guwental actors have shaped Dutch
nature policy over time. As far as the PAA is caneed, the use of this approach has been

especially fruitful because of the balance thdtais offered between general conclusions
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and a nuanced analysis. On the one hand, the fatweveloping policy arrangements
and subsequent governance modes has enabled algantrre of governance shifts in
Dutch nature policy to be sketched. On the otherdhalistinguishing between three
organizational dimensions and one substantive dsinarhas enabled the unravelling of
this more general picture in a much more detailed muanced analysis of said policy
arrangements and governance shifts.

On the other hand, however, the four dimensioas titgether constitute a policy
arrangement only provide analytical directionsheatthan clear concepts (Crabbé, 2008).
This means that there can be quite some overlapekeatthem, for example concerning
rules and resources. This requires a researchecatefully demarcate his or her
interpretation of said dimensions. For example,aléh chosen to centralize the actor
dimension, given the emphasis that this thesis paris governmental and non-
governmental actors. This meant that | also inttgat the other dimensions according to
this focus. | therefore connected the discourseedsion to a framing perspective, looked
at relational power rather than at structural posred chose to interpret rules of the game
as Iinteraction rules, focusing on the various roteat governmental and non-
governmental actors can play vis-a-vis each other.

Furthermore, in the labelling of the arrangementsstructed in Chapters 4 and 5, |
have not always been consistent. | decided to dgughate this exercise to the discourse
dimension, alternately referring to the conceptd stnategies that were predominant (for
example the ‘purchase arrangement’ or ‘EHS arramgeinbut also to policy names (for
example in theGroene Woudarrangement’). | also sometimes gave the arrangense
geographical characterization (for example the tisexn National Park arrangement’). |
acted in this way because | wanted to use a naateb#st covered the contents of the
arrangement. | found this a more important critetitan consistency.

The governance modes discerned by Kooiman (2008) peoven to be valuable
concepts. However, as a drawback, it should betg@diout that these modes are rather
abstract. Along the way, co-governance especiaibyvgd to be too broad to use as a
concept. Therefore, as part of the iterative reseprocess, | decided to split it up into a
closed and an open variant. This distinction provedbe quite valuable, since it

diminished the abstract character of the mode. tadlg, my analysis resulted in a
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further narrowing down of two of the four modeg., iclosed co-governance (which has
been split up into a classic and a contemporargiee) and self governance (which has
shown a defensive and an unintentional variety).

Moreover, in the determination of the predominamvegnance character of
arrangements encountered in the field, hybrid 8dna have appeared (see also Padt,
2007). For example the weak ‘purchase arrangemeasftghe early 1970s and the
‘southern National Park arrangement’ appearinghenHeuvelrug harboured signs of both
self governance and closed co-governance. Howbeeguse | wanted to provide a clear
governance picture, | have always argued for tleelgominance of one mode, based on the
actors, power and interaction rules that were iasili should be noted, though, that in
determining which mode predominated, | have notagbvvalued the three PAA
dimensions in the same way. For example, | chatiaetéthe ‘purchase arrangements’ as
self governance because of the interaction rulas\ulere visible, whereas | labelled the
‘southern National Park arrangement’ as self gomece on the basis of the power
dimension.

In addition, | encountered some problems on therialation between policy
arrangements and governance modes. As mentionddy prrangements take into
account both the substance and the organizatianceftain policy field at a certain point
in time, whereas governance modes predominantlyusfoon the organization.
Consequently, eventually, | decided to interpret governance modes in terms of actors,
power and rules of the game, not in terms of dissmuThis also meant that | decided to
explicitly focus both on policy arrangements (inapters 4 and 5) and governance (in
Chapter 6).

As a major drawback of this decision, however, thissis constitutes quite some
overlap, especially between the organization ofatltangements discussed in Chapters 4
and 5 and the governance modes outlined in Chéptdried to minimize this overlap by
talking about the organization of the arrangemémisiore general terms in Chapters 4
and 5, whereas Chapter 6 focuses on the compé#yalmfi these organizational
components with the ideal typical governance modes.

Finally, the twofold distinction introduced to imdite, respectively, the (lack of)

stability of an arrangement and the (lack of) siterof a governance mode (see section
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2.2.4) has proven to be a valuable addition. Bygisi, | have been able to emphasize
nuances in the governance shift patterns that feppeared over time, for example
pertaining to the weak character of early 19708’gg@vernance.

On the downside, taking into account this distmctobliged me to pay attention
(albeit relatively limited) to governance procestest have not had a very large impact
(for example the governing activities in the MideRrabant ‘WCL arrangement’).
Furthermore, it has proven a tricky exercise toedeine when an arrangement or
governance mode qualifies as respectively unstableeak. | decided to qualify them as
such if there were only few interactions, or if gbeinteractions were characterized by

struggles or disputes that persisted in hampeitregfiirther development of a certain

policy.

Governance shifts; change factors and old versus we

This thesis has focused mainly on governance sbitplacing the ideal typical modes of
governance based on Kooiman (2003) and operatmmuhliwith the PAA in a
chronological order. In section 2.3.1, it was adytigat changes in policy arrangements,
and therefore also shifts in governance modescaused by policy entrepreneurs (an
endogenous or internal change factor) and by gogiitical trends, policy initiatives,
adjacent arrangements or shock events (exogenaxdeynal change factors).

First of all, it should be noted that, as arguedention 2.3.1, one of the external
change factors, i.e. policy initiatives, is not eced by the PAA (Arts and Leroy, 2006b).
This change factor has been added in light of theative character of this research
process. While analysing the cases, | found thaureaolicy-related innovations
stemming from the national, international or pravah level were important but that these
were not covered by the four change factors thad working with at that time. Hence, a
fifth change factor was introduced.

Furthermore, in this thesis, it has become cleat #rrangement change and
governance shifts have been mainly brought aboutgbyernmental and/or non-
governmental policy entrepreneurs that, with vasitmyels of success, try to make use of
the opportunities created by socio-political trendgolicy initiatives, adjacent

arrangements or shock events. Sometimes, they taweompete with other policy
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entrepreneurs to achieve this. This idea of paiatyepreneurs navigating opportunities in
a way resembles Kingdon’s (1995) multiple streanasnéwork from which the policy
entrepreneurs concept was derived in the firstep(aee section 2.3.1).

In addition, it can be argued that the five disegrfactors do not only bring about
change; they can also stand in the way of change.ekample, the same ecological
networks policy initiative — albeit interpreted andifferent fashion — causes both the rise
of comprehensive self governance on the Heuvelnuigpe mid 1990s and the failure of
this mode to strengthen further. Moreover, the geafactors can also be responsible for
the further strengthening or weakening of a gowecteamode, for example visible in the
continuing exploits of policy entrepreneurs in MethdBrabant open co-governance.

Finally, the conceptualization of the three goveg®claims at the core of this
thesis, i.e. the shift, the reversed shift andrtbe-shift, should be discussed. In section
2.3.2, it was argued that two of the four govermamodes have an “old” character, i.e.
hierarchical and closed co-governance, whereastiter two, i.e. open co-governance
and self governance, are “new” modes. On the ledidtss assumption, the shift (from old
to new), the reversed shift (from new to old) ahe mon-shift (old remaining old or new
remaining new) have been phrased.

The results of this thesis, however, give causdotabt both the “oldness” of old
governance and the “newness” of new governanceerAdtl, a new mode has been
discovered as far back as the early 1970s, whereadd mode of governance has been
visible in the early 2000s. This means that, aa$abDutch nature policy is concerned, the
distinction between old and new governance is Bof accurate. The various governance
modes can occur at any time, with the exceptioromégn co-governance, which only
appeared from the mid 1990s. As a main nuancasitd be mentioned that both the new
modes appearing in the early 1970s and the old snagpearing in the early 2000s do not

one on one match their ideal typical counterpastsamstructed in section 2.2.3.

7.2.2 Methodological reflection

From a methodological point of view, | first of allant to discuss several demarcation

issues that have come up in carrying out this rebed also want to address the
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comparability of the two cases selected. Finalig, tonsequences of selecting a regional

scope are discussed.

Demarcation issues

A first problem that | encountered when demarcating focus of this research was
deciding what a nature policy arrangement is, ahdtvit is not. This especially became
relevant when | encountered the appearance of raltegrangements, which surfaced
mainly in the Midden-Brabant case. These arrang&smaealt with nature policy, but in
close interrelation with, for example, agricultupalicy. | eventually decided to take them
into account, because these arrangements pro\mabthe core of nature policy.

There was one specific case where | took the aecrsot to incorporate an integral
policy process, i.e. the ongoing re-allotment int$)edenrode. This process appeared in
the late 1980s and was agricultural in characteowéVer, it adopted integral
characteristics over time. The re-allotment fingsirethe late 2000s. | initially included it,
but decided to leave it out because the re-allotnEredominantly remained an
agricultural arrangement. Moreover, | found outtthiae re-allotment process was
generally perceived as an isolated process. Funttrey, incorporating it would have
deflected attention from the mainstream governgmoeEesses in the integr&@roene
Woudand integraReconstructi@arrangements.

If the demarcation exercise is viewed from a tirekxted perspective, it can be
concluded that the diachronic—synchronic combimatieed to carry out the longitudinal
case study has worked out pretty well. The studyoaf separate periods, demarcated
with a starting and finishing point and three inviEen turning points, has functioned as a

useful methodological tool.

Comparability of the cases

Another point that can be argued is that the seteotgions in a way are incomparable.
After all, it could be stated that the Utrechtseutdddrug entirely encompasses natural
areas. Over time, its forests have become primaedpyarded as nature. Midden-Brabant,
on the other hand, mainly constitutes agricultdaald, which to some extent has high

natural and/or landscape values. Only the nature iodfact includes “pure” natural areas.
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However, this bias has generated very interestomglasions, for example concerning the
role of adjacent arrangements and the differerteqigbility of the two regions to a more
integral discourse.

Furthermore, as another bias of the case selethiennfluence of European nature
policy has only marginally been addressed. Befaréhhconsidered these to be absent on
the Heuvelrug, but present in Midden-Brabant beeanfsthe designation of the large
natural are&ampinaas a Natura 2000 area. However, | did not encowarterproof that
the Natura 2000 status of théampina was important for what has happened in the
Midden-Brabant region so far. It should be notbdugh, that the lack of findings in this
respect is not that peculiar. After all, within tNetherlands, the debate on Natura 2000
until now has mainly taken place on the nationakleEven though Natura 2000 sites
have been designated and management plans aredrepayed, the consequences of EU
nature policy for the designated regions therefaad not yet materialized in 2008 (the
point in time when the gathering of data for thepmse of this thesis stopped). It is
expected that when the management plans take ,effiecth consequences will become

more clear (Beunen, 2010).

Consequences of the regional scope

Finally, it seems that the selection of two regi@assthe main case studies also has had
some consequences for the manifestation of goveenagspecially in relation to the
explanation of shifts in governance that have apgaeaver time. The actors involved in
the studied regions have been depicted as vedsgtsrernance change, especially when
adopting an entrepreneurial role. Influences fréon,example, the national level have
been captured in policy initiatives or socio-pac#ii trends.

However, if governance change had been studiebdenational level, for example
focusing on the impact of nationally orchestratetiges, the exploits of various actors,
resulting in the pluralist appearance of variousegnance modes, would probably have
been much less significant. On such a level, mangctsiral characteristics such as the
Dutch neo-corporatist tradition would have beennewgore important, standing in the

way of the appearance of newer modes of governdime.is for example reflected in the
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research of De Boer (2009), who studied culturaitége preservation policy on the
national level.

On the other hand, an even more narrowed dowmsfae@. not on regions but on
separate natural areas or even individual projestsyld probably have rendered a
different perspective as well. In this researchhas been emphasized, for example, that
the open co-governance mode that appears in MiBdaibant has resulted in the launch
of a lot of projects. However, how the implemertatof such projects has fared has not
been studied. It is quite possible that, on this/\@ncrete level, the project initiators
meet all kinds of problems that have a more strattr institutional character. This is for
example the case in the research of Buizer (200B), compared three local initiatives
within the Netherlands. She concluded that sudiatiies show a lot of potential, but that

innovations that can be derived from them seldom fheir way into established policies.

7.2.3 Empirical reflection

In this section, the results of this thesis are garad with other studies that focus on
governance and Dutch nature policy. Furthermore,niBans of an epilogue, some

observations that may be relevant for policymalaeesoutlined.

The sectoral current
In this thesis it has been argued that, until the 1990s, the governance of Dutch nature
is characterized by a current with a sectoral diss®in which eventually a classic closed
co-governance mode materializes, succeeding unioteth and weak self governance.
This claim seems to be sustained by other reseathhas focused on the ongoing
development of Dutch nature policy. For example, dppearance of the reversed shift is
visible in the work of Bogaert and Gersie (200&grethough these authors do not phrase
it as such.

In addition, several studies have suggested thiatiDnature policy on a regional
level is characterized by the appearance of cenaiworks in which a few governmental

and non-governmental actors are involved. Exampiasich regions are the Veluwe (Van
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der Zouwen, 2006), the Drentsche Aa (Van Bommed82@nd the Gelderse Poort (De
Jong, 1999).

What this thesis can add to these studies is theiga character of the networks
that appear. The abovementioned studies for examplenot address the difference
between weak and unintentional self governancecéwskd co-governance. In addition,
this thesis has added value in the fact that itvshihe different influence that adjacent
policy sectors can have on the functioning of #agian-specific networks that are visible

in the sectoral current.

The integral regional current

Furthermore, this thesis has addressed the appeacdra second current with a more
integral and regional discourse. When this neweanircomplements the already existing
sectoral current, a rather pluralist and hybrid egoance manifestation appears that
reflects the specific regional characteristicshe two cases. On the one hand, a shift in
governance is visible, due to the appearance baaedl open-co-governance. At the same
time, however, closed co-governance resurfacesthasgoints at a non-shift.

It turns out that this picture of governance plisra matches with the findings of a
recent and quite extensive study on the manifestatf governance in the Dutch rural
area (Breeman et al, 2009). One of the generallesinas of this study is also that over
time there is no shift from government to govermaniout rather a hybridization of
governance. Moreover, it is argued that each smatas its own specific governance
mode, developing its own “logic of appropriatenesiiis corresponds with the region-
specific character of the governance modes disedver the Utrechtse Heuvelrug and
Midden-Brabant cases. The same picture appearthar studies as well (De Boer et al,
2007; Boonstra and Kuindersma, 2008).

Another general conclusion drawn by Breeman €2@09) is that a contemporary
mode of governance needs time to develop; it re$tdim a certain process in which the
governors have to find out which governance charatics are required. Often, these
governors grow closer to each other over time.Heunhore, government actors continue
to be essential players, even though they can adojuius roles. These conclusions also

tally with the findings of this thesis, for exampléeren the strengthening processes that
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both modes of contemporary closed co-governanceregxpe. Moreover, this conclusion
seems to support the essential role of governmesual non-governmental policy
entrepreneurs.

Another point raised by Breeman et al (2009) ihaupported by this thesis is that
the appearance of a lot of dynamics or a signifidaadlock in a relatively brief period of
time can result in a new mode of governance. Tappbns for example on the Heuvelrug,
when the private owners reject the initial governtaéNational Park proposal, leading to
the rise of self governance. Furthermore, it ocauididden-Brabant, where the turbulent
introduction of the EHS policy in the early 1990e\des the basis for the eventual rise

of open co-governance.

Epilogue: some policy messages

Even though this research does not have an evwauatirpose, some of the results that it
has rendered are very interesting for policymakdrsth governmental and non-

governmental ones. Consequently, by means of alogej, several messages are
outlined, while at the same time an outlook on tiear future of Dutch nature-related

governance is presented.

Message I: resist the classic closed co-governaeitex
One of the general findings of this thesis is thatthe governance of Dutch nature,
governmental and non-governmental actors work tmgetHierarchical governance has
not predominantly materialized, and the modes ¢f gaevernance that have appeared
have an important link with government involvementparticular, closed co-governance,
grounded in the neo-corporatist Dutch institutiotmatlition, seems to be the basic recipe
when the government wants to engage in the goveenahnature, and the Dutch NCOs
also often try to seek a restrictive form of co@pen with a select few governmental
actors.

As a first message, it seems advisable that ngiaoheymakers broaden their
minds beyond their traditional preference for ctbssb-governance. In the sectoral
current, this mode functions rather well, so irsttese, there is no immediate need to look

for another way of governing. In the integral aedional current that appears after the
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mid 1990s, however, nature policy has assumedfereiift character that no longer seems
to tally with classic closed co-governance. Theegyonance of nature is no longer the
playing field of the Dutch provinces and the landovg NCOs but involves a large
variety of other actors.

To date, closed co-governance has been openedgbpyslgiven the appearance
of a more contemporary variety of said mode. Howete restrictive character of closed
co-governance does not change. Regonstructigolicy in Midden-Brabant for example
shows that the several new actors from differentose also become “internalized” into
the traditional restrictive cooperation structuf@ee also Boonstra and Kuindersma,
2008). Actors such as citizens, local NCOs or Icedinessmen often are not involved.

This can lead to resistance when a policy is abmbe implemented, for example
elsewhere in the province of Noord-Brabant, wheitzens vehemently resist the
expansion of agriculture agreed upon in a Reconstructieplan
(http://Iwvww.megastallennee.nl). Moreover, the thett new actors only become involved
at a very late stage or not at all can have ardetrial effect on nature policy in the long
term. It might for example eventually lead to negapublicity that in turn could cause a
crumbling of societal support for nature policyganeral, and more specifically for the
various Dutch nature conservation organizationschvithen would run the risk losing

some of their benefactors.

Message Il: orchestrate open co-governance prosesse

It thus seems to be feasible to open up the goweenaf nature even further, in order to
avoid resistance and gain broader support, andtesgn also the more proactive
involvement of previously uninvolved actors. Theadls to a second and interrelated
message, i.e. to orchestrate governance procekBaesh@ave an open co-governance
character, such as tk&oene Wougbolicy that appeared in Midden-Brabant from the lat
1990s. The regional energy that has come to treeifothis policy process is very much
treasured by the various actors that are involved, iand it would be very advantageous
if such energy could also be generated in othepnsg At the same time, though, open

co-governance has revealed a pitfall that neetis @voided.
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Even though it is rather difficult to design an np-governance process, there seem to
be several prerequisites. First, there has to lggoap of “problem owners”, policy
entrepreneurs that adopt a region as their prigege further Message V). Preferably,
these entrepreneurs should be found both withinntlaén government institutes and
among the most important non-governmental orgaoizat

Moreover, an open co-governance process seemsite th an informal setting.
Many people have indicated that what they like naditut theGroene Wougbolicy is the
room they receive from the government to take pathe process as they see fit. In the
words of one respondent, government is expectettdate chaos; it should not try to
capture a process in all kinds of rules or regoieti Instead, it should focus on the
facilitation and stimulation of informal and botteup initiatives that stem from the region
itself.

The downside of open co-governance is that it @main unclear in which
direction the governance process is heading. Becallgwolved actors launch initiatives
of their own, it is very difficult to orchestratecammon course. Moreover, it is harder to
determine who precisely is accountable when thogmsvrong. Therefore, at least some
guidance seems to be required, for example an mgmeon headlines or a code of
conduct that determines how the various particpahbuld behave and in what direction
they are heading. Actors that want to become iresglvould then pledge to keep to such
an agreement or code. There also should be a hadlyrtonitors whether the agreement
or code is kept. For example, the provinces caihd) but it can also be delegated to
specifically established bodies such as a boardviersee day-to-day activities or a
regional council. The responsible body for exangale provide extra facilitative means to
actors that keep to the agreement or code. Howdusryery important that, at the same

time, the informal character of the governance @seds preserved.

Message lll: find a balance between engagementastdnce

Thirdly, 1 would like to present some suggestionat trelate to the role that government
can play in contemporary Dutch nature policy. Calgrfor governmental policymakers it

is important to recognize when they should keejr tiistance and when more specific

involvement is required. This can differ per regmreven per natural area or project.
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Conclusion and reflection

On the one hand, this thesis has shown that, irctDagature policy, it is difficult to
orchestrate a governance process with a hieratchlwracter. In both the Midden-
Brabant and the Utrechtse Heuvelrug regions, gowent attempts to install new top-
down policies have failed because governmentarsictid not manage to gain the support
of regional actors. Government should be mindfutha fact that it generally needs the
support of the main non-governmental actors, eaffgc¢hose that own land.

However, at the same time, there are also exangblg®vernment interventions
that have had a constructive effect, for instamceesolve a persistent impasse between
non-governmental NCOs and agrarians, as happenedidden-Brabant in the early
1990s. It has to be emphasized that, in this q@@egrnment intervention only worked
because the government explained its actions tal loon-governmental actors. A
connection with the local level therefore seembdamportant. In this train of thought, it
also seems important to involve the Dutch munidilggl more significantly in the
governance of nature. In this thesis, such actenge hbeen largely absent, with the
exception of the Midden-Brabant municipality of Belx

In relation to the future in this respect, it whlé very interesting to see how the
implementation of the European Natura 2000 policy evolve. On the national level,
this policy has introduced rather hierarchical goaace characteristics (Beunen, 2010;
Arnouts and Arts, 2009). However, as argued in thissis, on the regional level,
hierarchical interventions are seldom appreciaaed, moreover, have not really worked,;
also, the introduction of Natura 2000 has alreaglydlto a lot of resistance. As a
consequence, the government has tried to rhymbi¢narchical character of Natura 2000
with the Dutch institutional tradition of co-govermce by deciding that, for each allocated
Natura 2000 site, specific management plans, retgotioy regional actors, have to be put
in place. However, the process of creating andycagrout these plans proves to be rather

toilsome (see for example Jacobs, 2009).

Message IV: cherish and promote leadership
In addition, as mentioned above, this thesis hasvshthat on the regional level, policy
entrepreneurs can make an important differences hesis has indicated that, if such

actors are lacking, it is very hard for a policytiative to develop further. It has also
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provided several good examples of both governmeamta&l non-governmental policy
entrepreneurs that have played essential roles|lyriaécause they have shown important
leadership qualities. As a fourth message, sontieeske qualities are outlined.

First of all, it seems to be important that, whbey are engaged in a regional
governance process, policy entrepreneurs lookeatdfion as a whole. This means that
they should not focus on the provincial or localigotiers, but on the regional level in
between. For example, an absence of such a foameisf the reasons why the Midden-
Brabant WCL policy was not very successful. Morepeatrepreneurs should be able to
look beyond their own sectoral interests, taking iaccount the interests of other actors
and appreciating that these are often intercondestth their own preferences. This has
for example happened in the centre of the Utrechisavelrug, where an NCO has
developed a strategy that combines both “green™geuf interests.

Secondly, although as just argued the entreprenghwwuld operate mainly on a
regional level, they should also visit other politgrs, to look for support for their
activities on the local, provincial, national andr&pean levels. Examples of such actions,
respectively, are the demarcation of the EHS inddidBrabant, where a member of the
Provincial Executive involved local non-governmeérdators, the lobbying campaign to
get Midden-Brabant designated as a National Lam#sead the mobilization of the many
EU subsidies invested in the realizatioGybene Wougbrojects.

Thirdly, policy entrepreneurs seem to need seveeatonal qualities that enable
them to get other people enthusiastic. By settingoad example or by telling a
convincing story, they can persuade other actoengage in the governance of nature. It
seems to be an advantage if the policy entrepremeuguestion has a charismatic
personality and comes from the region itself. Tloeganizational capacities are also very
important, for example to find funding to supponpraject or to orchestrate a large event
designed to promote a region.

Fourthly, policy entrepreneurs should try to megt with other policy
entrepreneurs. By finding such partners, they ate # share the burden of carrying a
regional policy process, while at the same timaigng that this process does not come at
an end when a main policy entrepreneur for somsoreaisappears from the scene. It

would be ideal to find entrepreneurs with both aegomental and a non-governmental
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status and representing different levels and istsré\fter all, an important reason behind
the success of th&roene Woudpolicy is the involvement of two governmental
entrepreneurs from the local and provincial levaihnd two non-governmental

entrepreneurs, one representing an NCO, the dikeagricultural sector.

Message V: integral governance when possible

In this thesis it has become clear that policied &nvisage the integration of nature with
one or more other functions are very much in vodgtxamples are th&roene Woudn
Midden-Brabant and the land exchange process icdh&e of the Utrechtse Heuvelrug.
On the basis of this observation, it seems adws#Hidt actors willing to initiate a new
nature policy should try to take into account otherctions as well. If they manage to
combine nature with for example agriculture, retoea housing, water management,
cultural history or climate adaptation it seems endikely that their efforts will be
supported by other actors; this in turn may leacdditional investments, an improved
regional image and the eventual stimulation ofrdggonal economy.

This message is directed both at governmental amdgovernmental actors, but
especially at the provincial governments and theldavning NCOs, since, on the regional
level, these actors seem to be the main initiadbnsew nature policies. These regional
policymakers should investigate which functions itbes nature are visible in their
respective regions, and then try to find ways tanloime these functions, looking for
common denominators and win-win situations. ltis®advisable to do this together with
the actors that represent these other functioeasmunicipalities, agrarians, local NCOs
and private estate owners. Involving the generhlipunay also be beneficial

At the same time, the involved actors have to barawf the fact that they all have
their own ideas about nature, and about the wayhich it should be combined with the
various other functions. This may lead to initiakonderstandings and disputes, but all
these ideas should be considered, especially wisgnstem from landowning actors; after
all, such actors can significantly hamper naturbcpqrocesses, as shown in both the
Midden-Brabant and the Utrechtse Heuvelrug cases.

Ideally, an integration of nature with other fuocts results in a protection of

natural values that is supported by the exploitsustainable economic activities. This has
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very interesting possibilities, for example givdratt the government at any time can
decide to cut its expenditure on nature policyhappened when a new Dutch cabinet
came into office in the early 2000s. Furthermoneyiew of the current economic crisis,
extensive government budget cuts are pending, atdren policy may very well be
amongst the policy fields that are in danger ohsuds.

All this may lead to a government withdrawal theaves the non-governmental
NCOs with the responsibility for governing natuesyd a corresponding appearance of
unintentional modes of self governance that resesntiie situation of the early 1970s,
even though it is rather unlikely that governmenthdrawal will be that extensive. In
such a case, Dutch regions may be well advisedeate win-win situations that would

decrease their dependency on government support.

Message VI: sectoral governance where necessary

Although it seems to be a good idea to integratieiraawith other functions, nature
policymakers should keep in mind that there is alsamportant danger associated with
this. Such integration, and the corresponding wement of all kinds of actors, brings
with it the risk of nature getting (also literallyfampled. This risk has for example been
eminently visible in the centre of the UtrechtsautAgdrug, where a land exchange strategy
enabled the removal of natural areas in favourrb&m expansion activities. This caused
an overwhelming flow of proposals from real es@®elopers who all opted to expand
their activities onto the Heuvelrug.

Therefore, as a final message, the sectoral gameenof nature should be retained
as well. Areas with important and vulnerable ndtgrelities should always be protected,
and, here, integration with other functions shdwddrejected, to create a so-called green
infrastructure, as attempted with the realizatidnthe EHS. To realize this ambition,
government should be able to employ strong instnigyeerhaps even the dispossession
of landowners who are reluctant to sell their props for nature development purposes.

Outside this green infrastructure, nature and dilngstions can then be integrated.
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Annex [: List of abbreviations and acronyms

ANGW

BC
BHD
BIP
HBL
BMF
BNLU
BPGW

BPHvdH

CCC

CD
CLC

CRM

DLG
DVD
EG

EHS

EU
EZ

FFW
FNP
GCUH
GB
GGB
GHvdH

GHS
GoFOR
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Agrarische Natuurvereniging Groene Woud Agrarian Nature
AssociationGroene Woud

BeheerscommissieManagement Committee

Bird and Habitat Directives

Beheers- en Inrichtingsplan Management and Development Plan
Het Brabants Landschap The Brabant Landscape

Brabantse Milieufederatie Brabant Environmental Federation
Beleidsplan Natuur en Landschap UtrechtUtrecht Nature and
Landscape Policy Plan

Bestuurlijk Platform Nationaal Landschap Groene Wou
Management Platform National Landsc&®ene Woud
Bestuurlijk Platform Hart van de Heuvelrug Management
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Centrale Cultuurtechnische CommissieCentral Culture-technical
Committee

Cultuurtechnische Dienst Culture-technical Agency

Centrale Landinrichtings Commisste Central Land Use Planning
Committee

(Ministerie van) Cultuur, Recreatie en MaatschapkeWerk -
(Ministry of) Culture, Recreation and Social Work

Dienst Landelijk Gebied Government Service for Land and Water
Management
Dienst Vastgoed DefensieDefence Real Estate Agency

Extensiveringsgebied Extensivation Area

Ecologische Hoofdstructuur Ecological Main Structure
European Union

(Ministerie van) Economische Zaken (Ministry of) Economic
Affairs

Flora- en Faunawet Flora and Fauna Act
Forest and Nature Conservation Policy Group

Gebiedscommissie Utrechtse Heuvelrudgregional Committee for
the Utrechtse Heuvelrug

Geintegreerd Bosbeheetntegrated Forest Management
Geintegreerd Gebiedsgericht Beleidntegrated Rural Area Policies
Gebiedsvisie Hart van de HeuvelrdgRegional Vision Heart of the
Heuvelrug

Groene Hoofdstructuu Green Main Structure
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HGNR
HUL

IVN

IDM

ILG

KvK
LD
LEI

LIW
LNV

LOG

LSO

LTO

L&V

MJIPB

NBP
NCB

NCO
NLOB

NM
NMU

NNB

NSW
NUBL

NvM

NVNL

Gedeputeerde StatenProvincial Executive

Het Goois Natuurreservaat The Gooi Nature Reserve
Het Utrechts Landschap The Utrecht Landscape

Instituut voor Natuurbeschermingseducatielnstitute for Nature
Protection Education

Innovatieplatform Duurzame Meierij— Innovation Platform
Sustainable Meierij

Inversteringsfonds Landelijk Gebied Investment Fund for the
Rural Area

Kamer van Koophandel Chamber of Commerce

Landinrichtingsdienst Government Service for Land Management
Landbouw Economisch InstitudatAgro-Economic Institute
Landinrichtingswet- Land Consolidation Act

(Ministerie van) Landbouw, Natuurbeheer en Voedsa&likeit —
(Ministry of) Agriculture, Nature and Food QualiffFrom 1989 to
2005, the V stood fov¥isserij which means Fishery)

Landbouw Ontwikkelings GebiedAgricultural Development Area
Landinrichtingscommissie Sint-Oedenrode Land Use Planning
Committee Sint-Oedenrode

Land- en Tuinbouw Organisatie Organization for Agriculture and
Horticulture

(Ministerie van) Landbouw en Vissesj (Ministry of) Agriculture
and Fisheries

Meerjarenprogramma BosbouwMulti-year Program on Forestry

Natuurbeleidsplan- Nature Policy Plan

Noord-Brabantse Christelijke Boerenbond Northern Brabant
Christian Agricultural Association

Nature Conservation Organization

Natuur- en Landschapsoffensief BrabantNature and Landscape
Offensive Brabant

Natuurmonumenten Nature Monuments

Natuur- en Milieufederatie Utrecht+ Nature and Environmental
Federation Utrecht

Natuurbeleidsplan Noord-Brabant Nature Policy Plan Noord-
Brabant

Natuurschoonwet Beauty of Nature Act

Nadere Uitwerking Brabant-Limburg Further Elaboration Brabant-
Limburg

Natuur voor Mensen, Mensen voor NatutrNature for People,
People for Nature

Nota Veiligstellingsbeleid Natuur en Landschaplemorandum on
the Safeguarding of Nature and Landscape
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PAA
PAG

PB

PBL
PCROB
PCLG
PCNL
PIG

PND
PPD
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PUN
PVG
RBU

RC
RECRON
REVZ
RHvdH

RLG
RNLE
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SBB
SBL

SGP
SGR

UPG
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Overlegorgaan Nationaal Park Utrechtse Heuvelrudpeliberation
Board National Park Utrechtse Heuvelrug

Policy Arrangement Approach

Plan Aankoopwaardige GebiederPlan for Purchase-Worthy Areas
Programma Beheer Management Program

Planbureau voor de Leefomgevinrg Environmental Assessment
Agency

Plaatselijke Commissie voor de Ruilverkaveling €h-Best—
Local Committee for the Re-allotment Oirschot—Best

Provinciale Commissie Landelijk Gebied Provincial Committee
for the Rural Area

Provinciale Commissie Natuur en Landschap Provincial
Committee for Nature and Landscape

Project Integrale Gebiedenbeleid Project for Integral Rural Area
Policy

Provinciale Natuurdienst Provincial Nature Department
Provinciale Planologische DienstProvincial Planning Department
Provinciale Stater- Provincial Parliament

Provinciale Uitgangspunten Nota Memorandum on Provincial
Headlines

Plan Veiligstelling Gebieder Plan for the Safeguarding of Natural
Areas

Regionaal Bosplan Utrecht Regional Forestry Plan Utrecht
ReconstructiecommissieReconstruction Committee

Vereniging van Recreatieondernemers NederlandSociety for
Dutch Recreational Entrepreneurs

Robuuste Ecologische Verbindings Zore Robust Ecological
Connection Zone

Raamovereenkomst Hart van de Heuveku@eneral Agreement on
Heart of the Heuvelrug

Reconstructie Landelijk GebiedReconstruction of the Rural Area
Regionale Natuur- en Landschaps Eenhei®Regional Nature and
Landscape Unit

Reconstructiewet Reconstruction Act

Staatsbosbeheer State Forest Service

Stichting Beheer Landbouwgronder Association for the
Management of Agricultural Land

Strategisch Groen Projeet Strategic Green Project
Structuurschema Groene Ruinie Spatial Memorandum for the
Rural Area

Utrechts Particulier Grondbezi Utrecht Association for Privately
Owned Land
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VG
VGU

VROM

V&W

WEB

WCL
WRR

WUR

WvhL

ZLTO

Voorlopige Commissie Nationale Parkeninterim Committee on
National Parks

Verwevingsgebied Integration area

Vereniging Gehandicaptenzorg Utrecht Utrecht Healthcare
Association for Disabled People

(Ministerie van) Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke Qrohg en Milieu—
(Ministry of) Housing, Spatial Development and Eowviment
(Ministerie van) Verkeer en Waterstaat(Ministry of) Transport,
Public Works and Water Management

Werkgroep Ecologische Hoofdstructuur BegrenziagWorking
Group EHS Demarcation

Waardevol Cultuurlandschap Valuable Man-made Landscape
Wetenschappelijke Raad voor Regeringsbelefficientific Council
for Government Policy

Werkgroep Uitvoering Relatienota= Working Group on the
Implementation of th&elatienota

Week van het LandschapWVeek of the Landscape

Zuidelijke Land- en Tuinbouw OrganisatieSouthern Organization
for Agriculture and Horticulture
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Annex lll: Interviewed respondents

* Interviewed two times
** |nterviewed three times

Utrechtse Heuvelrug
Bakker, Chris

Bosman, Ton

De Pater, Jaap **

De Stigter, Let

De Vos, Jurrie

Greeven, Patrick

Hogenboom, Joris

Janssen, Ton

Jonge Poerink, Ruurd

Jorritsma, Johan

Karelse, Désiré *

Klingen, Simon **

Koopmans, Gerard

Landsmeer, Dick

Lugtmeijer, Henk *
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Staatsbosbeheer (SBB) - former directo the
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policy officer

Province of Utrecht — CootdinaHart van de
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supervisor of Heuvelrug estate Prattenburg

Goois Natuurrevervaat (GNR) +qyabfficer
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Summary

In the introductory chapter, the incentive for tRiSD thesis is outlined. It is argued that
the governance of policy fields that embody a able interest (for example concerning
the environment, infrastructure or national seglritaditionally is taken care of by the
government. Such governance is also named stateccenold governance. Over the last
few years, however, policy scientists have begudisscern a decline in governmental
predominance in such fields, while at the same titney discern an increase in
governance by non-governmental actors, also calbeikty centred or new governance.
This phenomenon is often referred to as the shifiavernance, or from government to
governance.

In this respect, an initial glance at the develophog Dutch nature policy reveals a
rather confusing picture that seems to provideexwe for at least three different claims.
First of all, the shiftin governance thesis can be supported. Over timmeergment
involvement has decreased, while all kinds of new-governmental actors have become
involved, especially when from the mid 1990s natisegoverned more integrally.
Secondly, however, it can also be argued thatversedshift in governance occurs.
Traditionally, non-governmental nature conversationganizations (NCOs) have
governed Dutch nature, but over time, governmesttdrs have become more and more
involved. Thirdly, it can also be claimed that #elis a non-shift in governance.
Governmental and non-governmental actors have alwayerned nature together, in a
restricted fashion that resembles the Dutch neperatist institutional tradition. The
unraveling of this threefold governance puzzletigh& heart of this thesis. The main

research goal is therefore phrased as follows:

To explain how governmental and non-governmentabrachave shaped Dutch
nature policy over time, in order to determine Wiesta shift, a reversed shift or a

non-shift in governance is visible in relation khostpolicy field.
In the second chapter, the analytical, theoretarel conceptual building blocks used to
meet this research goal are presented. First,od aliate of the art on governance theory is

given, ranging from state centric governance tovogt governance, society centred
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governance, multi-actor, multi-level and multi-secgovernance, informal governance,

global governance, good governance, corporate gamee and new public management.
It is argued that within all these governance cptioas, several general perspectives are
discernable. The first perspective refers to goaece modes, i.e. types of governance
with their own distinct characteristics. The secqmetspective addresses governance
shifts, i.e. the transformation of one mode intotaer mode.

Governance modes and shifts are at the core offtegs. To operationalize them,
the policy arrangement approach (PAA) is introduaedhe main analytical tool. A policy
arrangement is a temporary stabilized policy fieddnstituting four dimensions, i.e.
actors, discourse, power and rules of the gameng@&sain these dimensions also cause
changes in the arrangement.

As a next step, a modes of governance typologyisteucted. It is argued that
each policy arrangement embodies such a modectedlen the three organizational
dimensions (actors, power and rules). Moreover, elatively stable arrangement
represents a strong mode, whereas a relativelpbilesarrangement reflects a weak mode.
As the basis for the typology, four different mo@es introduced, i.e. hierarchical, closed
co-, open co- and self governance, derived fronwibik of Kooiman (2003).

Hierarchical governance mainly constitutes govemaleactors who are also in
power, and the interaction rules enable governnoemrcion. Closed co-governance
comprises a select mixed group of actors. Powponaed and the rules allow restricted
cooperation. Open co-governance involves a largeednigroup of actors. Power is
diffused and the rules enable flexible collabormati®elf governance mainly involves non-
governmental actors who also are in power. The sruddlow non-governmental
forerunning. Comparison of the policy arrangeméenét materialize in the field with the
four ideal typical modes can determine which mad@sible at a particular point in time.

After that, shifts in governance are addressede Factors are outlined that can
cause arrangement change, also bringing about mggavee shifts. One of them, policy
entrepreneurs, has an internal character, origigafiom within an arrangement. The
other four, i.e. socio-political trends, adjacemtaagements, shock events and policy
initiatives, have an external character.

In addition, it is argued that two of the discerrmaddes, hierarchical governance and

closed co-governance, qualify as “old” modes ofegoance, whereas the other two, open
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co-governance and self governance, are “new” mamfegovernance. When this is
translated in terms of the governance puzzle ah#zet of this thesis, a shift goes from
hierarchical and/or closed co-governance toward@s @o- and/or self governance. With a
reversed shift, it is the other way around. In cas@ non-shift, closed co-governance
predominates over time, since this governance numaeesponds with the Dutch neo-

corporatist institutional tradition.

The third chapter constitutes a methodological aotoAs main research strategy, the
case study approach is selected, given the negdy in depth a complex phenomenon,
i.e. Dutch nature policy. To narrow down this ratheoad policy field, it is decided to
select two large Dutch regions that contain extensiatural areas as the main cases, i.e.
the Utrechtse Heuvelrug and Midden-Brabant.

Furthermore, it is determined that a relativelygdime span of approximately four
decades should be studied, with the early 1970bestarting point. To enable such a
study, these decades have been iteratively divigkedfour successive periods with five
different measuring points (the early 1970s, 1980 ,mid/late 1990s, the early 2000s and
2008). By determining the governance modes thawvigible at these points in time and
by studying the changes between them, a pattegowarnance shifts can be constructed.

As main techniques for gathering data, in-deptarinews and document analysis
have been used. First of all, 56 interviews werkel,haivided over two sessions of 28
interviews, i.e. 14 per case. The first sessiork tplace from April to June 2006, the
second from February to July 2008. Secondly, thHermmation derived from these
interviews was complemented with data from varieugten sources, such as policy
plans, transcripts of meetings, scientific pubimas, news paper clippings and website
articles.

At the end of the third chapter, the initial reebaguestions are rephrased in terms

of the theoretical and methodological choices madhis thesis:

1. Which nature policy arrangements institutionalizehe Utrechtse Heuvelrug and
in Midden-Brabant from the early 1970s until theela000s?

2. Which modes of governance appear over time in theg@e policy arrangements?
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3. Which change factors are responsible for the sthfis appear over time in these

modes of governance?

4. Which differences and similarities are visible bed&n the governance modes and
shifts that have appeared in the Utrechtse Heuyednd in Midden-Brabant, and

why have these occurred?

5. What does the occurrence of these differences iarthsties mean for the general
manifestation of governance modes and shifts irciDoature policy?

In the fourth chapter, the first of the two casedealt with, i.e. the Utrechtse Heuvelrug.
In this region, in the early 1970s there is alreadyature policy arrangement, referred to
as the ‘purchase arrangement’, given the focushenptrotection of natural areas by
buying them. However, the arrangement is rathetalbes. Only one actor, the NCiet
Utrechts Landschaprhe Utrecht Landscape: HUL) is proactively invalvd o realize its
ambitions, the NCO depends on government budgeatsoanlands that are owned by
private estate owners. However, such resourcesrdgyantermittently available.

From the mid 1970s, the ‘purchase arrangemerttiletas profoundly. This is due
to the installation of a provincial nature depamtn@ND) that joins forces with the NCO
HUL. Together, these actors establish a coalitiat starts to orchestrate the large scale
purchase of Heuvelrug forests, mobilizing an extensmount of government funding.
This coalition is able to do so because of the idecbf the forestry sector. As a
consequence of this decline, many private estateemaget into financial trouble and are
forced to sell their lands.

This practice of extensive purchases continuei watl into the 1990s. However,
towards the mid 1990s, the ‘purchase arrangemestathilizes, on the one hand because
most of the available lands have been bought by, mwthe other hand because the
province withdraws its resources from the HeuvelrTigis withdrawal is related to the
introduction of theEcologische HoofdstructuyEcological Main Structure: EHS) policy.

The ecological networks concept upon which the EH$ased is not very relevant for the
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Heuvelrug, which seems to be a coherent ecologerdity already. Consequently,
government chooses to focus on regions where theepd seems more applicable.

Around the same time, two entirely new natureqyoéirrangements appear. In the
south of the region, a group of private estate owimgtiates a National Park. The rise of
this ‘southern National Park arrangement’ is a oesp to an earlier attempt to establish
such a park, undertaken by the government. Howdhes, attempt is rejected by the
private owners, who argue that they themselvespaperation with the other landowners
in the south of the Heuvelrug, should take the.l@&ey therefore establish a sub-regional
coalition that jointly initiates and carries ot @wn National Park policy.

The second new arrangement, referred to as tineson arrangement’, covers the
entire region and arises as the result of a netative of the NCO HUL. This actor
argues that the Utrechtse Heuvelrug is not as gmally coherent as it seems, and calls
for de-fragmentation measures and more politicednéibn. However, the arrangement
remains rather unstable, mainly because the gowarhaoes not really support HUL's
initiative. On its own, the NCO is not powerful emh to bring its new ambitions further.
As such, in the mid 2000s, the ‘cohesion arrangé¢ndésappears once again.

Meanwhile, the NCO HUL has narrowed down its corhpresive focus, arguing
for the creation of two green corridors in the cendf the region. This leads to the
appearance of the ‘central corridors arrangemetit/L wants to realize the corridors
through a land exchange strategy. The provincestaker this strategy and establishes a
coalition to elaborate it. Within this coalitionwd sub-coalitions, respectively lead by
HUL and the PND and by th€amer van KoophanddlChamber of Commerce: KvK)
compete for the precise interpretation of the néategy. Eventually, an agreement is
reached, and the realization of the corridors start

This means that, in the late 2000s, two sub-regiarrangements are visible, i.e.
the ‘southern National Park arrangement’ and tleati@l corridors arrangement’. At the
time of writing, the province has plans to estdbles more comprehensive Heuvelrug
nature policy. This would imply a merger of the tamvangements and the introduction of
new policies for the parts of the region that uniiw have been largely overlooked.
However, these plans are not yet concrete.

The fifth chapter deals with the second case Midden-Brabant, completing the

answer to research question one. In this regian als unstable ‘purchase arrangement’ is
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visible in the early 1970s. Two NCQO4det Brabants Landscha@ he Brabant Landscape:
HBL) and Natuurmonumenter(Nature Monuments: NM) try to buy natural areas,
applying for government subsidies. However, suadasrare only available when their
current owners, usually agrarians, agree to sethttBecause the agrarians generally are
not inclined to do so, only few patches of natuar be purchased.

Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, the ‘purchasengeraent’ continues to be
rather unstable, despite more explicit governmergagement and the involvement of
Midden-Brabant agrarians because of a nationalcypadhitiative, the Relatienota a
subsidy scheme meant to involve agrarians intoragpolicy. However, the agrarians
remain unwilling to sell their lands or engage ature management activities. A struggle
consequently ensues between the NCOs and Noerd-Brabantse Christelijke
BoerenbondNorthern Brabant Christian Agricultural AssociatidNCB), generally won
by the latter. As a consequence, the amount of@dbat is protected remains limited.

In the early 1990s, with the introduction of theokegical networks concept, the
unstable ‘purchase arrangement’ transforms into'E#S arrangement’. The provincial
government becomes more explicitly engaged, brondgmgether the Midden-Brabant
agrarians and several local NCOs in a temporarjitiooa allowing them to demarcate
the EHS. The agrarians no longer resist natureyal fiercely as before, mainly because
their position is affected by the decline of thejaadnt agricultural arrangement.
Eventually, a new coalition is installed to implamh¢he EHS, comprising the NCOs and
several governmental actors.

From the mid 1990s, nature policies with a motegral character, also referred to
asGeintegreerd Gebiedsgericht Belé€ldtegrated Area Specific Policies: GGB) appear in
Midden-Brabant. First, the region is designated aa¥Vaardevol Cultuurlandschap
(Valuable Man-made Landscape: WCL). However, theClWarrangement’ that as a
consequence appears remains quite unstable, nissoiuse the WCL project group does
not really elaborate the new integral policy. Mensbef this coalition pursue their own
sectoral interests and argue that the governmes# ot provide enough resources.

Not long after that, in the late 1990s, tBeoene Woudolicy appears. Initially a
sectoral concept that envisages the realizatioa nature park in Midden-Brabant, the
Groene Woudroadens to take into account the entire regi@hahits functions. In the

late 1990s, the ‘EHS arrangement’ and the ‘WCLrageament’ merge and transform into
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the ‘Groene Woudarrangement'. Over time, new actors become inghlvtiating their
own projects, only loosely working together. Thaslargely orchestrated by four actors,
i.e. a member o6Gedeputeerde Statdthe Provincial Executive: GS), the HBL director,
an alderman of the municipality of Boxtel and agmtove farmer.

From the early 2000s, th&foene Woudarrangement’ is complemented with the
‘Reconstructiaarrangement’, which appears because of a GGB-telawécy initiative,
grounded in the 1997 outbreak of swine fever. Tiowipce establishes a comprehensive
coalition, to create and realize an integral polgn. Initially, a lengthy bargaining
process ensues between two sub-coalitions, one Igadhe Zuidelijke Land- en
Tuinbouworganisatig Southern Organization for Agriculture and Horticué: ZLTO),
the other by theBrabantse MilieufederatiéBrabant Environmental Federation: BMF).
Eventually, when a compromise is reached, the pakcimplemented by initiating
Reconstructigrojects.

In the late 2000s, therefore, there are two regjiand integral policy arrangements
in Midden-Brabant, theGroene Woudirrangement’ and th&®econstructi@rrangement’.
Because these arrangements show considerable mvetiathe time of writing, the
province has started to bring about a merger betvieem. However, it is not clear yet

how this enterprise has evolved and what the caresexp are for Midden-Brabant.

The sixth chapter deals with and compares the gavee modes and shifts that appear in
the two cases, also outlining some generalizatitirargues that, as a first similarity, in
both the Utrechtse Heuvelrug and Midden-Brabanévarsed shift appears. In each case,
despite signs of closed co-governance, self govemas the mode that predominantly
appears in the early 1970s. However, the mode hasurantentional and weak
connotation, because of the NCOs’ unheeded calydmernment engagement and their
dependence on resources (budgets and lands) dedtbyl other actors.

From the mid 1970s, on the Heuvelrug, strong clasedovernance replaces weak
self governance, when a small mixed coalition tivata restricted cooperation process,
pools its resources to buy a lot of nature. In Midgkdrabant, however, weak self
governance remains. This is due to a struggle lmtviee NCOs and the NCB, who
respectively try to maximize or minimize the effeftthe Relatienotapolicy initiative.

The NCB turns out to be the most influential actmcupying a defensive role.
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This difference is on the one hand explained by diféerent involvement of the
government. On the Heuvelrug, the new PND adopterdarepreneurial role, together
with the NCO HUL. In Midden-Brabant, such engagetmsmot yet visible. On the other
hand, the difference is due to a different develepimn terms of adjacent arrangements.
On the Heuvelrug, the forestry arrangement declimdgsch provides pivotal resources
(lands) and draws the government to nature praotectin Midden-Brabant, such a
development does not occur; the adjacent agri@lltarrangement remains stable.
Consequently, the agrarians remain influential, tnredgovernment continues to focus on
agriculture. From this difference it can be derivibdt when nature is governed in a
sectoral way, it is importantly affected by whappeans in adjacent sectors.

The first half of the 1990s shows an interestingning trajectory. In Midden-
Brabant, two decades after this has happened oHeheelrug, weak self governance is
replaced by strong closed co-governance, when # smeed coalition in a restrictive
fashion starts to implement the EHS policy. On lHeaivelrug, meanwhile, strong closed
co-governance weakens considerably. The existinglitom no longer is able to
orchestrate its purchase activities, and no onesstakesponsibility for governing
Heuvelrug nature any longer.

This difference is due to the different susceptibiof the studied regions to a
national policy initiative (ecological networks)his change factor draws government
attention to Midden-Brabant, where the EHS realirats prioritized. However, it draws
it away from the Heuvelrug, where the EHS is demi@a without much ado and is not
further elaborated. As a consequence, governmentaépreneurs come to the fore in
Midden-Brabant, but disappear from the HeuvelrugisTmeans that the introduction of
the ecological networks concept is not benefiaahlt Dutch regions. In regions that do
not tally with the concept, an atmosphere of ndgian arise.

After that, i.e. from the mid 1990s, in both caaeshift in governance materializes,
from closed co-governance towards new modes ofrganee. On the Heuvelrug, two
modes of self governance surface, one in the sdhéhother (although rather weak)
covering the entire region. This is respectivebate to the influential roles of the private
estate owners and the NCO HUL. In Midden-Brabardamwvhile, open co-governance

emerges, first only weakly (in the ‘WCL arrangemgniater on much more strongly,
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when a large mixed group of actors engaGesene Woudrojects, collaborating in a
flexible fashion while power is diffused, lead muf policy entrepreneurs.

The fact that in both cases a shift in governaapgeears is closely interrelated with
a change in discourse (from sectoral to regiondl iategral) that materializes in both
regions, introduced by entrepreneurs or by GGBtedlgolicy initiatives. It is obvious,
however, that there is a difference in governmemgfagement. On the Heuvelrug, such
engagement remains limited, whereas in Midden-Bralas quite profound. Moreover,
on the Heuvelrug governance focuses mainly on théhsof the region, whereas in
Midden-Brabant a comprehensive mode is visible s€he/o differences are related to the
different susceptibility of the two regions to thdovementioned new discourse. The
governance of Midden-Brabant nature very muchemliWwith it, whereas the governance
of Heuvelrug nature does not. This draws attentiotine former region, but not so much
to the latter one.

In the early 2000s, in both cases, the new modg®wérnance are complemented
with closed co-governance. On the Heuvelrug, thishe result of the entrepreneurial
exploits of the NCO HUL, which causes the riseha tcentral corridors arrangement’; in
Midden-Brabant, a shock event and a policy inimatispark the appearance of the
‘Reconstructi@arrangement’. The recurrent appearance of closegbeernance provides
some evidence of the presence of a non-shift ireg@ance. However, in both cases, the
modes of closed co-governance that appear simitbelyate from the modes that arose
before the mid 1990s. They have a more integratacier; this means that power is
relatively more diffused and the interaction rudes relatively more flexible.

Furthermore, the difference in scope that had diregpeared after the mid 1990s
(see above), remains visible; on the Heuvelrugegmance focuses on two parts of the
region, whereas in Midden-Brabant, there are twmmehensive modes. From this
continuing difference, it can be derived that, wheature is governed integrally, the
presence of adjacent sectors seems to be benefibmltension between various regional
functions, especially nature and agriculture, kelfy to draw additional government
resources to a particular region. Such resourcesotidind their way to regions that are
not as “interesting” from an integral perspective.

From the above comparison, it can be deduced thaea co-governance is the

mode that appears most often. In both cases, arakand classic variety and a
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contemporary and integral and regional variety niee. Subsequently, self governance
also appears often, showing a defensive and anemional connotation. Thirdly, open

co-governance only comes to the fore in the MidBesbant case. It seems difficult to
orchestrate the manifestation of this mode, whioly seems to appear in a bottom-up
fashion. Finally, hierarchical governance doesappear for any length of time in any of
the cases, despite evidence that government hgesdoden important role over time.

Evidence has therefore been found for all thremimd that constitute the
governance puzzle. The reversed shift materializébe sectoral governance of nature,
from the early 1970s to the mid 1990s, when weak wamintentional self governance is
replaced by strong closed co-governance. It maynoemce at a different point in time,
though. The shift in governance surfaces after, tivdten the sectoral governance of
nature is complemented with a more integral andred approach. However, this shift
does not have a uniform character, given the appear of various “new” modes.
Evidence of the non-shift in governance can be doim the fact that closed co-
governance reappears after several years of ahsenbeth cases materializing in the
early 2000s. However, in comparison to the modesappg before the mid 1990s, closed
co-governance has a more contemporary connotation.

From the above-outlined developments, it can beloded that the governance of
nature takes place in two currents, i.e. a sectwra] already visible for a very long time,
and an integral and regional one, which complem#rgssectoral current from the mid
1990s. In the sectoral current, over time a rewkrshift takes place, most likely
materializing before the mid 1990s. In the integmat regional current, there is a more
pluralist governance picture; various old and newdes appear beside one another,

depending on region-specific characteristics.

In the seventh and final chapter, the researchrapped up. First, the five research
guestions that have been expansively addresseldaptés 4 to 6 are answered, avoiding
conceptual language as much as possible. This ntbanhdor each case, the developing
nature policy arrangements and their correspondimgernance modes and shifts are
outlined. After that, the comparison of the moded ahifts that have appeared, and the

generalizations that are derived from this comparisre summarized.
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Subsequently, a theoretical, methodological andicap reflection is presented. In the

theoretical reflection, the two governance curremts compared with governance claims
in policy science literature. It is argued that tleeersed shift appearing in the sectoral
current does not correspond with most claims inego&nce literature. However, it does
seem to be related to the institutionalization @ivrpolicy fields. The pluralist governance
picture of the integral and regional current cquoewls with several authors who claim a
hybrid manifestation of governance. Moreover, thisrent reflects characteristics of

multi-actor, multi-level and multi-sector governanc

Furthermore, the concepts that have been usdikithiesis are reflected upon. It is
outlined that the use of the PAA has enabled anbalbetween general conclusions and a
nuanced analysis. However, before they can be ehplhe four PAA dimensions first
have to be narrowed down and interpreted in teringhe research at stake. The
governance modes derived from Kooiman (2003) ads@ liunctioned well, although they
have remained rather abstract. Furthermore, it beeen quite difficult to distinguish
between governance modes and policy arrangementsn ghe significant overlap
between the two. Concerning shifts in governartds,thesis has given reason to question
the “oldness” of old governance and the “newnes$sieav governance.

In the methodological reflection, the methods used contemplated. It is
mentioned that it sometimes has been difficult &tednine what a nature policy
arrangement is, especially in case of policies waithintegral character. As well, it is
argued that in the two cases that have been stutliedinfluence of European nature
policy was negligible. This mainly seems to be tluthe fact that such policy has not yet
been elaborated on a regional level. Also the dmtito focus on regions instead of
national or local nature policies is discussed.

In the empirical reflection, the results of thigs$is are compared with several other
studies that focus on governance and Dutch natoiieyp It is argued that the sectoral
current is also visible in other Dutch regions, lrsis the Veluwe, Drentsche Aa and
Gelderse Poort. Moreover, the pluralist governgiiceire that appears when the regional
and integral current complements the sectoral ot also identified in other recent

studies on governance in the Dutch rural area.
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Finally, several policy messages are presented:

* Policy makers should not always give in to thealimation to invoke closed co-
governance, mainly because this often resultsongsses that are not accessible to
certain actors, actors that often do have a stakigei governance of nature.

* Instead, policy makers should try to orchestratenopo-governance processes,
since such governance can invoke a lot of regienafgy.

* For each region, governmental actors should tfintba balance between distance
and engagement: sometimes a regional process ragtisonal government
involvement, but sometimes it can better be lafhal

* Personal leadership by policy entrepreneurs shbalgpromoted and cherished,
since it can make an important difference.

* When possible, nature should be governed integralgally leading to nature
protection sustained by the exploits of sustainabmomic activities.

* When necessary, nature should be governed in arak&shion, for example in

regions that contain important and vulnerable radtgualities.
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Samenvatting

Het introductiehoofdstuk van dit proefschrift preteert de aanleiding voor het
promotieonderzoek. Het centrale thema is “goveregreen Engelse term die zich lastig
laat vertalen. “Governance” behelst het sturen @drdineren van maatschappelijke
processen door de staat, de markt en het maatsahlappiddenveld. Bij gebrek aan een
adequate Nederlandse term zal vanaf nu de termingtugebruikt worden. Bij
beleidsvelden met een collectief belang, bijvooldbeeilieu, infrastructuur of veiligheid,
is dergelijke sturing traditioneel gezien een oeathtaak. In beleidswetenschappelijke
literatuur noemt men dit ook wel “state centric goance” (sturing vanuit de staat) of
“old governance” (oude sturing). De afgelopen paostwaren beleidswetenschappers
echter een afname aan overheidsdominantie in d&mdbeleidsvelden, terwijl ze
tegelijkertijd een toenemende bemoeienis zien \atijgn zonder overheidsachtergrond
(vanaf nu niet-overheden of private partijen gendensturing door dergelijke partijen
heet dan “society centred governance” (sturing itae maatschappij) of “new
governance” (nieuwe sturing). De verschuiving varodde sturingsvorm naar de nieuwe
sturingsvorm staat bekend als de “shift in goveceaifverschuiving in sturing).

Als we vanuit dit perspectief kijken naar de ontkagkng van het Nederlandse
natuurbeleid ontstaat op het eerste gezicht eeleteverwarrend beeld: drie verschillende
beweringen lijken mogelijk. Ten eerste is er bewgsr de verschuiving in sturing. In de
loop van de tijd is de rol van de staat afgenortemwijl allerlei nieuwe niet-overheden bij
het natuurbeleid betrokken zijn geraakt, vooral mesr halverwege de jaren 90
natuurbeleid een meer integraal karakter krijgtn Tweede echter, lijkt het of er een
omgekeerdeverschuiving in sturing plaatsvindt (een zogenaarfwersed shift in
governance”). Het is immers zo dat niet-overhedemalsz Natuurmonumenten, de
Provinciale Landschappen en de Vogelbeschermitanger een belangrijke rol spelen in
het Nederlandse natuurbeleid, en dat de rol vasvdeneid is in de loop van de tijd alleen
maar is toegenomen. Ten derde kan worden gestdlderdgeen noemenswaardige
verschuiving heeft plaatsgevonden (de zogenaamdaa-shift in governance”). De
overheid heeft altijd samen met niet-overhedennagtiurbeleid vormgegeven, naar het
model van de Nederlandse neo-corporatistischedsttaditie.
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Dit proefschrift beoogt het oplossen van deze sgspuzzel door aan te geven welke van
de drie beweringen van toepassing is - of zijndDelstelling van het promotieonderzoek
is dan als volgt:

Uiteenzetten hoe overheden en niet-overheden iloae van de tijd het Nederlandse
natuurbeleid hebben vormgegeven om te bepalensgrake is van een verschuiving in

sturing, een omgekeerde verschuiving of geen veinsol.

Hoofdstuk 2 geeft de analytische, theoretische enceptuele bouwstenen van het
onderzoek. Het hoofdstuk begint met een globaalrzicig van verschillende
sturingsconcepties die terug te vinden zijn in deeelal Engelstalige
beleidswetenschappelijke literatuur over “goverméntlit deze verschillende concepties
zijn enkele perspectieven op sturing af te leideat namesturingsvormer(“governance
modes”) ersturingsverschuivinge(fgovernance shifts”), wijzigingen die optredeisdan
de verschillende sturingsvormen.

Sturingsvormen en sturingsverschuivingen zijn @éat@le begrippen van dit
proefschrift. Om ze te operationaliseren is de idsé&grangementenbenadering (of BAB)
gebruikt. Een beleidsarrangement is een tijdelgktgbiliseerd beleidsveld, bestaande uit
vier dimensies, te weten actoren, discours, machgpelregels. Veranderingen in één of
meer van deze dimensies zorgen ervoor dat ookdheilsarrangement verandert.

De BAB is vervolgens gebruikt om een typologie vaturingsvormen te
construeren. Daarbij is aangenomen dat elk belemsgement een bepaalde
sturingsvorm bevat, die naar voren komt in de driganisatorische dimensies (actoren,
macht en spelregels). Daarnaast bevat een relatadiel arrangement een sterke
sturingsvorm, en een relatief onstabiel arrangemssm zwakke sturingsvorm. De
typologie bevat vier ideaaltypische sturingsvormafigeleid van het werk van Kooiman
(2003): hiérarchische sturing, gesloten samenwgrkipen samenwerking en zelfsturing.

Bij hiérarchische sturing zijn vooral overhederirbkken, die tevens de meeste
macht bezitten. De spelregels geven aan dat deh@debepaalt wat er gebeurt. Bij
gesloten samenwerking geven de regels aan dattsleen kleine groep overheden en
niet-overheden samen stuurt, de macht delend. Gaerenwerking daarentegen omvat

een grote groep overheden en niet-overheden, rakegpls die flexibiliteit benadrukken.
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Macht is verspreid over de verschillende actoreij.zBIfsturing tenslotte, zijn niet-
overheden de machtigste partij. De regels biedendeuruimte om de leiding te nemen.
Door beleidsarrangementen uit de beleidspraktijetgelijken met deze vier ideaaltypen
kan worden bepaald welke sturingsvorm dominant aargns.

Als laatste stap zijn sturingsverschuivingen geafp@naliseerd. Daarbij is
uitgegaan van vijf verschillende factoren die velenmgen in een bestaande sturingsvorm
teweeg kunnen brengen. Eén daarvan, de factordselalernemers, heeft een intern
karakter, omdat dergelijke ondernemers zich in beleidsarrangement bevinden. De
andere vier, te weten sociaal-politieke trendsgesmzende arrangementen, choquerende
gebeurtenissen en beleidsinitiatieven, hebben x@ennekarakter.

Daarnaast is aangegeven dat hiérarchische stuniigg®&oten samenwerking oude
sturingsvormen zijn, terwijl de andere twee, opamenwerking en zelfsturing, nieuwe
sturingsvormen zijn. Vertaald naar de drie bewearinglie in het introductiehoofdstuk
geformuleerd zijn betekent dit dat een gewone rggstierschuiving van hiérarchische
sturing en/of gesloten samenwerking naar open sasr&mg en /of zelfsturing gaat. Bij
een omgekeerde verschuiving is het juist andersBip. het ontbreken van een
verschuiving is gesloten samenwerking continue damti aangezien deze sturingsvorm

gelijkstaat aan de Nederlandse neo-corporatistisekdie.

Het derde hoofdstuk bevat het methodologische kadsr het proefschrift. Als
onderzoeksstrategie is de gevalsstudie gekozen, atomfutet construeren van
beleidsarrangementen, in dit geval gerelateerd l@nNederlandse natuurbeleid, de
nodige diepgang vereist, diepgang die met een geivalie bereikt kan worden. Om het
beleidsveld verder af te bakenen is het onderzoegespitst op twee casus, grote
Nederlandse regio’s die voor een belangrijk deehaiuur bestaan, te weten de Utrechtse
Heuvelrug en Midden-Brabant.

Daarnaast is beargumenteerd dat om sturingsveveafpen te kunnen bestuderen
een relatief lange tijdsspanne onderzocht moet evor¥andaar dat is besloten om het
natuurbeleid in beide casus te bestuderen vandidgat van de jaren '70. Eindpunt is het
jaar 2008. De bestudeerde periode is op een #ggmtmanier opgesplitst in vier perioden,
waardoor vijf verschillende meetpunten zijn ontsté@et begin van de jaren 70, 1990, de

late jaren '90, het begin van de jaren 2000 en RO@®or te bepalen welke
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sturingsvormen er op deze meetpunten aanwezig Mg een patroon van

sturingsverschuivingen worden geconstrueerd.

Diepte-interviews en documentanalyse zijn de twekangrijkste manieren van

dataverzameling geweest. Om te beginnen zijn ent&6views gehouden, in twee sessies

van 28 interviews, 14 per casus. De eerste sessi@ plaats van april tot juni 2006, de

tweede van februari tot juli 2008. Vervolgens isimfermatie uit de interviews aangevuld

met

gegevens uit verschillende soorten geschreveonniateriaal, met name

beleidsplannen, notulen van vergaderingen, artikddentenknipsels en websites.

Aan het slot van het methodologische hoofdstuk dg¢ onderzoeksvragen die aan

de basis van het proefschrift liggen, opnieuw getdeerd op basis van de keuzes die in

de hoofdstukken 2 en 3 gemaakt zijn:

1. Welke natuurbeleidsarrangementen manifesteren ggcble Utrechtse Heuvelrug

en in Midden-Brabant vanaf het begin van de jaréntot aan 20087

Welke sturingsvormen komen in de loop van de tijgamvoren in deze

arrangementen?

Welke veranderfactoren zijn verantwoordelijk voa derschuivingen die in de

loop van de tijd in deze sturingsvormen optreden?

Welke verschillen en overeenkomsten zijn zichtiiaasen de sturingsvormen en
sturingsverschuivingen die in beide casus naarrvai@ gekomen, en waardoor

zijn deze verschillen en overeenkomsten veroorZaakt

Wat betekent de aanwezigheid van de verschillerowreenkomsten voor de
manifestatie van sturingsvormen- en verschuivingen het Nederlandse

natuurbeleid in het algemeen?

Hoofdstuk 4 behandelt de beleidsarrangementen distaan zijn in de Utrechtse

Heuvelrug. In de vroege jaren '70 is er al het ragende ‘aankoop arrangement’,

gefocust op het aankopen van stukken natuur. Hahgement is echter relatief onstabiel.
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Slechts één actor, Het Utrechts Landschap (HULgcigef bezig met het uitvoeren van
natuurbeleid. Deze private partij richt zich op &ahkopen van landerijen van particuliere
landgoedeigenaren. Ze is daarbij echter afhankelgh de financiéle steun van de
overheid, en slaagt er slechts sporadisch in dezm ge verkrijgen, met name omdat de
particuliere eigenaren niet geneigd zijn hun grenderkopen.

Vanaf het midden van de jaren '70 wordt het ‘aapkarrangement’ stabieler. Dit
komt door meer bemoeienis vanuit de provincie Uitreddet nieuwe provinciaal
natuurdepartement (PND) gaat samen met HUL de sgbalige aankoop van bosgebied
op de Utrechtse Heuvelrug organiseren. Dit wordgefigk gemaakt door het feit dat er
steeds meer grond te koop is. Vanwege de ineeimgforan de bosbouwsector komen
vele particuliere landgoedeigenaren financieelernpdoblemen waardoor ze steeds vaker
genoodzaakt zijn hun landgoed te verkopen.

In het midden van de jaren '90 is grootschaligekaap niet meer mogelik,
waardoor het ‘aankoop arrangement’ verzwakt. Eju=zs er al veel grond gekocht,
waardoor het aanbod afneemt. Anderzijds zet deimeiv Utrecht haar financiéle
middelen steeds minder in om bestaand bosgebikopien. Vanwege de introductie van
de Ecologische Hoofdstructuur (EHS) richt de proienzich vooral op regio’s die erg
versnipperd zijn of waar veel strijd is tussen oaten landbouw. Omdat de Heuvelrug op
het eerste gezicht al een coherent ecologisch fshieggt ze nog maar weinig aandacht.

Rond dezelfde tijd ontstaan er twee nieuwe arnaegeen. In het zuiden van de
regio neemt een groep particuliere landgoedeigernaeeinitiatief om een Nationaal Park
Utrechtse Heuvelrug te realiseren. Een overheglsgoom een dergelijk park te
installeren hebben ze afgewezen, omdat ze hetaret zijn met het voorgestelde beleid.
Ze stellen daarom een eigen commissie in die desevenan de streek in ogenschouw
neemt. Dit leidt tot het ontstaan van het ‘zuideliNationaal Park arrangement’.

Het tweede nieuwe arrangement, het ‘cohesie agraagt’, beslaat de hele regio.
Het ontstaat door een nieuw initiatief van HUL. Beactor stelt dat de Utrechste
Heuvelrug ecologisch niet zo coherent is als al§jdangenomen. Ze roept op tot nieuwe
ontsnipperingsmaatregelen en vraagt de politiekr mardacht aan de regio te schenken.
Het ‘cohesie arrangement’ blijft echter vrij ons&pomdat de overheid niet echt aan de
oproep van HUL gehoor geeft. In het midden vanatery 2000 verdwijnt het ‘cohesie

arrangement’ dan ook.
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In de tussentijd heeft HUL zich gericht op het neddran de Utrechtse Heuvelrug. HUL
wil twee groene corridors realiseren door het dppevan een landuitwisselingsproject,
waarmee bebouwing (‘rood’) en natuur (‘groen’) Jlagist worden. De provincie besluit
tot het instellen van een gebiedsplatform, om ceesyie verder te ontwikkelen. Al gauw
blijkt dat de deelnemers aan het ‘centrale coradrangement’ grofweg op te delen zijn
in twee subcoalities. Eén daarvan, geleid door dmé& van Koophandel, pleit voor meer
“rood”, de ander, waar HUL de leider van is, wilveel mogelijk “groen” realiseren.
Uiteindelijk komen de partijen tot een overeenkgmsharna de realisering van de
corridors begint.

Dit betekent dat er aan het einde van de jare® 20@e arrangementen bestaan,
elk gericht op een afzonderlijk deel van de UtreehHeuvelrug. In 2008 heeft de
provincie het plan opgevat om een nieuw beleid ezdtten waarbij ze de Utrechtse
Heuvelrug als één geheel beschouwt. Dit zou bewkedat de twee bestaande
arrangementen samengevoegd worden en dat er pl&kongn voor delen van de regio

waarvoor nog geen apart beleid geldt. Deze amBigehter nog niet heel concreet.

Hoofdstuk vijf gaat over de tweede casus, MiddeabBnt. Ook hier zien we in de vroege
jaren '70 een onstabiel ‘aankoop arrangement’. Twatiurbeschermingsorganisaties,
Het Brabants Landschap (HBL) en Natuurmonumentewl)(Nouden zich bezig met het
aankopen van natuurgebieden met financiéle stenrdeaoverheid. Deze steun is echter
alleen beschikbaar als de bestaande eigenarenevaatdurgebieden, vaak agrariérs, hun
land te koop aanbieden. Omdat maar weinig boerégndden kunnen de twee
natuurbeschermingsorganisaties maar zelden eeargahied kopen.

Tot en met de jaren '80 blijft het ‘aankoop arramgnt’ relatief onstabiel, ondanks
de introductie van de Relatienota, een beleidspkam de overheid dat bedoeld is om
landbouwgrond met natuurwaarden te beschermen. @eomtroductie van dit plan
bemoeit de provincie zich wat meer met het natdaithe terwijl ook agrarische
belangenorganisaties aan tafel zitten. De boerdfidden-Brabant zijn echter nog steeds
niet van plan hun land te verkopen. Als gevolg Jaerontstaat er een strijd tussen de
natuurbeschermingsorganisaties enerzijds en ded\Bi@bantse Christelijke Boerenbond
(NCB) anderzijds, een strijd die laatstgenoemddijpaeelal wint. Hierdoor blijft het

aantal hectaren beschermde natuur relatief beperkt.
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In de vroege jaren '90 wordt ook in de provincie oxbBrabant de Ecologische

Hoofdstructuur (EHS) geintroduceerd. Als gevolgryaa transformeert het onstabiele
‘aankoop arrangement’ in het ‘EHS arrangement’ pbevinciale overheid gaat zich zeer
nadrukkelijk met het natuurbeleid bemoeien. Ze grede boeren uit Midden-Brabant

samen met verschillende lokale natuurbeschermertaandeze partijen in onderling

overleg de EHS afbakenen. De boeren zijn niet labgemachte om hun verzet vol te

houden, met name doordat hun positie is aangetastd® verzwakking van de agrarische
sector. Nadat de EHS is afgebakend, stelt de pr@vaen nieuwe coalitie in die het EHS
beleid gaat uitvoeren.

Vanaf het midden van de jaren '90 wordt het ee@integreerd Gebiedsgericht
Beleid (GGB) geintroduceerd. Midden-Brabant woreih &/aardevol Cultuurlandschap,
onder de historische naam “De Meierij”. Het ‘WCLraaxgement’ dat als gevolg hiervan
ontstaat blijft echter onstabiel, vooral doordatWEL projectgroep, door de provincie
ingesteld om het beleid verder gestalte te gevest, aptimaal functioneert. De leden
benadrukken de belangen van hun eigen sector emngsan dat er niet genoeg middelen
zijn om de geformuleerde ambities waar te maken.

Niet lang daarna, in de late jaren '90, komt hebgbe Woud beleid op. In eerste
instantie heeft dit beleid een sectoraal karakterbeoogt het de realisering van een
natuurpark in het hart van Midden-Brabant. In dglean de tijd omvat het echter steeds
meer verschillende functies en beslaat het de gakeio. Uiteindelijk ontstaat hierdoor
het ‘Groene Woud arrangement’, waarin ook het ‘Ebi$angement’ en het ‘WCL
arrangement’ opgaan. Steeds meer partijen staresm @gen project, in losse
samenwerkingsverbanden met elkaar. Het viiegwetéftlat hierdoor ontstaat, wordt in
belangrijke mate gevoed door een aantal belanghelebe een lid van Gedeputeerde
Staten, de directeur van HBL, een wethouder vageseeente Boxtel en een proactieve
agrariér.

In de vroege jaren '2000 ontstaat als gevolg einReconstructiebeleid dat na de
varkenspest van 1997 wordt geintroduceerd, nadsiGnoene Woud arrangement’ het
‘Reconstructie arrangement’. Dit arrangement kriggstalte als de provincie de
reconstructiecommissie “de Meierij” instelt. Inrgte instantie ontstaat in deze coalitie
een langdurig onderhandelingsproces, waarbij twbeaalities te onderscheiden zijn, de
één geleid door de Zuidelijke Land- en Tuinbouwaigatie (ZLTO), de ander door de
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Brabantse Milieufederatie (BMF). Uiteindelijk sleit de verschillende partijen een
compromis, vastgelegd in een reconstructieplanzel@ervolgens gaan uitvoeren.

Aan het einde van de jaren '2000 zijn er dus tweangementen in Midden-
Brabant, beide met een regionaal en integraal kema®mdat deze arrangementen elkaar
in belangrijke mate overlappen, heeft de provinoie2008 een samensmelting tussen
beide teweeggebracht. Wat de uiteindelijke consaigpgehiervan zijn, is echter nog niet

uitgekristalliseerd.

Hoofdstuk 6 behandelt en vergelijkt de sturingsvammen verschuivingen die in de twee
casus naar voren komen, waarbij ook enkele gesernalgen over het Nederlandse
natuurbeleid gepresenteerd worden. Een eerste atensy is dat er zowel op de

Utrechtse Heuvelrug als in Midden-Brabant een oragede sturingsverschuiving

plaatsvindt. In de vroege jaren '70 is zelfsturamnwezig. Deze sturingsvorm is echter
relatief zwak en heeft een onvrijwillig karakter.e Dhatuurorganisaties die met het
natuurbeleid bezig zijn, zijn namelijk afhankelijlan andere partijen en ze proberen
zonder succes de overheid meer nadrukkelijk teskledn bij hun activiteiten.

Op de Utrechtse Heuvelrug vervangt vanaf het nmdden de jaren '70 gesloten
samenwerking deze vorm van zelfsturing, wanneerkégine coalitie van overheden en
private partijen haar krachten bundelt om een gaaotal natuurgebieden aan te kopen. In
Midden-Brabant echter, blijft zelfsturing bestagerwijl er een strijd ontstaat tussen de
natuurorganisaties en de georganiseerde landbdeveedder een verdedigende dan een
voortrekkende rol speelt.

Dit verschil heeft enerzijds te maken met de digerollen die de betrokken
overheden spelen. Op de Utrechtse Heuvelrug opieeear nieuwe en zeer proactieve
overheidsactor, de PND. In Midden-Brabant is ddtriet geval. Anderzijds is er een
verschillende ontwikkeling van aangrenzende arrargggen. Het bosbouwarrangement
op de Heuvelrug verzwakt, doordat bosbouw nietéamgonomisch rendabel is. Dit heeft
een positief effect op de ontwikkeling van het nabeleid. In Midden-Brabant blijft een
dergelijk effect uit, doordat het aangrenzende regplae arrangement dominant blijft.
Hieruit blijkt dat de ontwikkeling van sectoraaltmarbeleid afhankelijk is van wat er in

aangrenzende beleidssectoren gebeurt.
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De eerste helft van de jaren '90 is een interess&ygspiegelde’ omslagperiode. In
Midden-Brabant ontstaat een omgekeerde sturingsveirgng, bijna twintig jaar nadat
deze op de Utrechtse Heuvelrug heeft plaatsgevoriden sterke vorm van gesloten
samenwerking vervangt zelfsturing, wanneer eemé&lepalitie met zowel overheden als
niet-overheden op een besloten manier het EHSdbgkat uitvoeren. Op de Utrechtse
Heuvelrug intussen, verzwakt de gesloten samenngrkiist. De bestaande coalitie is
niet langer in staat haar aankoopactiviteiten telhaven.

Dit verschil hangt samen met de ontvankelijkhesoh \beide regio’s ten aanzien
van een nieuw beleidsinitiatief uit de vroege ja@® i.c. de EHS en het achterliggende
ecologische netwerk concept. Dit beleid trekt dedaaht van de overheid naar Midden-
Brabant. Op de Utrechtse Heuvelrug is de impact hetnnieuwe beleid echter gering,
omdat dit gebied al ecologisch coherent lijkt. 4&s/0lg hiervan fungeert de provincie in
Midden-Brabant als beleidsondernemer, terwijl ¢itde Utrechtse Heuvelrug niet langer
het geval is. Hieruit kan worden afgeleid dat d&oductie van de EHS niet in alle
Nederlandse regio’s een positief effect heeft gehad

In de tweede helft van de jaren '90 ontstaat er heide casus een
sturingsverschuiving van gesloten samenwerking ma@nwe sturingsvormen. Op de
Utrechtse Heuvelrug komen twee vormen van zelfsguniaar voren, één in zuiden van de
regio, de ander - relatief zwak - in het hele gebi&it is het gevolg van de inspanningen
van private partijen, respectievelijk de partictdieigenaren en HUL. In Midden-Brabant
ontstaat open samenwerking, eerst relatief zwakdginfWCL arrangement’), daarna veel
sterker, wanneer een grote groep overheden eroveéeheden aan de slag gaat met
Groene Woud projecten. Vier beleidsondernemers @gndrijvende kracht achter het
ontstaan van de open samenwerking.

De sturingsverschuiving die in beide casus optréetigt nauw samen met een
discoursverandering (van sectoraal naar integraategionaal) in beide regio’s. Het
verschil in inbreng vanuit de overheid is echtddent. Op de Heuvelrug is een dergelijke
inbreng relatief gering, terwijl ze in Midden-Braftaanzienlijk is. Bovendien valt op dat
op de Heuvelrug de nadruk slechts ligt op een dexlean de regio, terwijl sturing in
Midden-Brabant een veelomvattend karakter heefteDeerschillen zijn te wijten aan het

verschil in ontvankelijkheid voor het hierboven gemde integrale discours. Midden-
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Brabant sluit hier goed bij aan, de Utrechtse Heugeeen stuk minder. Dit zorgt ervoor
dat Midden-Brabant in vergelijking met de Heuvelsigrk in de belangstelling staat.

Aan het begin van de jaren ‘2000 keert in beideusade gesloten samenwerking
terug als sturingsvorm. Op de Heuvelrug is ditaekeén aan de inspanningen van HUL,
die resulteren in het ‘centrale corridors arrangame Midden-Brabant zijn het een de
uitbraak van varkenspest — een choquerende gebmsurte en een daaropvolgend
beleidsinitiatief — de Reconstructie — die reseitein het ‘Reconstructie arrangement’. De
terugkeer van gesloten samenwerking lijkt het bewdj zijn voor het ontbreken van een
sturingsverschuiving. De nieuw ontstane vormen gasioten samenwerking verschillen
echter op een vergelijkbare manier van de vormenrdde jaren '90 aanwezig waren; ze
hebben een meer integraal karakter, waardoor meahtief meer verspreid is en
waardoor de interactieregels relatief flexibelgn.zi

Verder is het verschil in omvang van de verschdke sturingsvormen nog steeds
aanwezig. Op de Heuvelrug worden twee aparte delerde regio benadrukt. In Midden-
Brabant daarentegen, hebben beide sturingsvornmealemvattend karakter. Dit verschil
in omvang lijkt opnieuw gerelateerd aan het vetsami ontvankelijkheid voor het
integrale discours dat vanaf het midden van denj&8 is opgekomen. Hieruit valt te
concluderen dat integraal natuurbeleid kan pradmievan sterke aangrenzende sectoren.
Spanningen tussen de verschillende functies dieregin kan hebben, met name natuur
en landbouw, resulteren daarbij in meer aandackkea middelen van de overheid.

Uit de vergelijking blijkt dat gesloten samenwergide sturingsvorm is die het
vaakst naar voren komt. In beide casus komen zearelmeer klassieke sectorale variant
als een meer eigentijdse integrale variant naaen/oiNervolgens valt op dat ook
zelfsturing relatief vaak aanwezig is, hoewel deea defensief of onvrijwillig karakter
heeft. Open samenwerking is alleen aan de ordeiduén-Brabant. Het blijkt lastig te
zijn een dergelijke sturingsvorm bewust in te voeree lijkt vooral van onderop te
ontstaan. Tenslotte blijkt dat hiérarchische stumet dominant aanwezig is geweest in
de beide gebieden.

Derhalve is bewijs aan te voeren voor alle driainct uit hoofdstuk 1. De
omgekeerde sturingsverschuiving komt naar vordmeinsectorale natuurbeleid dat vanaf
de vroege jaren '70 tot aan het midden van de j&@ulominant is, namelijk van zwakke

en onvrijwillige zelfsturing naar klassieke gestotsamenwerking. Daarna vindt een
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sturingsverschuiving plaats, wanneer een integralesgionale vorm van natuurbeleid in
zwang raakt. Deze verschuiving heeft geen unifoarakter, gezien de verschillende
‘nieuwe’ sturingsvormen die ontstaan. Bewijs voet hitblijven van een verandering
tenslotte, kan worden gevonden in het feit datagesl samenwerking zich zowel in het
sectorale als in het integrale natuurbeleid mataésts

Uit de bevindingen van deze thesis is af te leidansturing in het Nederlandse
natuurbeleid twee stromingen kent. Ten eerste éeprsectorale stroming, reeds zichtbaar
in de vroege jaren '70. Ten tweede ontstaat ertrdez® stroming vanaf het midden van
de jaren '90 een integraal-regionale stroming. énsdctorale stroming vindt voordat de
tweede stroming begint een omgekeerde sturingdvairsng plaats, in de integrale en
regionale stroming die daarna ontstaat, bestaat raeer pluriform sturingsbeeld.
Verschillende oude en nieuwe sturingsvormen bestaast elkaar, en hun manifestatie

hangt af van regiospecifieke kenmerken.

Het zevende en laatste hoofdstuk sluit het ond&rzfe Ten eerste behandelt het
hoofdstuk in het kort de vijf onderzoeksvragen dan het proefschrift ten grondslag
liggen. Dit betekent dat een overzicht wordt gegewan de zich ontwikkelende
beleidsarrangementen, van de sturingsvormen- estivaivingen die daarbij naar voren
komen, van de vergelijking van de twee casus erdeageneraliseringen die dit oplevert.
Daarna volgt een theoretische, methodische en rescipe reflectie. De
theoretische reflectie vergelijkt de twee sturitigseingen met claims uit de
beleidswetenschappelijke literatuur. Hieruit bligkat de omgekeerde verschuiving niet
gangbaar is, maar wel kan optreden wanneer eerwnbmleidsveld zich een plaats
verwerft tussen al bestaande en aangrenzende fadkddn. Het pluriforme sturingsbeeld
uit de integraal-regionale stroming is te rijmentmerschillende bronnen die verwijzen
naar het hybride karakter van sturing in de huidigatschappij. Bovendien vertoont deze
stroming tekenen van sturing door meerdere partifanuit meerdere schaalniveaus en
vanuit meerdere sectoren (“multi-actor, multi-legatl multi-sector governance”).
Vervolgens volgt een reflectie op de conceptenrddit proefschrift gebruikt zijn.
Het gebruik van de BAB heeft een balans opgeletiesgen algemene conclusies en een
zeer genuanceerde analyse. Een onderzoeker lijedeimensies echter eerst te moeten

aanscherpen voordat ze toepasbaar zijn. De studngen afgeleid van Kooiman (2003)
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zijn een nuttige operationalisering van sturinglgleén, hoewel ze nog vrij abstract zijn.

Het is verder lastig gebleken om een onderscheidaieen tussen een beleidsarrangement

en een sturingsvorm, gezien de aanzienlijke ovetleysen beiden. Ten aanzien van

sturingsverschuivingen geeft deze thesis tenskmdtdeiding tot het aan de kaak stellen
van de ‘nieuwheid’ van nieuwe sturing en de ‘oudhean oude sturing.

De methodologische reflectie kijkt terug op de gétie onderzoeksmethodiek. Er
is aangehaald dat het soms lastig is gebleken coigs aan te duiden wat een
natuurbeleidsarrangement is, vooral wanneer erkspi® van arrangementen met een
integraal karakter. Ook de beslissing om te foausgeregio’s in plaats van nationaal of
lokaal natuurbeleid wordt bediscussieerd. Tenslstaangegeven dat in de casus die
bestudeerd zijn de invioed van het Europese natlritbrelatief klein is geweest. Dit lijkt
echter vooral te liggen aan het feit dat dergdbgteid nog niet op regionaal niveau is
uitgewerkt.

De empirische reflectie vergelijkt de resultatesn vdit onderzoek met andere
studies die zich richten op sturing in het Nedett@nnatuurbeleid. De sectorale stroming
blijkt ook zichtbaar in andere regio’s, zoals ddwee, Drentsche Aa en Gelderse Poort.
Ook het bestaan van het meer pluriforme sturingdls is gekoppeld aan de regionaal-
integrale stroming wordt onderkend, onder andeenkele recente studies naar sturing in
het Nederlandse landelijk gebied.

Tot slot zijn verschillende beleidsboodschappeorgauleerd:

» Beleidsmakers zouden niet direct moeten toegeverdaaaak ingebakken gewoonte
om gesloten samenwerking te initieren, met name abnutk vaak resulteert in
processen die niet toegankelijk zijn voor bepaaidepen, groepen die vaak wel een
belang hebben in het natuurbeleid.

* Beleidsmakers zouden zich in plaats daarvan maetbten op het tot stand brengen
van een open samenwerking, aangezien deze stupimgsgen grote hoeveelheid
regionale energie kan genereren.

* Overheden zouden voor elke regio een goede balaetem zoeken tussen afstand
bewaren en ingrijpen: soms heeft een regionaal esrodehoefte aan
overheidsbemoeienis, soms kan het het beste niaejeiaten worden.

» Persoonlijk leiderschap door beleidsondernemers gepromoot en gekoesterd
moeten worden, omdat dit vaak het verschil kankegten tussen succes of falen.
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» Natuurbeleid zou, wanneer mogelijk, een integraabkter moeten hebben. Idealiter
zou dat per regio kunnen leiden tot natuurbescheyntiekostigd door de opbrengsten
van duurzame economische activiteiten.

* In sommige gevallen zou natuurbeleid echter eetossad karakter moeten behouden,
bijvoorbeeld in die delen van een regio die belgkgren kwetsbare natuurwaarden

bevatten.
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Total 32,6
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