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Abstract

The complex changing context of the metropolitardémape asks for new approaches in spatial poleytdke
actual planning practice into account. Dutch goment is trying to find a solution through processdvation.
The suggested strategy of ‘development planningdwer, is not really innovative because it is entdsetin
experiences with older strategies such as inteeagiblicy making and region oriented planning. Tlapgr
states that interactive policy making does notlydehd to a more realistic approach of problemseractive
policy-making is, like the rational model of plangj based on a belief that society is malleablstebd we
increasingly become aware that change is morerthainded result of actions of a multiplicity okeholders.
There is a ‘lack’ between policy intentions and atflanning practice. As an alternative, policy-mkmight
find new inspiration in the actions of non govermta¢ actors that organize capacity to implementehideas
for the future of their landscape. The questiondw lyovernment can connect to the capacity to acteod
initiatives. Therefore, insight is needed into thechanisms of the ‘capacity to act’ of stakeholdarsural-
urban regions. The paper explores a number of appesaand concepts that may help to analyze the
mechanisms of agent’'s capacities to act. Poweinetkfas the capacity of agents to achieve outcomes,
identified as the central concept. Central focusdson ‘who decides’, but how power is exerted. Paper
identifies different ways to study power in relatito different dimensions of change: novel ideasithes,
enabling and restricting behaviour in regimes aratlgal social trends and events at the macro l&hel.paper
ends with a conceptual framework that is derivednfthe exploration of approaches, concepts anditsethat
can explain ‘capacity to act’, and concludes witlections for research in the form of researchstjoas.

Introduction

The displacement and alteration of agriculture gmpkearance of more urban functions in the counteysédult

in rapid social and physical changes of open sgast®veen cities. These changes are indicated as the
transformation of the landscape fraspace for production into space for consumption (VROM-raad, 2004;
RLG, 2004). Changes in agriculture are determinedelgyonal spatial developments as well as by irginga
global market competition, high land prices anécstEuropean and national regulations for agricelturature

and environment. A declining number of agricultueitrepreneurs see possibilities for scaling-up and
specialisation, while others sell their farms oiitslv over to multifunctional agriculture. In dengglopulated
parts of the country, agriculture and dairy farmarg disappearing. Instead new functions and aeimerge,



constituting a new social and physical context feeexample Van den Brink et al., 2006). These ractath
their everyday activities and actions, contributeirtcreasing complexity and dynamics in the metlitgro
landscape. As we will decribe in this paper, spatieanges are said to be influenced more and mpréhd
preferences and actions of citizens and entrepsrthan by government interventions. In the midsthi$
changing context of rural-urban regions, practiienare challenged to safeguard spatial qualityy Tdre
supposed to bring creative solutions for multigled use and for sustainable management of opes iard¢iae
new context othe consumption landscape. Strategies involve ‘region oriented policy’, irdetive policy making
and ‘development planning’.

In this paper we will explain why interactive pglistrategies untill now have not led to satifactsojutions. We
will pose that interactive policy making is in factontinuation of the rational planning model loase the idea
that society is malleable. Interactive policy makihas not solved the ‘lack’ between policy and piag

practice. Slow policy procedures are outdated key diinamics of social practice, while potential iwative

ideas out of society are overlooked by the policsteam because of its narrow view on social realtganwhile

new initiatives of non-state actors emerge in thentryside, partly as a reaction to unwanted maddtif the
government and delaying procedures and regulatidmesse initiatives share a ‘capacity to act’, whihacking

in spatial policy strategies. Spatial changes mihexplained better when we look at the everydaiprs of

non-governmental actors and their interactions wiliernment, than if we only view government inetions.

Possibly, new policy strategies can learn and liefrein the way non-governmental actors try to aeki
outcomes. Therefore, we are interested in the aquestow ‘capacity to act’ is manifested in the eday
activities of actors in practice. In this paper, will explore different concepts that may help tefide what
‘capacity to act’ is, and how it can be analysea Wl conclude the paper with a conceptual framéwmased
on these concepts, and end with directions for eagpiresearch.

2 Challenges for Dutch planning

Traditionally Dutch government has tried to presespen space in with a restrictive building polielowever,

as Van der Valk (2002) observes, despite these\peliforts, the western, southern, and centralspaftthe
country are developing into an urban field. Van d&tink et al. (2006) note that among policy makers,
researchers and social organizations there iswilggaconcern regarding the quantity and qualitgieen areas.
One of the problems is the administrative gap atrégional level, which hampers adequate developmwien
rural-urban regions. Municipal policies, sectorational policies and attempts of the province ftélfdhe role

of intermediairy, come together at the regionaklelthough there are a lot of governmental orgatibons
involved, there is nobody who exclusively has th&@r to decide. That is why this situation is pareé as a
gap in regional governance (Van den Brink et ab&@Majer et al. 2006).

Hajer en Zonneveld (2000) argue that the Dutch mansystem is not fit to deal with the complex and
interwoven problems of scarcity of space in regi@es Haas (2006) identifies a discomfort among mpdas and
public administrators. This discomfort is causedlbylisappearing of the belief in the malleabibfysociety; 2)

a deep gap between planning and the reality obbpcactice— resulting in spatial developments imcl spatial
policy had no hand, and 3) disappearance of tre @fecomprehensiveness in spatial planning. Adogrtb De
Haas the problem with current planning practicethiat there is a limited understanding of ‘real’ tia
developments, planning practice lacks design skillshe structural level, planning lacks decisiwsnand
finally, government lacks the capacity to realidang. This analysis of the problems with curreninpiag
practice is confirmed by the report of the Sciéntouncil for the Government (1998) about the fataourse
of spatial policy.

Dutch national government has acknowledged thagro#ipproaches need to be developed to deal with the
increasing complexity of spatial problems. This isyvthe national government has currently movedoitsis
from designing visions for future development togass innovation in which responsibility is shiftedlocal

and regional governments, and civil society. Thenagtts to innovate the planning process are known as
‘development planning’ or ‘area development’ (Mbeise van et al.., 2004). Development planning hecome

a sort of mantra for administrators in all governingers. The approach, which is actually a contagmncept

for a diversity of ideas and conceptions, can lem s a continuation of the experiences with istera policy-
making and region-oriented development. Interacfieécy-making has become a new paradigm for spatia
planning activities (see Aarts, 2007).



The ‘lack’ in policy and practice

Development planning re-affirms that dialogue vathkeholders has become a must in current spédiahipg
processes. Interactive policy making has foundvalmesis in ‘development planning’. However, theengnces
with interactive policy making and region orienfgalicymaking are not all positive. Participatorypapaches in
region oriented policy are supposed to generatee mogative and realistic solutions as well as widélic
support. In the ideal situation these intentionsuldonarrow the gap between policy and reality. Heosve
evaluations of interactive policy making and regaiented policy reveal that outcomes often doawstespond
with expectations. Aarts and Leeuwis (2006) statd thiteractive policymaking can be seen as a resptm
conceptualizations of steering that reflect greatfidence in the malleability of society, and foat reason do
not often give the expected results. They identify following structural problems and dilemmas rdgay
interactive policymaking.

Complex relationships with politics and politicians
Complex and time-consuming processes
Unimaginative compromises with little support
Impossibility to define success

Power struggle instead of common adaptation

agrwONE

In planning theory, interactive policy making isdan as the communicative turn in planning. Commative
planning, based on Habermas’ idea of communicatiienality, has been critized for its lack of alistic
vision on planning in practice (Hillier, FlyvbjergYiftachel, Tewdwr-Jones and Lauria and Whelan).
Communicativeplanning hampers an understanding of how powereshptanning and should focus more on
the analytical question of ‘what is actually dotigan on the normative ‘what should be done’ (Flgvbjand
Richardson, 2002). Fainstein (2000) writes abthg ‘myth’ of the ideal speech situation and theealistic
focus on consensus-building. Moreover, like theratl model, communicative planning lacks a visionspace
and place, it lacks an object. And finally, comnuative theorists avoid dealing with the classiogi¢ of what

to do when open processes produce unjust resaltg&ct, some argue that the possibility that topatl@and
bureaucreatic modes of decision making can prodiesirable outcomes should not be neglected (Aads a
Leeuwis, 2006; Fainstein, 2000). Aarts and Leeuw¥®2 pose that meaningful change hardly ever arises
without conflict and power struggles. Power dynamicay not only be negative, but also a positiveddor
change.

Nearly all critiques of communicative planning mrefe an unrealistic view on the social reality déanming
practice, in particular with regard to the pos#ipibf consensus building and dialogue that is freen power.
Hillier (2003), inspired by Lacan, refers to arudlionary Real in which communicative planning maindp
people together generating innovative ideas ane igblic support. However, “in reality, actors nsse little
benefit in behaving ‘communicatively rationally’ wh strategic, instrumental power-plays and manijuaof
information could result in more favourable outcenier themselves” (ibid., 41). Hillier adds thabalief in
conflict resolution might be even dangerous andpbgtic. There will always be an outside environintrat
does not agree with the select group of stakehsltteat is participating in a planning process. &fme, it
would be wrong to assume that participation leadwitle social support. There is always an outsitiechvis
unknown, but does constitute counterforces in champis is what Hillier, following Lacan, calls Thedka The
Lack is the gap between The Real and reality, betypedny intentions and planning practice. Consedjyen
plans or policy expressions are more a ‘symboligression of incomplete consensus building’ thary the
realistic visions on the future.

The gap between the illusionary “Real”, as consguidty policy-makers, and reality has been desciibedany
other ways. A growing number of authors refer & dimpredictable nature of change and the ideatsaige is
actually the unintended result of multiple intendations of diverse stakeholders. (Aarts, 2007gen, 2000;
Wagemans, 2004). Couclelis (2005: 1355), in thépeet, presents an illustrative definition of plisugn “Land-

use planning is a hopelessly complex human endelvovolves actions taken by some to affect the af land
controlled by others, following decisions taken thyrd parties based on values not shared by altemed,
regarding issues no one fully comprehends, in tamgit to guide events and processes that very likél not

unfold in the time, place, and manner anticipatddagemans (2004) emphasizes that government hiated|

view on social reality, causing distorted meaningking and manipulation. Government only has eyetat

part of social reality that has meaning within fherspective of government. This is illustrated igufe 1.
Initiatives of (B) are not part of the perspectivdshe government and therefore they are, to thesghment,
irrelevant and meaningless. In policy science, phixess is described as selfreferentiality.



Formal government A
perspective

Social reality
Figure 1. Definition of social reality by governni¢kiVagemans, 2004).

An example of selfreferentiality of government e tcontext of the rural-urban landscape, can bedau what
we call ‘the urban-rural divide’. The urban-rur@ide is caused by a division of spatial policy ndepartments
for urban planning and housing and departmentsual development, at the national level, but esdhe
provincial and municipal level. In fact, urban meipalities do not seem to be concerned about theagement
of the open space surrounding the built environméanh den Brink et al. (2006) point out that thisra lack of
commitment of big municipalities when it comes tarmagement of open spaces. Only rural parties, aach
farmer representatives, nature organisations anteagonal organisation are involved in committékat
develop policies for open space between citiesablmmunicipalities tend to see open space as a fuuration
for agriculture and nature development insteadhafidan function for the benefit of the urban pagioh (Van
den Brink et al., 2006). Similarly, committees tha¢ concerned with rural planning, only scarcaljolve the
multiple socio-economical relations with the urtEnvironment. Meanwhile, there is an increasing remds
new players in the rural-urban landscape, as dgrieli stakeholders make way for nature organisatiovater
boards, recreation entrepeneurs etc. These newrglayfeen with more ‘urban’ backgrounds, gain marel
more influence thanks to their financial resourcBsese are, amongst others, reasons why urban aald ru
governmental organisations should try to becomeeniovolved in each others activities. Selfreferaity,
however, is a difficult bridge to cross.

Wagemans (2004) notes that the tragedy of thisedeientiality in government approaches is thaepidl
innovative forces that are developed within sogiatg overseen. New initiatives that do not comwaspexactly
with existing regulations and subsidy arragemetisnot get the chance to further develop ideas®ekecute
them. For example, the subdivide of regulations eesburces over rural and urban policies, comm@iat
govenrmental support for initiatives in areas dagyboth rural and urban characteristics (for exempral-
urban fringes). The government has the monopoly oweining making when it comes to the distributiébn o
resources and rules.

Opportunities of self-organization

New initiatives that emerge in civil society migiffer new opportunities to deal with governancebpems in
spatial planning in another way. Government isggjling to find new ways of coping with complexifihe idea
is to decentralize responsibilities to the lowestl possible and to simplify regulations. The dangehowever,
that because of selfrerential behaviour, governmahtevelop new authoritative and allocative mulbat will
complicate more bottom-up proceses. How can we findiay out of this dilemma? Some suggest that
government should learn to let go more and leavigensafor civil society to solve (e.g. Aarts andribg, 2006;
Horlings et al.; 2006). This would mean a new stethe liberalization trend of spatial policy. Ircfacitizens
and entrepeneurs already seem to have growingeimfkiin developments in public space (Aarts andngur
2006). New initiatives in the countryside emerghich are not only prompted by self-interest of uidiials, but
often are the result of social engagement of actmyand issues of landscape management (Floor @udr8a,
2006; Horlings et al. 2006).

Floor and Salverda (2006) describe a number of plesrof these new inititiatives. These exampleshav
common that they are based on the changing coofetie countryside that is increasingly determirmd
preferences of urban dwellers, nature organizatmusother interest groups. Farmers are tryinglapato this
new situation. Some move to other parts of the tgwihere sufficient land is available for loweigas. Others
try to make a living by welcoming curious and ietgted citizens to their farm, providing health darsoothing



surroundings, selling regional products, offeriagnping facilities and so on. These choices araaftade with
the help of institutionalised organisations such fasmer organizations or environmental cooperatives
Government in most cases is also involved, to ensluat activities are conform regulations and tovjate
access to subsidies and information about procedsttegies etc. Interestingly, Aarts (2007) dtzserved that
more and more initiatives explicitly avoid the imvement of governments. Government involvementfismo
perceived as meddling that can only lead to deMdgreover, initiatives are only supported when tffieynto
existing policies. That is why new ways are explotednvest without applying for government subsidie
Examples are collective windmill parks, collectiveadow-ownership and collective construction of @ybs-
plant (Floor and Salverda, 2006).

Conclusion

The examples of selforganization and the new pdtiend to decentralize responsibilities refer to melations
between activities of actors and institutionalipzectices. How do actors achieve their goals amd ¢ho they
communicate with established public organizati@netlize this? Floor and Salverda (2006) obsdraeDutch
government is afraid to let go of control and tavie things to private actors, which is an obstéateself-
organization. The intention of the government igjitee more room for citizens’ activities, but thatention is
not (yet) converted into actual actions. This leamsestrictions on initiatives through, for exampéxisting
zoning plans. The former described developments featie question what government can learn frorfr sel
organizing capacities of groups within civil sogied get closer to the ideal of a more facilitatyevernment
with a broadened perspective on the potentialaitiiives out of civil society.

We conclude with the proposition that what is lagkin government activities and what is the potgdritenefit
of emerging initiatives in rural-urban regionsai€apacity of agents to achieve their goals, atlrer words, a
‘capacity of agents to act’. Spatial changes adetstood to be more the unintended result of ewgrattions
of all kinds of actors than the result of governiauiicies. Queries about agents’ capacity to eferrto a wish
to understand what is going on in actual planniragtice. What do people do to realize their prefees? How
do they connect to others to get what they want?ckVipaths are chosen to become connected with
governmental actors that have access to requissdirees? In the next section, we will focus onntleehanisms
of agents’ capacity to act. Theoretically, these metsms can be found in social theory on the midbietween
agency and structure. We assume that actionsrastd through diverse power relations that teothble and
restrict. Furthermore, agents do not act alone. Ty operate in networks, and as we have seereabotors
increasingly find ways to organize themselves adoeartain topics, problems and ideals.

3 Analyzing ‘capacity to act’

Structure, agency and power

We will reflect on the relation between agentsi@ts and structure with the help of Giddens’ stiation
theory (1984). The main idea is that structure leotibles and restricts human actions, but at the same is
constituted by human agency. Repeated behavicagtofs becomes a pattern that results in institatisation
of the actions of actors. “Institutionalisatiortli® historical process in which initially individuand subjective
behaviour (the unity of acting, thinking and feglinis imitated, and then repeated in time to suckxent that
it develops into a collective and objective pattefitbehaviour, which in its turn exerts a stimuigtand
controlling influence on subsequent individual @t jective actions, thoughts and feelings. Thiate®taken-
for-granted routines that may clear the way fordlsign of new actions, thoughts and feelings” @ield
2000: 31-32, in De Jonge en Van der Windt, 200%titutions are the "sets of 'rules' that guide @ktrain
the behaviour of individual actors" (Arts and Vartérdnove, 2006, 26). This implies that actions ohégare
structured by forces flowing from the institutioraintext (which itself is the result of human agjiorhe
relation between structure and agency providaghhto our question as to which mechanisms guide
‘capacity to act’ of stakeholders in rural-urbagioms.

Healey (2006a), following Giddens (1984) identifiesee key linkages in agency-structure relations.
« flow of material resources
« flow of authoritative resources or regulatory povieformal and formal)
« flow of ideas and frames of reference: “the powegénerate new imaginations and shape identitigs an
values



According to Healey, these linkages provide insigho the structuring forces of change. Changes loan
identified through “the power mobilized as resogrege circulated, regulatory norms activated antcepts
brought to life in arguments and justifications”e@dley, 2006a: 303). A similar model is developediblg and
Leroy (2006), who try to overcome the dualism ofisture and agency by describing policy arrangemients
terms of discourses (content), actors, rules arsmburees. Figure 2 indicates the interrelations lefsé
dimensions of policy arrangements.

Discourses

1 Actors

Resources Rules of the game

Figure 2. Dimensions of policy arrangements (Lieffler2006)

From the above, we can conclude that agency-steictlations can be studied through analysis ofvibg
power is manifested in these relations. Power, raatg to Giddens (1984) is “the capacity of ageatachieve
outcomes in social practices” (in Arts and Van Thtae, 2004). Arts and Van Tatenhove (2004) argue tha
power can be manifested both through discoursedtandgh organizational aspects because policytagkn
not only become influential by organizational res®s, like money, personnel, tactics, but also figyments
and persuasion. They define power as “the orgaaisatiand discursive capacity of agencies, either in
competition with one another or jointly, to achiemgcomes in social practices, a capacity whidioisever co-
determined by the structural power of those sdaistitutions in which these agencies are embeddibit.,
347).

In Giddens definition of power, power does not ondgtrict social action, it also enables agentadbieve
outcomes. The enabling aspect of power, in thabitlyces society, is also an important argumertiénatork of
Foucault (see for example Flyvbjerg, 1998). HedR806b: 46) stresses that “structuring power owdralyiour
of agents does not only refer to particular sphefdabe world of work and politics. Foucauldianigt#t learns
that power relations inhere in the finegrain of foeial relations in which we live. Healey addst t@é&ddens
builds upon the insight that power is manifestedadnial relations, but contrary to Foucault usesdbncept of
the active agent. “Marx and Foucault and their moipwers present structure as external foraetsng on

individual subjects. Giddens argues instead thratstral forces work through the relational webghwi which

we live, as we both use and constitute the strastwhich surround us .... The structuring is therefosale

ourselves’ (ibid., 46)

Discursive hegemony

Healey (2006a) is not completely satisfied by anteaork explaining agency-structure relations witwk of
rules, resources and ideas because it does natiexjnamics in policy change. Therefore, she dioes the
concept of discourse structuration, following Haf@P95). Using this concept, she raises the issuesow
discourses and practices come to ‘travel’ from amea to another. Following this logic, she arguwes t
governance transformation can be identified “wheeg discursive frames appear and diffuse to a rarfige
arenas with sufficient effect to shift significanthe way resources are allocated and regulatatyfeomulated
and used” (Healey, 2006a, 304).

Discourses are defined by Hajer (1993: 45) as ebssnof ideas, concepts and categories throughhwhic
meaning is given to phenomena. Discourses frantaigeproblems and exclude other problems and &spec
from public deliberation. “Discourse structuratioocurs when a discourse starts to dominate thearsgciety
conceptualizes the world” (2003: 46). Discoursactiration can lead to institutionalization of edémtpractices
and traditional ways of reasoning. Important toenlere, especially in the light of the earlier agyestructure



relation, is that discourses are carried, not diglyinstitutions, but in the first place by actofa that respect,
Hajer refers to the existence of discourse coalitigroups of actors who share a social construct.

Discursive power is generally seen as constitutivpower exerted through more material entitidee linoney,
labour, land and regulations (see for example H&di6B3; Healey 2006a; Arts and Van Tatenhove, 2004,
Flyvbjerg, 1998). Flyvbjerg (1998) warns that weosld not view the universe of discourses as divioed
accepted and excluded discourses, into dominantdandnated discourses, or into successful andcialls
discourses. He suggests to reconstruct this mialtiplof discursive elements in a concrete studypoiver and
rationality.

So how can we position spatial changes into thesgppctives of discursive power influencing actiohactive
agents? Van Dam et al. (2005), following Gidden98d), stress that space is an important part of the
structuration of social practices. Not as the etaf social practice, but has an inherent parthat social
practice. The appearance of the landscape is egfiggiroduced in social practices through discaurstllier
(2003) refers to thepassionate inter pretation of speech acts’ while sorting the multiple values that are prddan
landscape development. The other way around lapdstan structure social practice as well. An ingaigpbark,

for example, is not a pleasant location for neiglthood inhabitants to meet. Landscape and sociatipeaand
their interrelation can both be seen as discursivestructs. Van Dam et al. (2005) add that land=zafructures
are far more sustainable than social structureghwineans that the outlook of the landscape caneairsocial
change. We can talk a lot about future visionddndscape change, while actual change can be Fold o

Need for a multi-dimensional approach

In the former sections, change was conceptualisdtiearesult of the capacities of actors to ach@weomes.
Capacity to achieve outcomes was defined as pawnanjfested through discourse and influencing tbe fbf
resources, regulations and ideas. Healey (20065 to give a more complete account of the dynarofcs
change by distinguishing multiple levels of chan§he uses the concept of discourse structuratiaxptain
that transformative initiatives require a ‘capacdaytravel’ from the level of conscious actor intiens (episodes
of change) to routinization as accepted practiegssiing governance processes) en beyond thaettettel of
accepted cultural norms and values. The conceptfodifferent experiential levels of governance “fiys
emphasizes the complexity, the multiplicity of imateting and often counteracting movements promaotind
resisting change, the multiple timescales andikiedylinstability of urban governance transformatjgrocesses.
Secondly, it stresses that significant transforamtiwould have to affect the level of governanaegsses at
the least.” (ibid., 306).

In innovation literature, similar levels are digfinshed. The socio-technical systems approach evidches,
regimes and socio-technical landscapes (Elzen e2@04). The niche level refers to local practiceninich
actors develop new ideas, or novelties and newoswoeiterial configurations (products, practices, aspts,
organization forms etc). The regime-level acts & of mediator in change. A regime refers to dwmnt
practices, rules and shared assumptions. It isactexrized by reconfirmation of existing technolegi@nd
strategies and is not inclined to promote changevéver, these dominant ways of thinking at themegievel
can be turned if innovations stand ground, evolwe ia stable design, institutionalize and are iasirggly
adopted by others. Then the regime-level can havenabling role using capital and regulations.hi@oty on
transitions this breakthrough at the regime-levatka the take-off phase of transitions (Rotmanasl.et2001).
Actors at the regime-level are more inclined toctgaositively to ideas and innovations from niclksdeen they
have the same direction as gradual social trendsdu@l social trends are part of the third levélleda'socio-
technical landscape’. At this level political cuky social values, world views, and paradigms aepzesented.
The three levels of change are represented in fi§uré/e introduce this new concept of levels of g®an
because in our view niches and regimes can makab$igact actor-structure relation more concreegifRes,
contrary to structure, involve actors, which makesasier to analyse the relations between actiisgpat the
regime level and actors in niches that might comevith creative initiatives for the developmentrofal-urban
regions. Of course, we should not forget that aciiotheir behaviour constitute structure whichum provides
the ground rules for (inter)actions of stakeholdsrisoth the regime and the niche level.
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Figure 3. Multiple levels of change (Geels, 2008aGeels 2004: 913)

Stone (1989) is the founding father of another eption of regimes, which in our view adds anothégresting
insight in the relation between niches and regimesording to Stone, a regime can be defined asrifmmmal

yet relatively stable group with access to instituél resources that enable it to have a sustaivledn making
governing decisions” (Stone, 1989: 4, In: Horlingisal., 2006). Regimes in this sense, involve actbat
organize capacity to act by blending their resasirekills and purposes into long-term coalitionsaflcapacity
to act is not presupposed, but must be createdvaictained. It is not about ‘who governs’ but abbatv to

develop the capacity to govern. “The power straggincerns, not control and resistance, but gamfusing
a capacity to act — power to, not power over” (8td989: 229, in: Horlings et al., 2006). Using toacepts of
both urban regime theory and innovation literattine, relation between niches and regimes can leefianto
questions about how actors in niches interact ailanential actors, that belong to regimes, in ortteget their
ideas and initiatives implemented. The actor-stme&ctdichotomy can be operationalised in this wadg imore
concrete relations between niches and regimestithtconsist of actors that somehow try to orgaltapacity
to act'.

Structuration by ‘the past’

In exploring the driving forces of change in teraisagent’s activities, we have discussed discurpweer and
the different levels of change we need to take adoount, but we have not yet discussed the tiroifan
change. This in our view is a crucial factor in désng spatial change, as actor-structure relatiggssonly gain
meaning through time.

Healey (2006b: 45) argues that the past is aneabtince, filled with implicit and explicit princips about how
things should be done and who should get what.t8P@ary power relations from one period to thethex
Following Giddens (1984) she argues that we afdeetinthrough social relations with particular higerand
geographies which constrain our material and caneépesources and experiences. “In this sensegftants in
working out our individual identities and socialations are ‘structured’ by what has gone beforee dve
embedded within these structures”. Correspondinth whis plea for an account of the historical and
geographical context in studying driving forcexbange, discourse theorists stress the historicdingency of
social systems. In their view, agents and systemsacial constructs that undergo constant hisiband social
change as a result of political practices. Therefanmajor task in discourse analysis is to chadtexplain such
historical and social change in relation to paddititactors and logics (Howarth and Stavrakakis 0300

Conclusion

‘Capacity to act’ can be analyzed using the cona#ppower and its workings in the structure-agency
dichotomy. Power was defined above as “the capdoitggchieve outcomes”, which can both relate toract
achieving goals at the cost of other actors, bs @bllective action in which power is manifestédotigh
collaboration. In Flyvbjerg’s (1998) definition pbwer, power is everywhere. There are no variablaisdan be
tested, as “power is situated in the fine-grainso€iety”. However, for analysis’ sake, we have td@d a
number of dimensions in which the exercise of pogaar be studied. The most important of these diroeass
the power exercised through discourse. Discounsetates regulation, resources and the formatioaabbr
coalitions (Hajer, 1993, Arts and Leroy, 2006).



We argued that the structure-agency dichotomy tscompletely suitable to explain dynamics in socat
physical relations. The model lacks an accounineé twhich is indispensable for a study of chadereover,
structure and agency can be studied at any levabsfraction, which complicates analysis. This iy wie
suggest to use the multi-level dimension of changgthin this dimension change is studied viewing
interrelations of niches, regimes and social tresual$ suddens events. Starting point is Healey'w et the
micro-practices of everyday life are key sitestfog mobilisation of transformative forces. Here, ve& make
relations between agents more concrete by disshing between agents that are functioning within
institutionalised systems (regimes) that are chiaraed by dominant discourses and practices, gedta that
develop novel initiatives for the management ofrilmal-urban landscape. Discourse structurationbeastudied
with the help of this model.

As for the time aspect of change, we need to findhmw the historical and social context influenpesver
plays. The above showed that the historical coritegeteminative for the construction of social pices and
‘meaningful actions’. That is why we will not onlgok at discursive elements, but we will study thenhow
they evolved through time. How did networks emergeklich shifts between networks and actor relatiqps
took place, which ideas and ambitions drove thetaionships, and finally how do past relationshagsount
for present relations and actions? In Healey'sdspwe need to discover the relation between’hiablegacy’
and ‘transformative energy’ (2006a).

4 A conceptual model

Transition of rural-urban landscapes in this papas wroblematized as being the unintended resultgerided

actions of both governmental and non-governmertti@rs. Especially in rural-urban regions, struggénzen

urban and rural spatial claims are causing rap@hgh and high complexity. Of course, these claimsnat

entities in themselves. Ultimately these claims edrom agent’s preferences and actions. That is whychose
agent'’s activities as the key to understandingiaipettange. In the next paragraph, the conceptsapproaches
that have been described in this paper, are comtldma preliminary conceptual model that will guiglapirical

research. After explaining the conceptual mode,dbntral research question, ‘how is capacity tavabilized

in rural-urban regions’, will be divided into mospecific questions.

Conceptual model

Power was identified as the key principle to exaricapacity to act’, referring to both individuadteons and
collective actions. In the previous sections, ctaivere made that the most important aspect of padefined

as the capacity of agents to achieve outcomessdsigive power. Yet, other forms of power, auttative and
allocative flows of power, should not be ruled dat.our research we could wonder how different forofi
power are manifested in planning practice and hbey tinfluenced actions of actors. Like Arts and Van
Tatenhove (2004) and Healey (2006a) we assume ltesie tare different dimensions of power that are
interdependent.

These dimensions of power can be connected to thieahrelations between actions and structure. 8irec
was defined as the boundaries and conditions tiflaence agent's activities. They do not hold actdisat is
why, although analytically it would be convenieatgerceive regimes as the structure determiningreciof
agents, regimes are not the same as structuremB@egio consist of actors. The reason why regimeshargen
as a concept for further study is that regimesaaspecific type of agency-structure relations. Regi carry
dominant thinking patterns that are so powerful #ileactions seem to re-affirm their existencegiRes are the
source of powerful authoritative and allocativeesiland thereby restrict the possibilities of selfamized
groups of agents that like regimes strive for addieent of their goals. Interestingly, as Stone §0énd
Mossberger and Stoker (2001) show, regimes aréheatame as government. Regimes are groups oéimitu
actors, which can be both private and public actiist determine decision-making to a large ext€hey are
not bounded to election periods like governmentsroére, but exist longer. We see them as coaditidractors
that through their past relations have built atieteship of trust and security and that are hightgrdependent
for resources (capital, knowledge, rules). They thee people and organizations that are alwayse&dvihto
formal and informal arenas and processes, themipducing ways of thinking and re-affirming thieifluence.

For our research, it would be interesting to se& apisodic power of self-organized initiatives dbages these
structural forces. Network power or intransitiveygo (Innes and Booher 2002; Arts and Van Tatenh29@4),
can be the determinative factor in cases wheretimitgatives in practice are adopted and suppdriecegimes.
Questions as to how connections are made betwé@@@tivies in niches and regimes will provide indighto
how ‘capacity to act’ and ‘achieving outcomes’ iganized. This is represented in figure 4. As heenbargued



previously, we need to take into account the disgaraspects of the regional and historical contexbncrete
casestudies.

flow of discourse

Niches Regime
Agents’ < flow of rules » Institutional
initiatives context

flow of resources

Figure 4. Conceptual model for studying ‘capaditytt’ of agents in rural-urban regions

Research questions

Below we will propose concrete questions for furtfesearch.

* How did (to be selected) rural-urban landscapesigdaver a period of about 20-30 years, and how
does this relate to policy intentions and to theefi)actions of government, citizens and market? A
period of 20-30 years is usually seen as the adeqexiod of time to observe long term trends in
transitions (see for example Rotmans, 2001).

« Which initiatives or niches can be indicated in fieéd of rural-urban regional development? What ar
their characteristics? What factors links themefidependency with regard to resources, sharedsideal
and values, shared problems)? How did they conoebieing through past relations and events?

e Which coalitions or practices can be identifiedr@gime or regimes? How can their institutionalized
state of being be explained? Which are the domitianiing patterns that guide their actions? How do
they exercise discursive power?

e How do active agents that try to bring about chamgeract with the regime? How do they
communicate (if they do) formally and informally?high paths are followed to achieve outcomes
(flows of power)?

To find out about the (inter)actions of agents aod they are restricted by structuring forces, saglpower in
its multiple forms and dimensions, we will use foowing methods in three geographically delimitegse-
studies:

- At aregional level, evaluate the extent to whipht&l changes can be traced back to policy irdesti
that have themselves changed through time. Discpetterns that may lead to events in which
government actions were crossed by initiativestibéostakeholders or ‘white spots’ where government
did not act.

* Through network analysis identifying initiatives niches and the actors involved, looking at how
relationships have grown throughout history (20y88rs, depending on interrelated events)

« ldentifying story-lines of the involved (groups pfactors and how these structured action, through
discourse analysis based on studying media, palicguments, reports of meetings (councils,
administration, information meetings, etc.) aneintews with key-actors.

e Indicating how actors tried to connect to governmaelistinguishing formal and informal paths of
interaction, thereby finding out how they triedetcert influence.

In the paper we noted that novel ideas concerrtiegdevelopent of rural-urban regions of ideas dteno
hampered by the administrative divide of urban andhl planning. Because of this urban-rural divide,
administators concerned with rural planning haviicdities understanding urban policies and (altoe
regulations and vice versa. Hypothetically, theanrbural divide can be seen as one of the ingiitati
conditions that hamper meaningful action of acfarsiches. It can be seen as authoritative powedéring
bottom-up initiatives. Another hypothesis wouldthat urban-rural divide in policy administrationespecially
complicating initiatives in areas where the stregbketween urban and rural claims is most fierce. the
empirical analysis, this will mean that we will s cases in densely populated parts of the Netias| where
open space is threatened by ongoing urbanizatidrclaanges in agricultural land use.
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