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PREFACE

Dear reader,
The completion of this master thesis marks the end of my study in Wageningen. After obtaining my bachelor
degree in spatial planning at the WUR, I continued with the master’s program. Throughout the years I focused
more and more on heritage in combination with spatial planning. The historic meaning of a place and the
fascinating remains of the build heritage in the Dutch landscape got my attention. It did not come as a surprise
to my family and friends when I wanted to focus on a heritage-related topic in this thesis.
It turned out to be difficult for me to find the focus on what I wanted to research. My interests were
widespread, so was the search for an appropriate research topic. I struggled in the beginning with what I
wanted to do, not everything that is interesting is also scientifically relevant. I would like to take this
opportunity to express my gratitude to my two supervisors for supporting me in this search for the right topic
and focus. There have been many discussions, inspirational –and reassuring talks about what it was I wanted to
do. Overall, it has been a long and at times challenging process.
Furthermore, I would like to thank all of my interviewees for their time, thoughts and ideas that have
contributed to this research. The three studied cases provided me with the opportunity to explore different
provinces, witness various working methods and to meet inspiring people.
I assume that many of the students who go through the process of writing a thesis struggle to overcome many
obstacles along the way. My story is not that different. What made the seemingly endless days bearable, were
coffee breaks with the people in the thesis room in Gaia, phone calls with my parents and sister and spending
time with my girlfriend. A big thanks to all of you! I would like to thank my dad in particular, as he shares the
enthusiasm for the build military heritage. He also provided me with photographs for the cover page and joined
me in various field visits.
I want to dedicate the final words of this preface to my brother Jaap. Who died in 2015, in the middle of my
master's program. He would have been very proud of this achievement.

Yours sincerely.

Koen Smid
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ABSTRACT
The decentralisation of spatial planning and heritage policies from national government to provincial
governments may result in fragmentation of provincial policies and it can influence the development of largescale heritage structures. The objective of this research is to explore the impact of the shift in governance in the
heritage domain in relation to the spatial development of large-scale heritage structures. The qualitative research
design includes a case study research into three cases, using interviews and policy document analysis. The
outcome of the research showed the different administrative levels within the cases affect the coherency of the
heritage structure, both in a positive and negative manner. There is a need for a shared vision, similar to the
UNESCO-nomination in the case of the NHW, to ensure collaboration of the multiple actors with divergent
interests. Even with the decentralization, there remains a demand for the national government to be involved.
Furthermore, the provinces role has changed towards a coordinator, facilitator and stimulator of spatial
developments. The current working method involves a network approach, in which the province is both
facilitator as well as participant, which occasionally leads to conflicts. There is an increase in societal involvement
when it comes to heritage. The effect of the provincial policies on the spatial development differs. The NHW
integrates heritage in broader spatial developments. The other two cases ambition this, but for now they focus
on the development and positioning of the heritage structure itself.
Keywords: governance, decentralisation, policy arrangement, provincial government, large-scale heritage.
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SUMMARY
In recent decades, the Dutch heritage domain has been scaling up conservation efforts across entire landscapes.
This is accompanied by an expansion of the scope, scale and ambition of contemporary heritage conservation.
The shift from government to governance has resulted in downscaling of policy practices to lower levels of
governments. The decentralisation of planning responsibilities to provincial government and the execution of
heritage policy arrangements differ amongst de provinces. The different provincial heritage policy arrangements
may result in fragmentation of large-scale heritage structures. Moreover, provincial governments are searching
for appropriate policy arrangements to deal with heritage. This leads to the question whether the spatial
development of large-scale heritage structures is influenced by the different provincial policy arrangements.
The transition from government to governance as a general trend is widely covered by the scientific community,
including the spatial implications of this shift. The shift away from top-down government modus created the
need for new policy instruments, coping mechanism and a changing relationship between the different actors to
facilitate the new governance mode. The socio-economic and political changes in society are a driver for change.
The heritage domain has been adopting to this lately. However, there is limited research into how provincial
governments are dealing with the added responsibility for comprehensive heritage policies. What is lacking is
literature on how decentralisation of responsibilities and retreat of large-scale policy arrangements, have been
implemented in planning frameworks, especially focusing on the heritage domain.
A case study research design is used in this research for an in-depth analysis of the provincial heritage policies.
Three cases, with an appropriate large-scale heritage structure and corresponding policy program, were selected
for this research. Interviewees were purposeful selected, representing both governmental and societal actors
and collaborating in the development of the large-scale heritage structure in their case. The current relevant
provincial policy documents were analysed as well. The acquired data (transcripts and policy documents) has
been analysed in an iterative process, using coding schemes to generate relevant themes. These themes formed
the outline of the result chapters and the comparative analysis.
The research outcomes show that the decentralization of responsibilities to lower governments less affected the
actors interviewed. For example, the abandonment of the national NHW program was positively experienced by
the relevant provinces. National operating societal organizations however did experiences fragmentation among
the different provinces. Moreover, all three provinces referred to their role changing towards a coordinator,
facilitator and stimulator of spatial developments. Involving a network approach in which the provincial
government was one of the actors with their own interest. However, this leads to conflicts in the political domain.
There is also an increase in societal involvement when it comes to heritage. All cases experienced bottom-up
movements of local projects in which parts of the large-scale heritage structure were developed.
Although the decentralization of responsibilities is generally considered positive, there remains a demand for the
national government. The multiple governmental levels that are involved in a case affect the coherency and
collaboration. The case of the NHW showed a high involvement of different governmental levels that resulted in
firm collaboration and policy alignment. Other cases witnessed a lack of interprovincial collaboration due to the
different priorities of neighboring provinces or the absence of a national governmental effort. The UNESCOnomination has been very important for collaboration in the case of the NHW. A shared vision is important for
large-scale heritage structures as it forces the multiple actors with divergent interests to collaborate.
The way the large-scale heritage structure develops from a spatial point of view is different in all cases. The case
of the NHW clearly connects heritage to spatial developments. There is a firm protection regime that prevent
unwanted developments involving the fortifications and its surrounding landscape. Moreover, the NHW program
transformed the landscape based on heritage and used its spatial, economic and recreational potential. The other
two cases show the ambition to increase the connection between the heritage structure and other spatial
challenges but for now focus more on the development of the heritage structure itself.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In recent decades, the Dutch heritage domain has been scaling up conservation efforts across entire landscapes.
This is accompanied by an expansion of the scope, scale and ambition of contemporary heritage conservation.
Historically speaking, the heritage domain focused on preserving the past by protecting it from future
developments, using a top-down governing modus (Janssen et al., 2017). Contemporary heritage management
differs. The scale of heritage has shifted from the protection of individual objects (i.e. monuments) to developing
entire landscapes with their spatial context (i.e. Roman Limes or NHW). The scope has expanded with immaterial
values (i.e. storytelling), bottom-up contributions and socio-economic layering (Janssen et al., 2017; Veldpaus et
al., 2013). There is a growing involvement of (social) actors in the development of heritage, resulting in
collaboration and co-creation processes (Janssen et al., 2017; Veldpaus, 2015). In other words, there is an
upscaling in the heritage domain in the Netherlands that includes entire landscapes with its spatial context and
a broadening of the scope of what to include as heritage and who is to participate in the development of it.
Contrary to this upscaling in the heritage domain, the shift from government to governance is a downscaling of
policy practices to lower levels of governments. This shift from government towards governance in Dutch spatial
planning occurred in the 1980’s (Spaans, 2006). Two important processes that are part of this shift to governance
relate to the context of this research. First, the retreat of large-scale, state-led policy arrangements in Dutch
spatial planning (Janssen et al., 2014b). Spatial planning in the Netherlands is historically based on large-scale,
comprehensive land developments to ensure a spatial order (Buitelaar & Bregman, 2016). The retreat of largescale national policy arrangements (i.e. VINEX, NHW) in spatial planning, and in relation to heritage development,
is driven by socio-economic changes. For instance the economic crisis in 2008 and an increasingly societal
orientation in heritage and the spatial domain in general (Janssen et al., 2014b). With the retreat of the largescale and state-led policy arrangements, a search began for alternative policy arrangements that do capture the
changing socio-economic conditions. The second process that relates to the shift to governance is the
decentralisation of spatial responsibilities from national to lower levels of governments such as provincial and
municipal governments (Gerrits et al., 2012; Spaans, 2006). This decentralisation is the result of changing
economic and societal conditions. (Janssen et al., 2013). It reached its formalisation in 2014 and coincided with
declining governmental budgets (Verschuure-Stuip, 2016). The aim of this decentralisation was to allocate the
appropriate competence at the right government level. Moving away from a prescriptive national government.
This enables provincial and municipal governments to implement spatial policies (Spaans, 2006).
The aforementioned changes in spatial planning practices by the government influenced the Dutch heritage
domain. Provincial governments gained more responsibilities with regard to spatial planning and heritage
development (Janssen, 2014; Luiten et al., 2004). According to the Heritage Act of 2016, the provincial
government forms the connection between national heritage interests and provincial spatial developments. They
coordinate the spatial planning practices and environmental policies in an area-specific context (RCE, 2015).
Janssen et al. (2014b) argues that the provincial government are reassessing their role in the heritage domain,
moving towards a more connecting role in a network of governmental, market and societal actors.
The two, seemingly opposing, movements of the heritage domain and the current governance mode form the
basis for this research. The decentralisation of planning responsibilities to provincial government and the
execution of heritage policy differ amongst de provinces (Luiten et al., 2004; Janssen et al., 2014b). The national
policies were replaced by more fragmented regional arrangements. Moreover, the policy coordination between
the regional governments seems abandoned (Gerrits et al., 2012). The presence of multiple governmental levels
and actors in a large-scale heritage structure leads to fragmentation of its management (Luiten et al., 2004).
Thus, the differences in provincial heritage policies may result in fragmentation of large-scale heritage structures.
Provincial governments are searching for appropriate policies to deal with spatial heritage developments. The
question is how the spatial development of large-scale heritage structures is influenced by the different
provincial heritage policies in the absence of national policies.
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1.1

PROBLEM DESCRIPTION

The transition from government to governance as a general trend is widely covered by the scientific community,
including the spatial implications of this shift (Gerrits et al., 2012; Nuissl & Heinrichs, 2011; Rhodes, 1996; Spaans,
2006). The shift away from top-down government modus created the need for new policy instruments, coping
mechanism and a changing relationship between the different actors to facilitate the new governance mode
(Arts et al., 2006). There are two characteristics of this shift that are relevant for this research: decentralisation
of planning responsibilities and the retreat of large-scale policy arrangements. The scientific community (Gerrits
et al., 2012; Spaans, 2006; Janssen et al., 2014b) extensively covers both elements and their implications to
spatial planning in general.
Gerrits et al, (2012) refers to the challenges spatial planning is facing in light of changing social, economic and
political demands. He elaborates on the changing position of the government; no longer a top-down initiator but
a more bottom-up supporter of spatial changes. Furthermore, he elaborates on the potential problems that
comes along with the decentralisation; it is not always accompanied with additional financial means, policy
instruments and coping mechanisms. Therefore, he questions the capability of lower governments to handle the
additional responsibilities handed to them by the national government. Besides these concerns of
decentralisation, as described by Gerrits et al., (2012), there is limited casuistry on how the actual practices of
decentralisation take place and how provincial governments are acting accordingly. Spaans (2006) points out
that within the issue of decentralisation from national to lower governments an upward scaling can be seen in
planning practices as well. She refers to increased involvement of the European Union when it comes to matters
that affect our living environment. Furthermore, she refers to increased non-governmental actor involvement in
the current governance mode. In general, Spaans (2006) describes the changes in contemporary planning
practices and relates them to the governance mode. Olesen (2013) has a different perspective on
decentralisation. He argues that the reduced role of the national government and the decentralisation of
responsibilities are part of an ongoing neo-liberalisation of spatial planning. The retreat of the government,
market orientation, facilitating growth and competitiveness are all elements of this neo-liberalisation discourse.
Janssen (2014) refers to the connection with decentralisation in planning practices and heritage development.
He argues that the changing socio-political dynamics in society, which already influenced spatial planning
practices, began to influence the heritage domain around the beginning of the year 2000. The neo-liberalisation
of spatial planning with the decline of national governments responsibility affected the heritage policy domain.
There was a growing influence of private and societal actors. Janssen (2014) elaborates on how the provincial
government gained more responsibility with the retreat of national government. Raats (2016) doctoral research
elaborated on this changing governance mode in relation to the ability of collective action in the case of the
NHW. Institutional actor analysis theory, framing theory and collective action arrangement theory are used by
Raats (2016). He researched the actor’s ability to take collective action in a complicated governance structure.
Bearing in mind possible contrary views on heritage and difficult exploitation of fortifications (Raats, 2016).
There is a knowledge gap in the scientific literature regarding policy arrangements in relation to a heritage
domain, which is expanding its scope, scale and ambition. Policy arrangements are theoretical constructs that
guide the process and content within a policy domain. It is subject to societal, economic and political dynamics.
Leroy & Arts (2006) developed an analytical approach to policy arrangements, the Policy Arrangement Approach
(PAA). This theoretical approach emerged in the environmental sciences. It is applied in other domains as well,
for instance nature conservation (Arnouts et al., 2012; De Haas & Aalbers, 2014). The PAA in relation to the
heritage domain has limited scientific publications. De Boer (2006) compares the Dutch national heritage policy
arrangement with two other countries. However, this national focus does not take into account decentralisation
and the retreat of national policy arrangements. Contemporary heritage policy arrangements are developed by
the provincial government. They may differ between the provinces. Furthermore, the article of De Boer (2006)
focuses on the preservation of the build environment of heritage, passing on the immaterial and socially driven
preservation through development discourse in contemporary heritage development.
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To conclude, there is a large scientific body on the issues of governance in general, including the spatial
implications of decentralisation. The socio-economic and political changes in society are a driver for change. The
heritage domain has been adopting to this lately. However, there is limited research into how provincial
governments are dealing with the added responsibility for comprehensive heritage policies. What seems lacking
is literature on how these two processes, decentralisation of responsibilities and retreat of large-scale policy
arrangements, have been implemented in planning frameworks, especially focusing on the heritage domain. The
implications of the decentralisation to provincial government and the retreat of large-scale policy arrangements
on the development of large-scale heritage structures are unclear and require further research.
1.1.1

PROBLEM STATEMENT

The decentralisation of spatial planning and heritage policy responsibilities from national to provincial
governments, together with the retreat of national policy arrangements, results in fragmentation of provincial
policy arrangements concerning the development of large-scale heritage structures in the Netherlands.
1.1.2

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE

The objective of this research is to explore the impact of the shift in governance in the heritage domain in relation
to the spatial development of large-scale heritage structures.
1.2

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

What is the influence of decentralised policy arrangements on the spatial development of large-scale heritage
structures?
1.
2.
3.
4.
1.3

How do the actors involved collaborate in the development of large-scale heritage structures?
What formal rules and regulatory planning frameworks are influencing the development of large-scale
heritage structures?
What resources are used in the development of large-scale heritage structures?
What heritage discourse(s) are present amongst the actors?
READING GUIDE

The first chapter introduces the topic and elaborates on the problem description, research objective and the
research question that will guide this research. The theoretical framework in which this research takes place is
described in chapter 2, so is the conceptual model. The methodology applied in this research, involving data
collection and analysis methods, are outlined in chapter 3. The chapters 4, 5 and 6 each contain an extensive
analysis of a case. The outcomes of the three cases are compared and analysed in chapter 7. The sub-research
questions are answered and discussed in relation to the theoretical framework in chapter 8, as part of the
discussion. The final chapter 9 consist of the overall conclusion that answers the main research question.
Additionally, the limitations of this research, future research, societal recommendations and the considerations
for spatial planning are included. The references, list of figures and tables and the appendices are at the back of
this thesis.
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CHAPTER 2
2.1

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

THEORY ON GOVERNANCE

The term governance dates back to the previous century where it developed across multiple domains, in
particular the political science and public administration domain. Hereafter the theoretical concept gradually
dispersed to the environmental science and spatial planning domain around the 1990’s (Arnouts & Arts, 2009;
Gerrits et al., 2012). The key drivers for this development of governance are described by Pierre & Peters (2000)
(cited in Arnouts & Arts, 2009, 203): financial crisis and decline of the welfare state, neo-liberalisation and shift
to market steering, globalisation, failure of nations states / policies, new steering mechanisms, international
governance forms (EU) and lack of political accountability. The above is a brief summary of the driving forces or
social trends that contributed to the rise of governance. There has been an intense debate amongst scientists
regarding the theoretical notion of governance as well as its evolution, key features and definitions (Arnouts &
Arts, 2009). The notion of governance has an extensive variety when it comes to definitions and overall usages
in the scientific community in general, and the social / political science specifically (van der Zouwen, 2006). In
other words, it can be seen as an umbrella term that requires further specification and demarcation. A general
definition of governance on a supranational scale is as follows:
“Governance is the sum of the many individuals and institutions, public and private, managing their common
affairs. It is the continuing process through which conflicting or diverse interests may be accommodated and cooperative action may be taken” (Commission on Global Governance, 1995, 14)
Despite the different interpretations of the concept of governance amongst the scientific community, there is
agreement on some of the key notions that refer to governance. Arnouts & Arts (2009, 202) identified four
general elements that define governance and are widely agreed upon by the scientific community; new steering
mechanisms, blurred boundaries between state-market-society, relocation of politics to international and
subnational level and transformation of the territorial nation.
Another important but debated subject is the so-called shift from government to governance. Scientists
extensively cover it. It relates to the abonnement of the former government mode and the rise of new
governance modes (Arnouts & Arts, 2009). There are three general features that are part of this shift from
government to governance as is described by Van der Zouwen (2006, 203). First, blurred boundaries between
state-market-society increases spheres of influence. Secondly, governmental and non-governmental actors are
involved in policymaking. Finally, policymaking is increasingly done using a network mechanism.
For the purpose of this research, two specific aspects of governance will be distinguished, based on the research
by Van der Zouwen & Van Tatenhove (2002) and Arnouts & Arts (2009). Respectively multi-actor and multi-level
aspects of governance. The first refers to the effect of the increasing blurred lines between state-market-society.
Because of this, governmental actors are no longer the dominant participant in policymaking. There is an
increased involvement in the policy making process of civilians, private actors and societal organisations. The
second aspect, multi-level governance, relates to the transnational and subnational movement in terms of levels
of government that are involved. Multi-level governance refers to the interaction between the different levels
of government. Van der Zouwen & Van Tatenhove (2002) describe multi-level governance as an extensive form
of multi-actor governance; the interactions between the various actors on the different levels of government
combined determines the direction of a certain policy domain.
2.2

POLICY ARRANGEMENT A PPROACH

The Policy Arrangement Approach (PAA) by Arts & Van Tatenhove is developed in a response to the increasingly
changing conditions in environmental politics in the late 1990’s (Arts & Van Tatenhove, 2006). The PAA presents
an analytical framework to captures these changing conditions in society. The PAA is built upon three concepts

4

that are institutionalisation, political modernisation and policy arrangement. For the purpose of this research the
latter two, political modernisation and policy arrangement, will be used as a main base for the theoretical
framework and the conceptual model. The following sections will elaborate on the different concepts, their origin
and use in for this research.
2.2.1

POLITICAL MODERNISATION

The first concept of the PAA is political modernisation. It captures the structural changes in the politics of today’s
society that might influence the daily policy actions. (Arts & van Tatenhove, 2006). Political modernisation
emphasizes the duality between structural changes on one side and the every-day policy practices on the other.
For example, structural changes like globalisation, Europeanisation and individualisation will have an effect on
daily policy practices in terms of the interaction and partnerships between state-market-society (Arts et al.,
2006). There are several interpretations of this concept. For instance as a normative tool to increase the
functioning of, local, democracies and politics (Arts & Van Tatenhove, 2006). A second way is the use of political
modernisation as a concept that relates directly to governance. The connection between political modernisation
and governance as a general concept is explained in detail in the conceptual model. The following section will
introduce the second concept of the PAA and will explain the relationship with the governance concept.
2.2.2

POLICY ARRANGEMENT

The second concept of the PAA is the concept of policy arrangement itself. This concept captures the temporary
stabilisation of the content and stability of a certain policy domain. It is about connecting every-day policypractices with long-term structural developments (Arts et al., 2006). It provides a well-structured framework for
researching policy in the environmental policy domain.
The framework consist of four dimensions that captures both the
content and the procedural aspects of a policy domain. The
dimensions actors, resources and rules of the game are focusing on
the procedural aspect of a policy domain while the discourse
dimension captures the content. The distinction between the
dimensions comes back in the conceptual model in section 2.4. The
four dimension together are interrelated as is visualised in the
tetrahedron in figure 1. The theory behind the four dimensions
consist of for example, network theory and discourse analysis
(Liefferink, 2006).
ACTORS / COALITIONS:

Figure 1: Policy Arrangement as a tetrahedron
(Arts et al., 2006, 60)

Liefferink (2006) elaborates on the definition of actors as those actors who are involved in the policy domain and
their possible coalitions. Arnouts et al. (2012) describe two categories of actors that participate in a policy
domain, governmental and non-governmental actors. Coalitions between actors are considered more or less
stable forms of cooperation of at least two actors. They are based on shared discourse, resources or rules
(Arnouts, 2010).
RESOURCES / POWER:
Liefferink (2006) argues that resources are related to power and influence. With power referring to the gathering,
distribution and use of resources. In addition, influence refers to how and by whom the outcomes of policy are
determined. Arnouts et al. (2012) describes resources as financial, knowledge and social resources.
Subsequently, resources do relate to power and influence as well. Liefferink (2006) describes power as the ability
to use the available resources and influence as the extent to which actors are able to achieve policy changes
using their resources.
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RULES OF THE GAME:
According to Liefferink (2006), rules of the game take notion of the formal rules and legislation for political
interactions, decision-making and policy-making. Other, possible rules that are more informal and unwritten laws
in interaction between actors are also to be considered. This division between formal and informal rules is also
elaborated by Arnouts et al. (2012). The actors determine formal rules and they can be held accountable for
upholding them. Informal rules are developing gradually and are influenced by means of social control.
DISCOURSE:
The discourse refers to the lens through which the actors in the policy domain view the content. The vision and
narratives of the actors determine the discourse, according to Liefferink (2006). The heritage policy domain is
characterised by Janssen et al. (2017) using different approaches to heritage that have evolved over time. The
sector, factor and vector approach to heritage are theoretical constructs that uses views and narratives of
heritage development in the Netherlands.
The interconnectedness is essential in this concept: all four dimensions are to be considered when using this
concept for analytical purposes. The interrelationship between the four dimensions means that any change in
any given dimension will result in a change of the entire policy arrangement. For example, the introduction of
new actors in the policy domain will have an effect on the power dynamic in the policy arrangement. When
analysing a policy arrangement using this concept, a perspective has to be chosen from the four dimensions. For
example, an actor-based analysis views a policy arrangement from the actor perspective but takes all the other
three dimensions in to consideration. This gives a dynamic in the way the concept can be applied in research.
Although the four dimensions are interrelated, they might not always be in balance. Liefferink (2006) sees this
incongruence within a policy arrangement as an indicator for the performance of a policy arrangement.
The concept of policy arrangement has been developed, tested and improved over the years and is applied to
cases in the field of integrated water management, nature policy and spatial planning (Arnouts et al., 2013; Arts
et al., 2006; De Haas & Aalbers, 2014). Arnouts et al. (2012) have conducted research into the nature policy
domain regarding innovative governance arrangements. Changing societal demands and a retreat of the topdown government modus resulted in innovative policy arrangements. For example, Van der Zouwen & Van
Tatenhove (2002) have used the policy arrangement approach as an analytical framework to research the
implementation of nature policy program in relation to changing governance modes.
2.3

HERITAGE APPROACHES

The heritage domain in the Netherlands is characterised by
several transformations that are based on a changing
governance mode and strongly relate to the interaction
between state-market-society (De Boer, 2006). Janssen et
al. (2017) constructed a conceptual framework of three
approaches to heritage development in spatial planning
practices. Figure 2 provides a schematic overview of the
evolution of the three approaches to heritage in relation
with spatial planning. Although the three approaches to
heritage are not necessarily developed in a consecutive
order they do represent an evolving approach to heritage Figure 2: Relation between heritage and spatial planning.
over time. It is important to note that the three approaches (Janssen et al., 2017, 165)
can (co) exist in contemporary spatial heritage
developments.
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2.3.1

SECTOR APPROACH TO H ERITAGE

Heritage as sector approach arises at the beginning of the 19th century and views socio-economic changes as a
threat to the existence of heritage and thus requires protective measures. The heritage domain evolved parallel
to the spatial planning domain. The latter was rapidly developing and modernizing the Dutch landscape. The
heritage domain was aimed at preserving the past by seperating it from the ungoing spatial developments. A
systematic approach to heritage resulted in lists and valuations of historiuc buildings and landscapes. The
national government was the initial driver of this system. Contemporary sectoral approach to heritage consist of
restoration of valuable heritage sites like for example the Royal Palace in Amsterdam (Janssen, 2014).
In general, heritage was preserving the past and focusing on a national historic collection and identity. The listing
and preservation of monuments in the post-war period was primarily a government task (Janssen, 2014). The
focus on the object, the monument to be protected against unwanted developments, started to shift to a more
area-based development. The extensive urban renewal and regeneration that occurs around the 1970’s and
1990’s intensified the connection between heritage and spatial planning (Janssen, 2014). The heritage approach
that developed during these spatial transformations exceeded the former preservation and protection approach,
it enabled a more active and development-based approach to heritage.
2.3.2

FACTOR APPROACH TO H ERITAGE

Heritage as a factor approach dates back to the 1980’s when it became evident that not all heritage could be
preserved. Heritage did not only had intrinsic value but also potential spatial value as well. Subsequently, heritage
sites were given a mixed functions that carried this spatial value. Spatial planning experienced a shift towards a
more market-driven development, focusing on the economic potential of heritage. The ‘Belvedere memorandum’
introduced the term ‘Behoud door ontwikkeling’ (preservation through development), which placed heritage
directly in spatial planning frameworks as an important factor in redevelopment projects. The NHW is an example
of how heritage and its social and economical potential are used in spatial developments.
The ‘Belvedere Memorandum’ in 1999 functioned as a driver for national policies although it never had a legal
status (Janssen et al., 2013). It captured the changing conditions in the planning and heritage domain and argued
for a more intense integration between the two. Together, planning and heritage as disciplines could strengthen
each other. The slogan ‘Behoud door ontwikkeling’ captures this idea. It focusses on creative use of history and
to make heritage an important factor in spatial planning (Janssen, 2014). After Belvedere, there was another
important policy issued, called MoMo. A major difference in the MoMo policy was the changing administrative
environment in the Netherlands. Until now, the national government had a top-down role in the spatial planning
and heritage developments in the Netherlands. Several trends like financial cutback because of economic decline,
a stronger appeal to the individual responsibility and an increase of market orientation in the spatial domain,
lead to a decentralised and smaller government. In general, a shift in heritage development from public to private
involvement occurred (Janssen, 2014). The MoMo policy has paved the way for changes in the heritage domain.
2.3.3

VECTOR APPROACH TO H ERITAGE

Heritage as vector approach originates around 2000 and broadens the scope of heritage; not only does heritage
has a spatial value it also provides meaning and narratives to places and landscapes (Veldpaus et al., 2013).
Intangible heritage, like stories and traditions, add another layer to the physical heritage site. This development
coincides with a growing bottom-up involvement in spatial planning. Civic participation and co-creation in the
spatial domain are common practice nowadays. People give meaning to heritage sites, their narratives and
underlying traditions provide this extra layer of a material artefact (Taylor, 2016). Heritage is closer connected
to society by means of co-creation and active involvement of stakeholders. Heritage is not only valued on it
historical basis, or its economical value but also on its social value.
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Heritage has become more than material monuments as remnants of the past. Today’s heritage development
requires the participation of market actors, social organisations and individual civilians (OCW, 2011). The
government has positioned itself in the background, in line with a political shift from government to governance.
Next to a marginalisation of the role of governments, a decentralisation of spatial responsibilities to provincial
government occurred. The national policy vision ‘Karakter in Focus’ (2011) described the role of the provincial
government as the central position in the domain of spatial planning. Provincial governments should facilitate
and coordinate the supra-local spatial developments. Heritage has become an important element in this. The
national government limits it responsibility to the legislative framework and the heritage, which is of national
and international (UNESCO) importance (OCW, 2011).
2.4

CONCEPTUAL MODEL

The previous sections describe the theory of governance, the policy arrangement approach and the different
heritage discourses. The next step is to connect these theoretical concepts with an analytical framework that
allows for a solid analysis in this research. The analytical framework that will be used is the policy arrangement
approach by Arts & Leroy (2006). The conceptual model for this research is based on Van der Zouwen & Van
Tatenhove (2002) and is shown in figure 3. The following section will systematically explain it.

Figure 3: Conceptual model for this research.

The policy arrangement concept with the four dimensions forms the core of this conceptual model and serves as
the main analytical tool for this research. There are two major developments that influence this policy
arrangement. These two developments are conceptualised as governance and various heritage approaches. Both
concepts require further specification and elaboration.
The connection of governance to the key concept of this conceptual model, the policy arrangement concept, is
inspired by the research of Van der Zouwen & Van Tatenhove (2002) and Arnouts & Arts (2009). The general
notion of governance relates closely to the concept of political modernisation, a concept which is part of the
policy arrangement approach and described previously in this chapter. Van Kersbergen & Van Waarden (cited in
Arts & Van Tatenhove, 2006) argue that the concept of political modernisation corresponds directly with the shift
from government to governance. In line with this reasoning, Arts & Van Tatenhove (2006) define the concept of
political modernisation as follows:
“... the shifting relationships between the state, market and societal in political domains of societies – within
countries and beyond – as a manifestation of the ‘second stage of modernity’, implying new conceptions and
structures of governance.” (Arts & Van Tatenhove, 2006, 29)
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The shifting relationships between states, markets and society relates closely to the concept of governance with
multi-actor and multi-level as key notions described in the previous sections. The definition however mentioned
this shifting relationship in the context of the political domain. This political domain is further defined as:
“... the setting in which different groups (from state, societal and market) produce and distribute resources
(power and domination), rules (institutions) and meaning (discourses) in order to shape public life.” (Arts & Van
Tatenhove, 2006, 29)
Changing relations between state, market and society relates not only to the general concept of governance but
also to the notion of decentralisation of responsibilities between different levels of government, also mentioned
as a ‘vertical’ movement that influences the relation between state, market and society. A ‘horizontal’
movement, described as the fading distinction between state, market and society is influencing this relationship.
In other words, both movements within the concept political modernisation represents characteristics of
governance (Arts & Van Tatenhove, 2006). The ‘vertical’ and ‘horizontal’ movement of political modernisation
closely corresponds with multi-level and multi-actor as key aspects of governance as previously described. The
correspondence of multi-actor and multi-level aspects of governance and the ‘vertical’ and ‘horizontal’
movements within political modernisation, as described in the previous section, allows for the conceptual
connection between governance and the PAA.
The different heritage approaches connect to the policy arrangement concept in a different way. One of the
dimensions of the policy arrangement is discourses. This content oriented dimension relates to the approach to
heritage which evolved over time under the influence of changing conditions in society, including a changing
balance between state-market-society in dealing with heritage developments. The sector, factor and vector
approaches correspond with different views and narratives towards heritage in spatial developments over time.
The four dimensions of the policy arrangement concept are rather abstract and require further operationalization
for the conceptual model of this research. The operationalisation of the three procedural dimensions (actors,
resources and rules of the game) are based on a previous studies in nature conservation policy that used the
concept of policy arrangements in relation to shifts in governance (Arnouts et al., 2011; De Haas & Aalbers, 2014;
Van der Zouwen & Van Tatenhoven, 2002). The content dimension (discourse) is operationalised by using
descriptive terms derived from the research of Janssen et al. (2017).
Actors and collaborations: The distinction between governmental and non-governmental actors, as described
by Arnouts et al. (2012) will serve as a basis for this research. This will include governmental representatives
from different levels. Non-governmental actors which are cooperating in the selected cases are included in the
second category and refered to as societal actors.
Rules and regulations: For this research the formal rules and regulations will be applied, based on the research
by Arnouts et al. (2012) and De Haas & Aalbers (2014). The formal rules and regulations are specified in
provincial heritage policies and spatial regulations that have an effect on the case.
Resources: With regard to the operationalisation of the resources dimensions there are several elements like
financial means and knowledge which are indicators that are derived from Arnouts et al. (2012). For this
research the focus is on these two. First, the financial means of actors in the policy arrangements. This
concerns the avaibabillity of funds or grants. Secondly the availabillity of knowledge amongst the actors. This
refers to both content and process related knowledge amongst the actors in the policy arrangement.
Discourse: The discourse dimension is based on the theoretical notions of Janssen et al (2017) who provide
different conceptual approaches to heritage developments. The sector, factor and vector approaches are
different discursive approaches to heritage.They are still rather abstract and in need for further
operationalisation. The three important descriptive terms that Janssen et al. (2017) uses are the scope, scale
and ambition of a heritage approach. The latter three will be used to operationalise the different discourses.
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CHAPTER 3
3.1

METHODOLOGY

RESEARCH DESIGN

This cross-sectional, qualitative research contains the following characteristics as described by Creswell (2014).
First, qualitative research is characterized as a study in the natural setting in which there is direct contact with
the object of the study, using interviews, observations and case studies. For this research the object of study
were the provincial policy arrangements. A second important feature in qualitative research is the role of the
researcher; its role is vital because they are the ones who gather and interpret the information. This requires a
reflexive behaviour of the researcher throughout the entire process. This role and the implications for this
research are explained in section 3.4 quality of qualitative research methods.
The research design connects the research questions with the data that is to be collected and the possible
outcomes it provides. It presents an overview and logic of the research that is to be carried out. (Rowley, 2002).
Case study research provides an in-depth analysis of a complex case, taking into account the embedding of this
case in its context (Yin, 2013). Case studies use a variety of data collection methods like interviews, observations
and document analysis (Creswell, 2014; Eisenhardt, 1989; Rowley, 2002). This qualitative research involved both
exploratory as well as comparative elements. Exploratory case study research is described by Yin (2003) as
research that is exploring cases in which there is no clear, single outcome of the interventions to be expected in
the evaluation of the case. Furthermore, it is also used in research topics where there is limited scientific
knowledge available. The latter is relevant for this research because there was only limit scientific research
conducted into changing heritage policy arrangements. The different cases that deal with large-scale heritage
structures have been compared with each other.
3.1.1

CASE SELECTION

It is important that cases in a qualitative research design are purposefully selected as to why these cases are
important to answer the research question (Creswell, 2014). The selected case will be the outcome of a logical
reasoning from the problem description, the research questions and theoretical framework. The case study
research design requires a clear demarcation and focus that enables an in-depth analysis of the case. There are
certain criteria to be taken into account when selecting the appropriate cases for this research.
The first criterion and most important condition for this research was the focus on the provincial government
level, based on the following considerations. First, large-scale heritage structures transcend the municipal
boundaries and therefore become a matter for provincial government. Another important argument is the
decentralisation of spatial planning responsibilities, including heritage development, from the national
government to the provincial government. This decentralisation of responsibilities as part of a shift in governance
forms the basis for this research as in described in the introduction chapter. Finally, the provincial government
level forms the connective level between national and municipal governments in terms of policymaking and
implementation. This research was approached from a provincial government perspective and that provided a
clear demarcation for the selection of the cases and subsequently the interviewees. Although the municipal
government level is important in Dutch planning practices, it was not directly included in the scope of this
research. However, dealings with the municipality by other interviewees in the cases were included. A second
condition was the presence of a provincial heritage policy program that was currently running and included a
large-scale heritage structure. The term large-scale heritage structures requires some elaboration and a clear
description as well. For this research, the following indicators have been applied to define large-scale heritage
structures. A physical cross-border character on different levels, transcending both municipal and possible
provincial borders. Secondly, a physical interconnected component, which relates to the spatial planning domain.
The heritage structure needs to have a clear interconnected structure that has a close relation to the landscape.
Finally, the presence of multi-level and multi-actor governance components in relation to policymaking.
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The cases that have been selected (table 1) represent a province with a corresponding heritage policy program
that involves a large-scale heritage structure. For a graphic representation of the cases, see figure 7 at the end
of this section.
Table 1: Selected cases for research

Case

Province

Policy program

Large-scale heritage structure

I.

Province of Zuid-Holland

Erfgoedlijnen

Atlantikwall

II.

Province of Noord-Brabant

Bevochten Brabant

Zuiderwaterlinie

III.

Province of Utrecht

Utrechts programma NHW & SvA

Nieuwe Hollandse Waterlinie

CASE I: PROVINCE OF ZUID-HOLLAND - ATLANTIKWALL
The first case represents the provincial implementation program ‘Erfgoedlijnen’ which entails, amongst others,
the development of the Atlantikwall as a heritage structure in the province of Zuid-Holland. This comprehensive
policy program has been initiated in 2012. The program has been continued for the policy period of 2017-2020.
This case will have a focus on the development of the Atlantikwall as one of seven heritage structures in the
implementation program. The research will focus on the current implementation program 2017-2020. The
following paragraph will briefly elaborate on the genesis of the case as well as key spatial characteristics, for a
more thorough analysis see appendix III.
The Atlantikwall is an ensemble of interlinked
fortifications that stretches along 5000 km of
Atlantic Ocean coast from Norway through
Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium and
France (Carr, 2010; Forty, 2002; Rellensmann,
2009; Tzalmona, 2011). The construction of the
Atlantikwall was ordered in 1941 by the Germans
after the failed attempt to invade Great Britain and
the invasion of Russia (Ambachtsheer & van
Harmelen, 1995, p.51). The Atlantikwall in the
Netherlands focused on the four main ports at that
time; Den Helder, IJmuiden, Hoek van Holland and
Vlissingen (Ambachtsheer & van Harmelen, 1995). Figure 4: Gun battery near Scheveningen. (Erfgoedhuis ZH, website, 2018)
Between these major strongholds, numerous smaller defense works have been constructed. Around 2000
bunkers (heaviest version) have been constructed along the Dutch coastline (Rolf & Sakkers, 2005). In addition
to this number, many more military objects have been build and still remain today in the Dutch landscape,
ranging from small shelters to ant-tank walls and trenches. The construction of the fortifications along the
coastline had a huge effect on the local landscape and the population. For example in Den Haag, were complete
neighborhoods were demolished and 135.000 residents were forced to move and make space for anti-tank
ditches and a clear line of fire (Ambachtsheer & van Harmelen, 1995; Erfgoedhuis Zuid-Holland, 2016).
CASE II: PROVINCE OF NOORD-BRABANT - ZUIDERWATERLINIE
The second case represents the provincial heritage program, which includes the development of the
Zuiderwaterlinie as a large-scale heritage structure in the province of Brabant. The policy program consist of four
different storylines. Within one of these storylines, ‘Bevochten Brabant’ the focus will be on the development of
the Zuiderwaterlinie as one of the main military heritage structures of the specific storyline. The following
paragraph will briefly elaborate on the genesis of the case as well as key spatial characteristics, for a more
thorough analysis see appendix IV.
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In 1701, the Dutch engineer Menno van Coehoorn
started the development of the Zuiderwaterlinie
(PNB, 2016). Again, the existing fortifications in the
landscape were reused. Inundation zones were
developed between the fortified cities and at the
access points additional defenses were build (PNB,
2016). The geographical structure of the area was
used, Brabant was located at the 200km long edge
of different soil types (sand vs, clay) that enabled
the flooding’s. Existing water infrastructure were
used in case of an inundation. In 1874, with
introduction of the formal ‘Vestingwet’ (fortress
law) the Zuiderwaterlinie became less important. Figure 5: Areal picture of Heusden. ( Alliantie Zuiderwaterlinie, website, 2018)
It became the southern closure of the NHW, which was constructed to protect the –more important- center of
Holland (Janssen, 2016). During WWI, the Zuiderwaterlinie was put on high alert but was never actually used.
During the start of WWII, it became clear that water defense structures were outdated as planes flew over them.
The German occupiers used parts of the structure for their ‘Vordere Wasserstellung’ as a backup defense
structure for the Atlantikwall (PNB, 2016).
The Zuiderwaterlinie officially was demilitarized in 1952 and subsequently all restrictive rules and regulations
were abandoned. The ‘Monumentenwet’ in 1961 marked the start of the conservation of individual fortified cities
of the former Zuiderwaterlinie, there lacks a comprehensive perspective on the structure as a whole (Janssen,
2016). Wat remains today are the fortified cities (11 in total) and the inundation fields. Some of them are still
recognizable as an open landscape while others have transformed into nature areas i.e. swamps (PNB, 2016).
The development of specific areas continues with the redevelopment of the historic landscape of Den Bosch as
example. Here the heritage of the city was used to drive the spatial developments in an integral manner,
connecting to other spatial challenges (Janssen, 2016). Around 2010 the provincial government initiated –and
subsidized- a broad policy program that acknowledges the historic landscapes and heritage complexes in
Brabant. It relates to a movement in which the individual fortifications are viewed as part of a coherent landscape
with stories relating to it and increased societal attention throughout Brabant (Janssen, 2016).
CASE III: PROVINCE OF UTRECHT – NIEUWE HOLLANDSE WATERLINIE
The third case represents the provincial policy program concerning the development and management of the
NHW in the province of Utrecht. This project started in the 1990’s as a national project. In 2014, the responsibility
of the project was decentralized to the province of Noord-Holland, Noord-Brabant, Gelderland and Utrecht.
Between the provincial governments together, there is an intense collaboration but provinces themselves have
individual policy implementation programs that cover parts of the NHW. It is important to note that this case
study is limited to the phase of provincial responsibility as since 2014. Furthermore, the focus will be on the
provincial implementation policy of Utrecht that involves the NHW. The following paragraph will briefly elaborate
on the genesis of the case as well as key spatial characteristics, for a more thorough analysis see appendix V.
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The NHW (1815-1963) is a former
military defence line (85km) that runs
through the central part of the
Netherlands from the IJsselmeer to the
Rhine. It is characterised by a
combination of interrelated military
objects, like fortresses and bunkers, and
water inundation works like dikes,
channels and flood fields (Beukers,
2014; Luiten et al., 2004; VerschuureStuip, 2014; 2015; 2016). When Figure 6: Entrance of Fort Kijkuit. (Natuurmonumenten, website, 2018)
inundated, fields of approximately 3-8 km wide were flooded up to a level of approximately 30-60 cm water
(Nationaal Project NHW, 2017; Verschuure-Stuip, 2014; Will, 2002). When the inundation fields are flooded, it
becomes clear how complex the spatial structure of the NHW is (Will, 2002). The spatial tissue of the central part
of the Netherlands clearly shows the marks of centuries of developing and enhancing the NHW. The structure
and routing of the NHW also shows a strong connection and adaptation to the landscape. It is a unique structure
and iconic for the Dutch way of dealing with water in multiple ways. Not only is its historic meaning important,
the spatial and architectural value of the New Dutch Waterline with its military objects and landscape is widely
acknowledged (Berkers & Labuhn, 2012; Bosma, 2008; Hannema, 2014; Verschuure-Stuip, 2016).
The three selected cases are shown in
figure 7, which is a map of the main
military (water) defence structures in
the Netherlands. The Atlantikwall is
shown along the North Sea coast. The
Zuiderwaterlinie runs along the river
area of the Rhine and Maas, from
Nijmegen towards Bergen op Zoom.
The Nieuwe Hollandse Waterlinie
runs through the central part of the
Netherlands, from the IJsselmeer to
the Rhine.

Figure 7: Military defence structures in the Netherlands. (Forten.nl, website, 2018)
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3.2

DATA COLLECTION METH ODS

This research involves two data collection methods, in-depth interviews and documents analysis. An overview of
the different sub-research question in relation to the theoretical framework and the specific data collection
methods is shown in table 3, which can be found in appendix I. The following paragraphs will go into detail on
the two data collection methods.
3.2.1

INTERVIEWS

In qualitative research and especially case study research, interviews as data collection method are very
common. Rowley (2012) defines the value of interviews as follows:
“Interviews are generally used in conducting qualitative research, in which the researcher is interested in
collecting “facts”, or gaining insights into or understanding of opinions, attitudes, experiences, processes,
behaviours, or predictions.” (Rowley, 2012, 261)
The selection of the respondents for the interviews is based on the purposive sampling approach. This sampling
approach in qualitative research focuses on the selection of respondent based on their information richness of
the case involved, and thus based on their possible contribution to the research objective (Devers & Frankel,
2000; Ritchie et al., 2013). The selection of respondents is also based on practical limitations of the research, like
limited time and resources. By purposive selecting the interviewees in this case, the various actor groups, as
described in the conceptual model, are targeted. The respondents are selected based on predetermined criteria
that relate to the research objective (Guest et al., 2006). Tongco (2007) argues that non-random sampling
approaches like purposive sampling have a risk of being biased. The selection might be based on convenience
and knowledgeable recommendations. The data retrieved using purposive sampling is scientifically valid if the
possible bias is clearly stated and the outcomes are not generalized to a larger sample (Tongco, 2007).
The starting point for the interviewees are the provincial government. Those selected in the governmental
category are active in the domain of spatial planning and heritage. Due to the focus and limitations of this
research there will be no representatives of the municipal government included as interviewees. The societal
respondent’s category will be formed by social organizations who represents various interests groups and
actively participate in the selected cases. For example, landscape organizations. Furthermore, representatives
from the executive organizations of the selected provinces are interviewed. Although they are closely related to
the provincial government, they are independent societal organizations. Overall, the focus will be on organized
and representative interviewees. Societal initiatives or local entrepreneurs are not included in this research. See
table 2 for an overview of the interviewees per case.
The interview format are semi-structured. This allows the researcher to explore interesting themes that might
come up during an interview. A more general set of questions is supported by possible probing questions,
dependent on the interviewee and the course of the interview (Rowley, 2012). The level of flexibility makes the
semi-structured interview applicable for this exploratory case study research. A general interview protocol is
drafted to guide the interviews and validate the research findings. The interview protocol has been included in
appendix VI. The interviews were audiotaped and when necessary, notes that were written down were archived.
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Table 2: List of interviewees.

Case

Organization

Function

Date of interview

I.

Province of Zuid-Holland

Coordinator Erfgoedlijnen

2 November, 2017

Province of Zuid-Holland

Project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall

6 November, 2017

Province of Zuid-Holland

Landscape architect / spatial policy officer

27 November, 2017

Erfgoedhuis Zuid-Holland

Consultant heritage & history

8 November, 2017

Natuurmonumenten

Specialist cultural history & landscape

29 January, 2018

Zuid-Hollands Landschap

Project manager

30 January, 2018

Province of Noord-Brabant

Heritage policy officer

20 November, 2017

Province of Noord-Brabant

Spatial policy officer

19 January, 2018

Erfgoed Brabant

Project manager

1 December, 2017

----

Area manager Zuiderwaterlinie

29 November, 2017

Natuurmonumenten

Area manager

16 January, 2018

Brabants Landschap

District manager

15 December, 2017

Province of Utrecht

Program manager / spatial policy officer

16 January, 2018

Province of Utrecht

Program manager/ heritage policy officer

5 February, 2018

Province of Utrecht

Program manager Utrecht in NHW

4 Januari, 2018

*Rijksdienst Cultureel Erfgoed

Consultant space & landscape

8 March, 2018

Staatsbosbeheer

Program manager NHW / strategic advisor

22 January, 2018

Natuurmonumenten

Interim project manager Fort Abcoude

8 February, 2018

II.

III.

*The interview respondent of the RCE provided information regarding all three cases.

The references in the case studies will use the name of the organisation, or in the case of multiple interviewees
per organisation, the function description. This is a practical consideration to limit the length of the references.
3.2.2

DOCUMENT COLLECTION

The second data collection method is document analysis. One of the criterion for the case selection was the
presence of a provincial heritage policy document. The focus has been on the contemporary heritage policy
documents. These documents have been analysed and used as a mean to answer sub research questions and
validate other research findings. All of the provincial heritage policy documents were available online. The policy
documents that have been used in this research are listed in table 3.
Table 3: Policy documents used for analysis.

Case

Document title

I.

Beleidsvisie
Cultureel
Erfgoed
Basisvoorziening Cultuur 2017-2020

II.

‘De
(verbeeldings)kracht
van
Beleidskader erfgoed 2016-2020.

III.

Utrechts programma Nieuwe Hollandse
Waterlinie & Stelling van Amsterdam 2016-2020

&

erfgoed’

Organisation

Date of publication

Province of Zuid-Holland

April, 2017

Province of Noord-Brabant

November, 2015

Province of Utrecht

Juni, 2016
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3.3

DATA ANALYSIS METHODS

Creswell (2014) identified general steps to be taken
when analysing research data. These are visualised in
figure 4. This process represents the outline of the data
analysis procedures in this research. The process
described by Creswell (2014) is an iterative process,
rather than linear what is suggested by the scheme. All
the data that has been acquired throughout the
interviews and policy documents has been organised
prior to the analysis. A coding scheme as described by
Creswell (2014) is used to organise this process.
“Coding is the process of organizing the data by
bracketing chunks (or text or image segments) and
writing a word representing a category in the margins”.
(Rossman & Rallis, 2012 cited in Creswell, 2014, p 198)

Figure 8: Data analysis in qualitative research. (Creswell, 2014, 197)

The interview transcripts are the primary source in the analysis. The transcripts have been transcribed at a verbal
–detailed- level. The transcripts were initially coded by hand but also by using a digital coding program (Atlas.ti).
The conceptual model –four dimensions of the policy arrangement- and the subsequent interview protocol
formed the basis for the coding process. The coding process led to an extensive list of individual codes, which
were crosschecked for overlap and similarities. This iterative process has been repeated several times and
resulted in a list of key themes and sub-themes. This process has been done for the first transcripts to make sure
that all possible themes are included. The list of key themes and sub-themes has been used as a framework to
code the remaining transcripts. If the coding process for the remaining transcripts delivered divergent codes,
additional themes and sub-themes were developed.
The themes and sub-themes derived from the interview transcripts have been used as a framework for the
document analysis. The document analysis is used as a secondary source to supports or refute the primary
interview outcomes. The different provincial policy documents have been coded using the list of key themes and
sub-themes. This method allowed for a more detailed analysis of the extensive policy documents and provided
supporting and/or refuting arguments for the interviews.
The outcomes of the data analysis are presented in the case study chapters (4, 5 and 6). Again, the list of key
themes and sub-themes is used as a framework to structure the results. The outcomes of the interviews and
document analysis are integrated in this chapter, either in support of each other or as refutation. This
categorization of the acquired data allows for a more comprehensible analysis. Each chapter ends with a partial
conclusion and an overall conclusion on the level of the casus will be provided. The subsequent chapter is the
comparative analysis of the three case studies. Here the key themes and sub-themes are used again to structure
the chapter. The main similarities and differences amongst the case studies regarding the themes and subthemes are described here.
3.4

QUALITY OF QUALITATI VE RESEARCH

Contemporary scientific research in the social science is increasingly qualitative research. This growth of
qualitative research is followed by a wide discussion on the quality indicators that are used to ensure a certain
level of scientific quality (Bryman et al., 2008; Anney, 2014). The fundamental methodological discussion is about
the use of quantitative quality indicators for qualitative research. The outcome of this debate was a level of
agreement on four indicators who all contribute to a level of trustworthiness in qualitative research; credibility,
transferability, dependability and conformability. (Lincoln & Guba, 1985 in Anney, 2014; Morse et al., 2004;
Bryman et al., 2008).
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First, credibility in qualitative research is about whether or not the conclusions derived from the data are
plausible. Tools to enhance this credibility are triangulation of sources and member checking. This research uses
data triangulation, which implies the use of multiple sources for the data: interview and document/literature
study (Creswell, 2013; Anney, 2014). Member checking is also a common tool in qualitative research and it
involves a continuously checking of the research outcomes and interpretation with its sources. In other words,
the interviewees are asked to check whether the researcher’s interpretation of the data is correct and
corresponding with their intentions. It is also a way to eliminate the researcher’s bias, which is a commonly
acknowledged threat in qualitative research (Anney, 2014). In this research, the interviewees are asked to check
the transcripts that were drafted by the researcher after the interview. Occasionally, if requested by the
interviewee, the quotes that were used to support the research were checked as well. The policy documents
were analysed using the same set of themes and sub-themes derived from the interviews, this triangulation of
sources contributes to the credibility of the research outcomes.
The second criterion is transferability. This is about the ability of the research outcomes to be transferred to
other contexts and respondents. Can the research outcomes be replicated and validated outside its original
context and respondents (Anney, 2014). By ensuring the same set of semi-structured interview questions be
applied to all the respondents, the level of transferability can be increased. For this research, an interview
protocol with the semi-structured questions is added in the annex. The first interview has been used as a test
interview to filter out errors or ambiguities. Afterwards all respondents have answered the same set of interview
questions. Although there is room for supplementations since it is a semi-structured interview and an explorative
research design.
The third criterion is dependability. This refers to the level of stability of the research outcomes (Anney, 2014).
This can be enhanced by keeping all the records complete and stored for possible future replications and checks
(Anny, 2014). This means all the documents, drafts, notes, transcripts or other relevant research material to be
saved along all stages of the research. For this research all written notes, interview audio-recordings, transcripts
and policy documents (including manual coding) are retained.
The fourth and final criterion is confirmability. This relates to the objectivity of the research findings and if they
can be confirmed by other scientists or research (Anney, 2014). A way to enhance this is by reflective behaviour
of the researcher into its personal perceptions and possible biases (Anney, 2014). Although objectivity can never
be fully achieved in qualitative research, it is important for the researcher to be aware of this and to minimize
the risk of biases and subjectivity. In addition, an audit trail -including all the records of documents, drafts, notes
and transcripts- can be of help to increase the level of conformability. The latter has been done in this research,
as is described in the third criterion. Moreover, part of this research is the awareness of the researcher’s position
in relation to the research topic.
A retrospective reflection on these four indicators of the quality of qualitative research is provided in the
conclusion chapter 9, section 9.2 limitations of the research.
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CHAPTER 4

CASE I: PROVINCE OF ZUID-HOLLAND - ATLANTIKWALL

For each of the individual cases six actors have been interviewed. They represented both governmental as well
as societal organizations. Three policy officers of the province of Zuid-Holland have been interviewed, the
coordinator of the policy program Erfgoedlijnen, the project manager of Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall and a landscape
architect of the spatial planning department. The societal organizations that were interviewed were landowning
–and conservation organizations Natuurmonumenten and Zuid-Hollands Landschap (ZHL). In addition, the
provincial executive organisation Erfgoedhuis Zuid-Holland was included. The policy document that was included
in the analysis is the provincial cultural heritage policy vision (Beleidsvisie Cultureel Erfgoed & Basisvoorziening
Cultuur 2017-2020).
4.1

ACTORS AND COLLABORA TIONS

The role of both governmental and societal actors that are involved in the case of the Atlantikwall in Zuid-Holland
are explained. Additionally, their interactions and collaborations within the policy-arrangement are explained.
The various sub-themes that emerged from the research are discussed under the relevant paragraphs
4.1.1

Governmental actors

Within this category of interviewees, the perspective of the provincial government forms the starting point. Their
role and collaboration with other actors are subject of the research and will be explained. This will include the
RCE, other provincial governments, municipalities and societal actors.
National government/ RCE
The RCE has been attributed different roles in relation to the development of the Atlantikwall. The
interviewees stress their financial contributions, expert advice and desired coordinating role.
The financial contributions of the RCE are stressed by the coordinator Erfgoedlijnen, Erfgoedhuis ZH and ZHL.
The coordinator Erfgoedlijnen collaborate with the national government level, in particular with the RCE, when
it comes to conservation funds. The executive organisation Erfgoedhuis ZH stressed out an example of a movie
about the Atlantikwall with different provinces and municipalities that was co-financed by the RCE. ZHL
collaborated with the RCE mostly when it involved financial means regarding restauration of monuments in their
possession.
The coordinator Erfgoedlijnen, spatial policy officer and Erfgoedhuis ZH refer to the RCE as an expert advisor for
heritage related developments. The coordinator Erfgoedlijnen described the formal task of the RCE as advising
municipal governments in their issuing of environmental permits concerning monuments. The spatial policy
officer sees the involvement of the RCE in relation to the developments in the coastal zone. Most of the
reinforcing developments in the coastal zone did not collide with existing (heritage) structures worthwhile of
protecting, so therefore the collaboration with the RCE was limited. Erfgoedhuis ZH who talked about their
relationship with the RCE. There is contact, they are agenda-member of the platform Erfgoedtafel and there is
project-based collaboration. The RCE stressed their role as a knowledge institution and advisory body. The RCE
organises meetings and platforms – among others specifically about military heritage- for all kinds of
organisations to distribute information, share knowledge and to make use their network.
The project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall, Erfgoedhuis ZH and Natuurmonumenten elaborated on their ideas
of a more coordinating role for the RCE in the future. The project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall referred to
the call from the participants at the platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall. They mentioned a national vision on the
Atlantikwall and increased role for the RCE. It is not expected that the RCE will formulate a vision on an individual
heritage structure like the Atlantikwall. Although they have incorporated it in their Masterplan Kust & Erfgoed.
Erfgoedhuis ZH mentioned that most actors involved envision a European version of the policy program
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Erfgoedlijnen for the development of the Atlantikwall. Moreover, they stressed the need for a more active role
of the RCE:
“If we were to organize something as Zuid-Holland on a national level, that would only make sense if you had the
RCE as a partner and that is what we really want. So that the Atlantikwall becomes a national affair instead of a
fragmented provincial one.” (Interview Erfgoedhuis ZH, 2017)
Natuurmonumenten would like the RCE to take up the role as national organisation to collaborate in the
development of the Atlantikwall, instead of leaving it to the individual provincial governments. The RCE itself is
not focusing on military heritage structures in the Netherlands. They are bounded by the political priorities of
the department of OCW. Currently there is no policy priority for military heritage structures. With regard to the
call for an increased, coordinating, role of the RCE for military heritage structures it is clear that this lacks priority
and urgency.
“I understand that it is a tempting perspective for provinces, municipalities and landowning –and conservation
organizations. But we cannot suddenly use half of the organization on military heritage structures while the
minister says that agricultural heritage is going to be the focus. There must be a policy legitimacy to use a lot of
man hours and resources.” (Interview RCE, 2018)
In conclusion, the role of granting party for monuments is assigned to the RCE. There have been examples of a
project-based collaboration with the RCE when it concerns the Atlantikwall. However, currently, there is no active
role of the RCE as a partner in the development of the Atlantikwall in Zuid-Holland as well as on a national level.
Both governmental as well as societal actors envision a more coordinating role for the RCE. The RCE itself is not
inclined to take up this role, due to a lack of policy legitimacy. They remain to their contributions as a knowledge
institution and advisory platform.
Provincial government
The governmental interviewees all refer to the facilitating and coordinating role of the provincial government in
relation to the development of the Atlantikwall. However, Natuurmonumenten raises concerns about the
fragmentation of provincial policies in the case of the Atlantikwall.
The coordinator Erfgoedlijnen, project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall, spatial policy officer and Erfgoedhuis ZH
have stated the facilitating and coordinating roles. The project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall describes its role
no longer as the top-down actor that determines the direction instead as explicitly one of the actors, with its
own interest. However, there is a tendency amongst the platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall that looks at this role
differently.
“We as a province are not the steering actor but one of the actors at the table with our own interest. (...) the only
difference is that we have resources at our disposal and as a result you are automatically pressed into that
steering role. “(Interview project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall, 2017).
The provincial government uses terms like connecting, guiding and facilitating when they describe their current
role in the policy program Erfgoedlijnen. The framing of the seven Erfgoedlijnen (the Atlantikwall is one out of
seven throughout the province) is an example of their guiding role. The role can differ from facilitating an open
platform like Erfgoedtafel, to enforcing spatial ordinances. The province collaborates with both governmental
and societal actors. For instance the RCE, municipalities, Erfgoedhuis ZH, interested parties and volunteers (PZH,
2017).
The spatial policy officer stressed the coordinating role of the provincial government in the coastal region. Its
responsibility lies at coordinating the different spatial permits and monitor the impact at for instance nature.
Erfgoedhuis ZH refers to the network approach of the provincial government with the long-term goal to achieve
a coherent development of the Atlantikwall though active collaboration between the actors. Both ZHL and
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Natuurmonumenten describe the role of the provincial government in more general terms. Natuurmonumenten
acknowledges their relationship with the province and especially Erfgoedhuis ZH. However, due to the
centralised organisational structure of Natuurmonumenten, they might not be aware of remaining local
collaborations. ZHL referred to the collaboration in their context as a triangle between the municipality of
Rotterdam and the provincial government. They describe their relationship with both of them as excellent.
The coordinator Erfgoedlijnen stressed that regional and municipal transcending spatial developments have
always been the responsibility of the provincial government. The added responsibility by the national
government through a decentralisation process –restauration funds for the national monuments- is in line with
the role of the provincial government. This decentralisation of funding to provincial governments occurred in
2012 through the MoMo program (PZH, 2017). Because one of the conditions of these restorations funds has
been to connect them to a broader spatial development (gebiedsontwikkeling). However, the decentralisation
of planning and heritage responsibilities to the provincial government raises concerns with Natuurmonumenten
who signalled fragmentation amongst the different provinces. This autonomous policy responsibility of the
individual provinces raises concerns.
“... every province has a totally different approach to the heritage field. You therefore have 12 different types of
subsidies, different incentive schemes and different areas of attention.” (Interview Natuurmonumenten, 2018
In conclusion, the role of the provincial government is described as a facilitating and coordinating one by the
governmental actors themselves. They consider the province no longer a top-down actor but as a contributor in
a collaborative process. This role of the province is largely endorsed by the policy document. The decentralisation
of the restauration funds of national monuments to the provincial government is considered a positive change
by the coordinator Erfgoedlijnen. Natuurmonumenten raises concerns about the fragmentation of funding
mechanisms and policy perspectives amongst the different provinces when it involves spatial heritage policies.
Municipal government
Municipalities are an equal partner at the platform and local collaboration partners for the coordinator
Erfgoedlijnen, project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall, Erfgoedhuis ZH and ZHL. Natuurmonumenten is not
aware of local collaboration with the municipality when it concerns the specific areas with Atlantikwall remains.
The municipalities are an important actor but they do not have a special position at the platform Erfgoedtafel,
they are equal partners (Coordinator Erfgoedlijnen). The involvement of municipalities in the platform
Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall is dependent of what is on the agenda, if it relates to the municipality there is a more
active involvement. However, most of the municipalities who have Atlantikwall remains in their territory are an
agenda-member of the Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall, which informs them about activities.
The project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall, Erfgoedhuis ZH and ZHL, exemplifies the project-based
collaboration. The moment there is a local development involving a bunker from the Atlantikwall the municipality
is contacted (project manager Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall). Erfgoedhuis ZH described their contact with the
municipality based on a request. Municipalities who have questions regarding the Atlantikwall call them in. ZHL
is collaborating on a project with the municipality of Rotterdam, based on a comprehensive spatial concept.
In conclusion, the municipality is an equal partner in collaboration processes at the platform Erfgoedtafel.
Furthermore, they can call upon the advice of the provincial executive organisation. The municipalities are locally
involved with actors on Atlantikwall-related projects.
4.1.2

Societal actors

The role the societal actors and their relation with the provincial government with regard to the development of
the Atlantikwall is explained. The societal actors that are included in this research are landowning –and
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conservation organisations Natuurmonumenten and ZHL. The provincial executive organisation Erfgoedhuis ZH,
which is officially a societal organisation, is also included.
Executive organisation Erfgoedhuis Zuid-Holland
The Erfgoedhuis ZH is an independent organisation with an executive task given by the provincial government.
They are concerned with the public outreach of the Atlantikwall and are working together and advising other
organisations in the heritage domain (Erfgoedhuis ZH).
Erfgoedhuis ZH stressed increasing the public outreach of the Atlantikwall as their main task. For example by
developing products like posters and flyers. Also through educational programs and a website. They considers
themselves as a knowledge institution and in that manner, they advise local municipalities, social organisations
and heritage institutions in a demand-oriented way. The executive organisation Erfgoedhuis ZH is used by the
provincial government as an advisory body for local municipalities with their policies regarding spatial planning,
heritage and landscape (PZH, 2017). With regard to their close relationship with the provincial government, most
of the funding comes through the provincial government. As an executive organisation, they are provided with a
task by the provincial government. It works both ways as Erfgoedhuis ZH has the ability to alert the provincial
government about developments and therefore influence the agenda topics. Political influence with regard to
their position as a provincial executive organisation raises concerns. The political influence inside the provincial
government is sometimes difficult to deal with; it causes changes and shifts in focus that has an effect on the
organisation. Political influence is also important when it comes to funding, according to Erfgoedhuis ZH. It can
be of help if the provincial alderman has a positive attitude towards heritage and the Atlantikwall. However, the
provincial executive council makes the final decision. The close relationship between the two organisations does
leave enough room for Erfgoedhuis ZH to take autonomous decisions.
With regard to the collaboration with other actors, Erfgoedhuis ZH, ZHL and Natuurmonumenten stated the
following. A first example is given by Erfgoedhuis ZH itself about that they are used as a mean by the provincial
government to take up challenges that are transcending the scope and ability of the individual actors at the
platform Erfgoedtafel. A second example is given by ZHL who talked the executive organisation Erfgoedhuis ZH
in relation to their process of formulating a vision for the location Vinetaduin; they collaborated with ZHL in the
process of determining the current qualities and opportunities of Vinetaduin. A final example comes from
Natuurmonumenten who remains in close contact with Erfgoedhuis ZH on an individual level.
Natuurmonumenten as centralised organisation uses the local knowledge and expertise of Erfgoedhuis ZH when
it comes to the Atlantikwall in Zuid-Holland.
In conclusion, Erfgoedhuis ZH executes a task, set by the province, while at the same time it can take an
autonomous position as a societal actor. Together with political influences, this can be challenging for the
organisation. In relation to the Atlantikwall they participate in the platform Erfgoedtafel, they cooperate with
other actors in organising events, they advise other actors and they focus on the public outreach of the
Atlantikwall. The document study outcome is in line with the interview outcome on this matter.
Natuurmonumenten
Natuurmonumenten maintains several nature conservation areas that have Atlantikwall remains present,
however they are limited involved when it comes the (policy) development of the Atlantikwall as a heritage
structure (Natuurmonumenten).
Natuurmonumenten in Zuid-Holland owns two main locations that are part of the Atlantikwall; Voornes Duin and
Kop van Goeree which are both nature reserves. Natuurmonumenten considers the location Voornes Duin
special due to its long-lasting ownership prior to WWII. Natuurmonumenten has chosen to focus on the nature
conservation in these specific areas with limited attention to the heritage values of the Atlantikwall remains.
However, they do argue that the Atlantikwall as a national structure should gain more attention on a
comprehensive level. Knowledge and expertise of the different actors involved with the Atlantikwall are still
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insufficiently shared with each other. As a nature conservation organisation, they witness an increased attention
to heritage as being complementary to nature conservation.
“With nature managers I notice the change over the past 10 years from burden to lust, or even more the positive
attention for the Atlantikwall. “ (Interview Natuurmonumenten, 2018)
Natuurmonumenten stated that they are limited involved (only agenda-member) in the platform Erfgoedlijn
Atlantikwall, due to the limited attention to the Atlantikwall remains in their area of Voornes Duin.
In conclusion, the Atlantikwall remains in the territory of Natuurmonumenten in Zuid-Holland has a low priority
in comparison to nature conservation. Natuurmonumenten plays a limited role in the policy development of the
Atlantikwall. However, they stressed the need for more nation-wide attention to the Atlantikwall.
Zuid-Hollands Landschap (ZHL)
ZHL is actively developing their location Vinetaduin where the Atlantikwall is an important element besides
nature conservation. They also participate, use funding and critically asses the platform Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall.
For their location in Vinetaduin ZHL developed a masterplan and a vision which they started off with an expert
meeting in which an overview of existing qualities and opportunities was drafted and presented to local societal
organisations for a consultation. The initiative by ZHL resulted in the participation of local actors who therefore
never would have collaborated. The process of formulating a vision created momentum for other actors to join
and to overcome their individual interest. ZHL uses the platform Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall to acquire funding for
technical installations, hiking paths and facilities for bats. ZHL critically assesses the platform Erfgoedtafel
Atlantikwall. It is important for local societal organisations to be empowered and enabled to develop a vision.
There is extensive knowledge and expertise available within these groups regarding the content of the
Atlantikwall. What is sometimes lacking is the ability to develop and to envision a future masterplan or vision.
ZHL sees a more active contribution of the platform Erfgoedtafel/province, by means of facilitating and
empowering de actors for this issue. Eventually this will increase the professionally and enhance the overall
quality.
In conclusion, ZHL is a participating member of the platform Erfgoedtafel that they also used to fund the
development of Atlantikwall remains in Vinetaduin. They are critical regarding the platform Erfgoedlijn
Atlantikwall as in the lack of awareness amongst the actors when it comes to a long-term vision.
4.1.3

Collaboration between actors

Collaboration mechanisms: platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall
There is a contradiction in the way the actors at the platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall are collaborating in terms
of the network approach (bottom-up) of the provincial government and their actual role in practice.
The network method, as pursued by the provincial government, is applied in this case by developing the
Erfgoedtafel as collaborative platform. It is considered necessary to invite all the possible actors –governments,
owners, associations and civilians- together to generate creativity and to come up with shared interests.
However, the bottom-up network approach required adjustments for all the actors involved. The societal actors
were used to the idea of a government who provided clear frameworks and issued grants accordingly. With the
new approach, they were forced to collaborate, to develop trust and to become self-organised. The government
on their hand needed to step back and allow the other actors to develop. The balance between individual and
common interest has shifted over the years. The individual interest provides motivation, but through sharing
knowledge and collaboration the common interests has gained importance (PZH, 2017)).
The platform Erfgoedtafel is open for all actors who have an interest in the specific theme of the platform. Each
Erfgoedlijn has a corresponding platform Erfgoedtafel. The average platform consist of 20-50 participants from
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governments to societal organisations. Each platform has an independent chairperson who safeguards the
process, progress and the common interests. Each platform developed an ambition for 2020 with an attached
multi-annual agenda that includes projects and activities. The ambitions can be adjusted so it remains a dynamic
process. The province is one of the participants with their own agenda and interests (PZH, 2017).
Additionally, the project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall stated the goal of the provincial government to
participate as an equal actor at the platform Erfgoedtafel. They do not want to steer the direction of the platform
Erfgoedtafel, however they do watch out for inefficient and ineffective use of the available resources. The
provincial government fulfils there facilitating role by collecting the topics for on the agenda, organising the
meetings and by sending a report of the meeting afterwards. In case the platform Erfgoedtafel no longer needs
a provincial policy officer as project manager and the moment when the platform Erfgoedtafel can take care of
its own, is has become a success according to the coordinator Erfgoedlijnen who stressed the long-term goal of
self-dependency. Erfgoedhuis ZH stressed the introduction of the platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall to provide
a new layer in the heritage domain to create more societal support. Previously, actors in the field of heritage
could individually apply for funds by the provincial government. Currently this application goes through the
platform Erfgoedtafel were projects are ranked and based on the ranking they receive funding. However, as
explained by Erfgoedhuis ZH, the platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall has no formal decision-making power. They
can propose projects and distribution of funds but eventually require the (political) approval by the provincial
government. The project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall stated the use of the new assessment framework which projects to include and the distribution of grants- that the actors of the platform agreed upon themselves.
There is hesitation amongst the actors at the platform when it comes to judging each other’s project proposals.
“I tell the table to participate, but they do not want that because they have to judge each other's projects. If I am
strict with you, you are strict with me.” (Interview project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall, 2017)
Although this joint decision-making is the goal of the network approach, there are actors of the platform who
demand a more (top-down) coordination by the province. For example, all the different societal initiatives that
have emerged in the development of the Atlantikwall are in need of coordination (project manager Erfgoedlijn
Atlantikwall).
“Where in the first instance we encouraged as much bottom-up dynamics as possible and everything that came
along was actually positive. It is now more a top-down way that is jointly determined.” (Interview project
manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall, 2017).
There are contradictions in the way the platform operates and the role that is taken by the provincial
government. There are outlines of multiple situations in which, there seems to be a contradiction with the
previous paragraphs. The availability of financial means gives the provincial government an exceptional position
that creates an unwanted tendency towards taking up a more coordinating and steering role at the platform
Erfgoedtafel (Coordinator Erfgoedlijnen). The platform Erfgoedtafel initiated several projects, which were
eventually dismissed by the provincial politics, according to Erfgoedhuis ZH. This example of conflicting interests
resulted in frustration amongst the participating actors and subsequently hesitation whether to participate in
the future. Furthermore, the project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall described a situation in which the
provincial government wanted to include a project in the Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall against the will of the platform.
This project, Oranjehotel in Scheveningen, did not relate to the Atlantikwall specifically but to WWII in general.
It was the intention of the province to support this project and allocate it at the Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall. Again,
this is an example of conflicting interests at the platform.
“Within the Erfgoedtafel (Atlantikwall) there was really a different thought about it and they found the
Oranjehotel not part of the Atlantikwall. We as Erfgoedlijn want to propagate it in a certain way and let certain
elements be visible, and we do not think the Oranjehotel fits in there.” (Interview project manager Erfgoedtafel
Atlantikwall, 2017)
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The project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall officer stressed the platforms lack of decision-making power. It
bears proposals, which have to be approved by the provincial government. There are examples of projects that
have not been approved by the provincial government, although they were highly ranked as being important by
the platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall itself. Moreover, the platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall is considered a
sectoral platform because the participants are all affiliated with heritage. The recommendation for the platform
Erfgoedtafel is to be even more aware of the context of heritage and the broader spatial development.
(Coordinator Erfgoedlijnen).
In conclusion, a tension is described at the platform Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall regarding the challenge to have an
equal collaboration process while at the same time there is a need for coordination by the provincial government.
This results in a conflicting and contradictory role of the provincial government who is facilitating the platform
Erfgoedtafel and at the same time participating in it as equal actors with their own (political) interests. Their
funding abilities make it difficult to maintain this equal position in the network. Furthermore, there are conflicting
interest at the platform between the provincial government and the other participants. The lack of formal
decision-making power of the platform and political involvement illustrate this. These conflicts results in
hesitation to collaborate in the future. The provincial heritage policy aims for the government to step back and
allow the platforms to act. There is a difference between what is described in the policy document and what is
derived from the interviews.
Interprovincial collaboration
There is limited collaboration amongst the different coastal provinces that have Atlantikwall remains on their
territory due to policy autonomy of the individual provinces. The issue of a national effort or organisation results
in differences amongst the interviewees. (Coordinator Erfgoedlijnen, project manager Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall,
spatial policy officer and Erfgoedhuis ZH)
There are different levels of coordination with adjacent provinces, depending on a UNESCO-status or policy
priorities. The choices that are made by the different provinces are within their policy autonomy (coordinator
Erfgoedlijnen). This argument is supported by the spatial policy officer who stressed the importance of policy
autonomy. It is not up to a single province to determine what other provinces should do with regard of the
Atlantikwall. Additionally, the provincial government of Zuid-Holland being primarily responsible for the province
itself. Therefore, provincial funding cannot be spent on issues outside the province (Project manager Erfgoedlijn
Atlantikwall). There are difference amongst the provinces that deal with the Atlantikwall. Each individual
province has a different approach. An example of a project where the different provinces actually did
collaborated was the movie project Verborgen Grens in 2015. The provinces of Zuid-Holland, Noord-Holland,
Zeeland and Friesland collaborated in the making of a movie of the Atlantikwall (Erfgoedhuis ZH).
On the issue of who is to lead in a national effort to develop the Atlantikwall, there are differences amongst the
actors. The coordinator Erfgoedlijnen explained that there is no direct need for a national governmental actor to
take the lead. Provincial governments are able to take this task upon themselves, as this is their autonomous
policy responsibility. Contrary to this, it is not clear whether a more comprehensive role regarding the
interprovincial collaboration is best allocated at the national level or even in the hands of a governmental
organization. It can be a societal organisation who is overseeing the interprovincial collaboration and the heritage
structure as a whole. The following quote supports this statement.
“It does not always have to be that government. It is nice to have an organization that knows what is going on in
the various provinces, and that can also approach it correctly in the various provinces.” (Interview coordinator
Erfgoedlijnen, 2017).
There is a need for interprovincial collaboration when it comes to a long-term preservation of the Atlantikwall.
Not limited to the provincial governments, it could also be a societal organisation who looks out for the coherent
and consistent development of the Atlantikwall (Erfgoedhuis ZH). The RCE is more suitable to gather all the
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provincial governments and to come up with a joint vision on the Atlantikwall in the Netherlands. The province
Zuid-Holland does not consider itself able or responsible to take up this role (Project manager Erfgoedtafel
Atlantikwall).
In conclusion, the autonomy of provinces to determine their policy priorities is often mentioned as a limitation
for a comprehensive development of the Atlantikwall. There is a project-based collaboration between the
different Atlantikwall provinces. There are differences amongst the interviewees on who should take the lead in
the interprovincial collaboration and a national coordinating role. The provincial governments themselves, the
RCE or a societal organisation. The policy document indicates no references on this subject.
European collaboration
There are currently European collaborative projects and applications related to the Atlantikwall, as well as the
ambition to increase this collaboration in the future (project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall, Erfgoedhuis ZH).
The concept of Bunkerdag (an annual day that most bunkers can be visited) which started out as a local
phenomenon in Den Haag has expanded to the province Zuid-Holland, to a national program and even to
Belgium. The establishment of the association “Stichting Europees Erfgoed Atlantikwall” is a follow-up initiative
of the bottom-up actors involved with the Atlantikwall. This ambition includes the search for European funding
that can support this ambition (project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall). Erfgoedhuis ZH strives for more
collaboration between provincial governments as well as on a European level because there remains limited
awareness amongst the participating actors of their positioning in a European context. Currently there are
contacts with Belgium, Denmark and France.
In conclusion, there is a European ambition to increase awareness of the European context and scale of the
Atlantikwall through applying for European funding and working together or seeking contact with European
counterparts. The policy document indicates no reference on this subject.
4.1.4

Conclusion

The provincial government role nowadays is focused more coordinating and facilitating the collaborative,
bottom-up process. They do not want to be the actor who determines the course in a top-down manner but they
consider themselves as an equal contributor in a collaborative process. The provincial government is responsible
for the development of the platform Erfgoedtafel that allows for this collaboration. They are a participant but
also a facilitator and the distributer of the grants. This seemingly contrary position raises concerns and results in
conflicts in practice. The issue of decentralisation of policy responsibilities to lower governments is viewed
differently amongst actors. The responsibility for the distribution of grants for national monuments has been
handed over to the provincial government, which they consider a positive shift. Natuurmonumenten raises
concerns about the fragmentation of funding mechanisms and policy perspectives amongst the different
provinces when it involves spatial heritage policies. The municipal government is more involved on a projectbasis in local issues. The RCE has limited involvement in the platform but is often mentioned as an actor who
could take the lead in a national effort to develop the Atlantikwall in the Netherlands. Erfgoedhuis ZH has a hybrid
function; they are an instrument of the province to assist the societal initiates as well as governmental actors.
Besides, they are an autonomous societal organisation with their own agenda. Natuurmonumenten and ZHL have
their focus on local development projects and they use the platform Erfgoedtafel and the executive organisation
as a source for knowledge, network and grants.
Both governmental as well as societal actors participate in the platform Erfgoedtafel. The position of the platform
is to have a network of equal actors that is self-sufficient in terms of the process and is able to have a more
abstract view of the entire heritage structure. The experiences with this working method in general are positive.
The lack of formal decsion0 making responsibility of the platform raises concerns.
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However, the changing role of both the provincial government and the actors at the platform Erfgoedtafel
Atlantikwall sometimes results in friction. There are examples of where the platform required the former topdown steering of the provincial government while at the same time the provincial government introduced a
project to the platform, which was against the will of the other participants. Overcoming individual interest,
assessing the actors at the platform and focusing on the common goal are all issues that arose.
The interprovincial collaboration is currently limited. A structural collaboration with regard to the Atlantikwall
on a national scale is lacking. The policy autonomy of the provinces is mentioned as the main reason. There is no
ambition amongst the provincial government to take up the coordinating role of a national program regarding
then Atlantikwall. This role is passed on to the RCE or even civic-society actors. The RCE on their hand declined
this role due to a lack of political legitimacy and priority. The current European collaboration is limited to separate
projects, a structural collaboration seems to be lacking. However, there are ambitions amongst the actors for an
increased European collaboration in the future.
4.2

RULES AND REGULATIONS

This chapter elaborates on the policy regulations that apply in the case. There are two themes in this chapter.
The first relates to the spatial heritage policies (policy program Erfgoedlijnen) and ordinances of the provincial
government, supplemented with the EPA. The second theme involves the protection regimes, which are divided
into spatial and nature regimes.
4.2.1

Policies and regulations.

Policy program: Erfgoedlijnen
The provincial cultural heritage policy vision 2017-2020 explains the policy program Erfgoedlijnen and the focus
on integral spatial developments. For example combining contemporary functions with heritage and developing
economical drivers in redevelopment projects. Another example of an integral approach is the combination
between heritage, nature and water challenges. The interdependent condition of an integral approach requires
that different fields of policy consider each other’s interest. The policy program Erfgoedlijnen defines an
Erfgoedlijn or heritage structure as follows:
"A geographical structure (coast, canal, old dunes, island, etc.), which connects several monumental dots with
one common historical story to one line or line on the map. The heritage lines are ensembles of heritage,
landscape and water, which provide quality and space about great recreational and tourist potential “(PZH, 2017,
16).
An Erfgoedlijn is thus framed through both a geographical line as wells as a story line. There are seven
Erfgoedlijnen, with the Atlantikwall as one of them. The coordinator Erfgoedlijnen endorses the previous
definition of an Erfgoedlijn. An Erfgoedlijn is a heritage structure or geographical structure with an unambiguous
historic storyline attached to it. There are seven of these heritage structures identified in the policy program
Erfgoedlijnen in Zuid-Holland, the Atlantikwall being one of them. The policy program Erfgoedlijnen who follows
the vision of ‘Behouden, Beschermen, Beleven en Benutten.’ The main goal for each of the heritage structures is
to enhance and strengthen the heritage structure as a whole.
In conclusion, the policy program Erfgoedlijnen aims at heritage structures that have both a geographical as well
as a storyline to it. Furthermore, the policy program focusses on integral developments of heritage in relation
with other spatial challenges. Here a discrepancy can be identified between the integral ambition of the
Erfgoedlijnen as described in the policy document, and the outcomes of the interviews, which stated that they
are rather sectoral platform that require an integral approach.
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Spatial ordinance and vision.
The Cultuur Historische Kaart/Cultuurhistorische Hoofdstructuur (CHK/CHS) incorporates the main heritage
characteristics and values of the province, including the Erfgoedlijnen. The ambitions of the seven different
Erfgoedlijnen with accompanying platforms are visualised and added to the CHK (PZH, 2017). The coordinator
Erfgoedlijnen acknowledges the latter and further explains the connection of the Erfgoedlijnen to the
Kwaliteitskaart (spatial quality map as part of the Spatial Ordinance and Spatial Vision). Additionally, the policy
document explains the key notion of the Kwaliteitskaart to connect spatial developments as much as possible to
the historic notion and identity of an area. This can result in enhanced experience and use of an area. However,
according to the coordinator Erfgoedlijnen. The policy program Erfgoedlijnen has no formal power but more of
an attention value to guide other spatial developments. For example, when a municipality initiates a spatial
development that potentially comes in conflict with the policy program Erfgoedlijnen, the provincial government
signals the municipality to take notion of the policy program Erfgoedlijnen. Erfgoedlijnen indirectly are connected
to the spatial ordinance through the CHK and the Kwaliteitskaart. Therefore, spatial planners of the province are
aware of its existence and are able to communicate this to other spatial project developments.
In addition, the societal organisations deal with the formal regulations differently. ZHL who does not have the
spatial ordinance and the heritage policies of the province in sight when it comes to the developments in
Vinetaduin. Instead, they have to deal more with nature conservation legislation and regulations, for example
Natura2000 regulations. However, the policy program Erfgoedlijnen of the province is considered very interesting
as provides context for the vision of ZHL and enables additional funding. In addition, Natuurmonumenten is more
focussed on the nature policies with regard to their areas in Voornes Duin. Although the spatial regulations are
not completely out of sight, the focus on nature conservation regulations depends on the limited presence of
visible Atlantikwall remains in their territory.
The Spatial Vision of the province mentions the Erfgoedlijnen as heritage ensembles and views it as a policy
category that is focusing on experiencing and using heritage. Therefore, it does not require a specific protection
regime. With regard to the spatial policy of the Erfgoedlijnen, the focus is on maintaining and strengthening the
structure, in combination with contemporary re-use (PZH, 2017).
In conclusion, the policy program Erfgoedlijnen is not specifically stated in the spatial ordinance. However, it is
mentioned in the provincial spatial vision and therefore has attentive value. The nature conservation
organisations are less involved with the spatial ordinance then with nature policies. There are no relevant
differences between the policy document and the outcomes of the interviews.
Environmental and Planning Act
The upcoming legislative shift to the EPA may provide an integral approach to heritage. Contrary to this, it is the
ambition of the government to make this a policy-free transition.
The policy document refers to the upcoming EPA in the way that the policy program Erfgoedlijnen is likely to be
included in the future EPV but not in the (legally binding) environmental ordinance. The EPV is to be based,
among other things, on the input of the seven different platforms (Erfgoedtafels). Their vision and ambitions are
likely to be a starting point for the future environmental vision (PZH, 2017). The current embedding of heritage
in spatial planning will be transferred to the EPA thoroughly and in a careful way. This transfer process is currently
in place and it is hard to see whether there are major regulatory changes. It is a political choice to make this
transfer to the EPA as policy-free as possible. Meaning that the transfer should not result in major policy changes
(spatial policy officer). On the other hand, the project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall refers to the EPA as a
shift from sectoral to a more integrated spatial planning approach. The EPA is expected to be more of an
integrated approach to spatial planning that ways the different –sectoral- interests.
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In conclusion, contemporary policies are considerate of the upcoming EPA. The focus lies on the integral
approach instead of the former sector one. This seems contrary to the spatial policy officer’s position who
stressed that the transition to the EPA is expected to be without major regulatory changes or ‘policy-free’.
4.2.2

Protection regimes

Spatial protection regimes
The coordinator Erfgoedlijnen, project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall, spatial policy officer, Erfgoedhuis ZH
and Natuurmonumenten all referred to the (absence of) protection regime for the Atlantikwall as a whole as in
comparison to the individual and object-based protection through the monumental status.
The policy document elaborates on the spatial protection regimes that are present in the province. The spatial
protection regimes include those heritage structures that have an (inter)national, provincial and municipal
transcending value. Their importance exceeds the local interests. For example the UNESCO-sites (Kinderdijk,
Roman Limes) or the provincial Kroonjuwelen. The latter are heritage ensembles, and their surroundings, that
are in good condition and of provincial importance. The Erfgoedlijnen –including the Atlantikwall- are not part of
the provincial spatial protection regime. However, they are mentioned in the visualisations and have more of an
attentive value (PZH, 2017). The decision to refrain from a protective status for the policy program Erfgoedlijnen
was made to accommodate especially municipalities to leave room for other local developments. It is stated that
policy program Erfgoedlijnen is not only about protecting heritage but also about enabling development.
Erfgoedlijnen, and thus the Atlantikwall are not protected as a whole; however, there are individual objects that
have a monumental status which provide protection (coordinator Erfgoedlijnen). The absence of specific
protection regimes allows that most of the structure remains untouched, only individual bunkers have been
demolished (spatial policy officer). There is discussion, as explained by Erfgoedhuis ZH, about what parts of the
Atlantikwall to protect. The structure as a whole is not protected, at most individual objects within the
Atlantikwall that have a monumental status. The following quote supports this statement:
“That is of course the most difficult for all governments, how do you do that? It is only a construction, a line in the
landscape. The question is what do we protect? The firing field or individual objects?” (Interview Erfgoedhuis ZH).
Natuurmonumenten explained that when remains of the Atlantikwall have a monumental protective status, it
becomes a stronger factor in the considerations in nature –and heritage policy. For instance in the past centuries
there have been many bunkers that have been demolished due to lack of monumental protective status, and
also in favour of nature conservation developments. It remains difficult for governments how to deal with the
protection of the Atlantikwall, as is elaborated on in the following quote:
“You actually notice that there is not yet a good answer to the question how do you planologically / legally deal
with that Atlantikwall? Do you protect the individual locations or the ensembles?” (Interview
Natuurmonumenten, 2018)
In conclusion, the Atlantikwall as a whole is not covered in a spatial protection regime. On a monumental level,
numerous object have a protective status. There is discussion amongst the actors involved on how to deal with
the Atlantikwall ensemble in a spatial protection manner. There are no relevant differences between the policy
document and the outcomes of the interviews.
Nature protection regimes
The Atlantikwall trace overlaps with nature conservation areas and is influenced by nature protection regimes
(i.e. Natura2000), as explained by the spatial policy officer, Erfgoedhuis ZH, ZHL and Natuurmonumenten.
The lack of a specific protection regime for the Atlantikwall is not considered an issue, as explained by the spatial
policy officer, because the bunkers are already located in a nature area with a protection regime. However, ZHL
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explained there are tension between Natura2000 restrictions and heritage development in Vinetaduin.
Natura2000 is considered the main policy to be taken into consideration while at the same time it is accompanied
by restrictions that are holding back major economic exploitation of bunkers in the area. Exploiting the bunkers
of Vinetaduin in a more economical manner will result in too much conflict with the Natura2000 conservation
goals (ZHL). Most of the objects from the Atlantikwall that remain are allocated in nature areas. This exclude
them for most of the possible conflicting spatial developments. In addition, they even profit from the protection
by nature conservation regulations (Erfgoedhuis ZH). Most of the bunkers of Natuurmonumenten in Voornes
Duin function as a shelter for bats. In that sense they are included in the nature conservation activities. From a
heritage perspective, they are not included in any policy scheme. Natuurmonumenten has more to do with
nature conservation policies rather than spatial-heritage policies when it comes down to their areas.
In conclusion, the relationship between nature conservation and the Atlantikwall is often mentioned by the
different respondents. The Atlantikwall remains are located in nature conservation areas. As a result, they are
protected from major spatial developments. However, the nature conservation regime is also considered a
constraining factor when it comes to spatial developments or use of the bunkers. The landowning –and
conservation organisations have a stronger connection to the nature conservation regimes rather than cultural
heritage regimes. The policy document indicates no references specifically aimed at nature protection regimes.
4.2.3

Conclusion

The policy program Erfgoedlijnen provides a framework in which the focus is on the comprehensive heritage
structures in the province. The policy program provides a foundation for how the provincial processes works.
The network method as a bottom-up approach to heritage development is fully embraced. However, the policy
program Erfgoedlijnen remains a sectoral program on heritage, it is the ambition to widen this scope and connect
to other spatial policy domains. The future EPA may provide for this integral approach.
The policy program Erfgoedlijnen –Including the Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall- have been included in the main
provincial spatial documents and ordinances (Structuurvisie, Ruimtelijke Verordening, Kwaliteitskaart) with
attentive value instead of legally binding value.
There is no specific spatial protection status on the Atlantikwall as a coherent heritage structure. There are
individual objects with a protective status through the national monuments list. Besides a spatial protection
regime, there are nature conservation regimes that influence the Atlantikwall due to their allocation in nature
areas. Natura2000 regulations provide a protective status on individual objects. Nature protection regimes can
also interfere with developments regarding the Atlantikwall. Especially the landowning –and nature conservation
organisations deal with the nature conservation regulations instead of spatial planning and heritage regulations.
4.3

RESOURCES

This paragraph presents the results of the available resources amongst the actors, based on two themes and
several sub-themes. Financial resources with a distinction between grants and co-financing. Secondly,
knowledge and expertise as resource amongst the actors are explained.
4.3.1

Financial resources

Grants
There is a rough €3.5million available per year for the seven Erfgoedlijnen combined, in the form of a grant
mechanism (coordinator Erfgoedlijnen and project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall). There are limited budgets
amongst the societal actors (ZHL, Natuurmonumenten, and Erfgoedhuis ZH). However, they do use and provide
knowledge, expertise and volunteers.
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The coordinator Erfgoedlijnen elaborates on the initial start of the policy program Erfgoedlijnen that coincided
with the decentralisation of the restauration of national monuments from national to provincial government. In
the case of Zuid-Holland, it concerned an annual amount of €3 million to be spent in connection with area
development. Half of it, €1.5 million, was directed to the policy program Erfgoedlijnen. The provincial
government itself contributed another annual €2, giving it a total of €3.5 million to be divided over the seven
different heritage structures identified in the policy program. The policy document confirms this and provides
more details regarding the provincial grants that are available for the policy program Erfgoedlijnen. On average,
this amount was tripled by means of co-financing which makes for an average of €14 million for all the
Erfgoedlijnen per year (PZH, 2017). There were options to increase the annual 3.5 million budget. For example
by looking internally within the organisation for grants. Another example of a possibility for additional grants can
be the willingness of the provincial executive council to allocate additional grants. The grants of the policy
program Erfgoedlijn can only be allocated to those projects that are included in the annual list, established by
the platform Erfgoedtafel and submitted to the provincial government for approval. The grant system by the
provincial government is open for everyone, and therefore the platform Erfgoedtafel is also an open network in
which anyone can participate. The project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall explained the framework around the
opportunities and qualities of the Atlantikwall, which functions as a requirement for grants application. The
different projects are weighted and ranked in accordance with the jointly agreed framework. It is then up to the
actors at the platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall to allocate the grants in accordance with the framework.
Additionally, provincial requirements for the grants are for instance a threshold of €10.000 per application and
the application has to deal with physical spatial domain.
The grants, as distributed by the Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall, were used by ZHL for technical installations to tackle
unauthorized entries, facilitate a shelter for bats and the arrangements of an exclusive tour around Vinetaduin.
The grants are their main source of income when it involves the Atlantikwall. ZHL does not have specific internal
funds for the development of the Atlantikwall in their areas. Natuurmonumenten stated that they do not have
specific Atlantikwall funds available. Although there are options to find budget within the organisation.
Additionally, Natuurmonumenten does not have specific funds available for Atlantikwall-related projects. Only
specific buildings that are owned by Natuurmonumenten can rely on a real-estate budget. Erfgoedhuis ZH, as
executive organisation, receives funding from the provincial government for their tasks. There are no additional
funds available, apart from project-based external funding.
In conclusion, the grants of the policy program are divided in accordance to the annual project list, which is
presented to the provincial government for approval by the platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall. The key
conditions of the grant system of the provincial government are a €10.000 threshold, co-financing and it must
apply to the physical domain. The grant system is open to everybody who participates in the platform
Erfgoedtafel. The provincial government, in addition to the national contribution for the restauration of
monuments, contributed additional funding to enable the policy program Erfgoedlijnen. The societal actors –
ZHL, Erfgoedhuis ZH and Natuurmonumenten- do not have specific Atlantikwall related funding. They use either
the provincial grants or other sources for their project-based funding. There are no relevant differences between
the policy document and the outcomes of the interviews. It merely serves as a validation and extension of the
interview outcomes.
Co-financing
Co-financing on a project is a requirement from the provincial government. For societal organisations with
limited financial funds, a co-finance model is introduced that monetizes the labour of volunteers (Erfgoedhuis
ZH).
The broader support for a project with co-financing is considered an advantage. Additionally, it is the ambition
of the provincial government to use provincial grants as a co-finance for European grants. Currently it is under
investigation whether the provincial financial contribution to the Atlantikwall can be used as a co-finance in the

30

application for a European grant. It is a European requirement to have co-finance when applying for a European
grant (project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall).
The executive organisation Erfgoedhuis ZH searches for each application for co-financing, also from external
funds. For instance a municipality who co-finances a local project or an external fund. An important way for
societal actors of the platform to achieve co-financing in a project is to capitalize the labour of their volunteers.
For example, their working hours (1000 hours) are capitalised (€25/h) and the total amount (€25.000) can be
included as co-financing. This is the only way for smaller organisations to meet the co-financing criteria of the
provincial government. The provincial cultural heritage policy vision 2017-2020 confirms this model.
In conclusion, co-financing is a requirement for the provincial grants. For societal organisations, a co-financing
scheme is developed in which they can monetize the working hours of their volunteers. Additionally, co-financing
is increasingly becoming a European topic in connection to European funding. There are no relevant differences
between the policy document and the outcomes of the interviews.
4.3.2

Knowledge and Expertise

Besides the financial resources, there are other sorts of contributions. Erfgoedhuis ZH is used as an expert advisor
to other actors in the platform. In addition, ZHL has volunteers with expert knowledge available.
The executive organisation Erfgoedhuis ZH is used as a tool by the provincial government to assist the platform
with knowledge and a network. Additionally, the provincial government facilitates the meetings of the platform
Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall (coordinator Erfgoedlijnen, project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall).
Natuurmonumenten has access to heritage expertise and knowledge from their national office. Local
representatives can request historic research and background information on a heritage topic. This will be
executed by the main office and transferred to the local representatives. The value of volunteers is stressed by
ZHL, who explains that how they contribute to maintenance of the shrubbery and clearing out the footpaths.
This, in a way, is a form of income for ZHL. Next to the practical use of volunteers, there are also experts among
them who advises ZHL on the history and development of the Atlantikwall.
In conclusion, there are different forms of non-financial resources that are available amongst the actors. The
executive organisation Erfgoedhuis ZH as a general resource to be used by all actors. Moreover, the value of
volunteers and their expert knowledge of specific locations.
4.3.3

Conclusion

The policy program Erfgoedlijnen coincides with a grant program, which is open for organisations who participate
in the platform. There are certain requirements set by the provincial government like a threshold, co-financing
and a specific use for the physical domain. An assessment framework is jointly developed and used by the
platform to divide the available grants amongst themselves. The co-financing requirement can be challenging for
smaller societal organisations, therefore the provincial government monetizes the use of volunteer labour and
allows it as co-financing. The landowning –and conservation organisations do not have specific funds for the
redevelopment of Atlantikwall remains on their lands. They are dependent of provincial grants. Regarding other
resources that are used a variety is of examples is mentioned, including the use of volunteers and the facilitating
ability of the provincial government.
4.4

DISCOURSE

This paragraph will present the outcomes regarding the discourses of the actors that are involved in this case
study. The outline consist of three themes, the scope, scale and the ambition of heritage in relation to spatial
planning.
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4.4.1

Scope of heritage

The value of stories of a place in contemporary heritage discourse are stressed the coordinator Erfgoedlijnen,
project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall, Erfgoedhuis ZH, Natuurmonumenten and ZHL
The provincial cultural heritage policy vision 2017-2020 stressed that heritage policies goes beyond spatial
protection regimes and grants. The focus is on the immaterial values like experience, identity and stories. To be
able to experience heritage, one needs to be aware of its existence, how one could visit it and there should be
an experience of the heritage itself (PZH, 2017). The provincial government focusses on the physical domain and
uses it as a vehicle to tell the story and identity of a place in a historical context. Although, the provincial
government clearly state that they do not focus on immaterial values like traditions (coordinator Erfgoedlijnen).
The Atlantikwall as a heritage structure is able to show differentiating stories within parts of the Atlantikwall.
The different locations were Atlantikwall remains are shown in museums all have a focus on a specific part of the
military history of the Atlantikwall (project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall). The tangible remains of the
Atlantikwall tell a story about the history and the value of heritage is described as tangible memories that allow
you to understand and experience history. The bunkers in the Atlantikwall are clear examples of these tangible
remains (Erfgoedhuis ZH). Natuurmonumenten stressed the importance of stories in heritage, with regard to
immaterial values of the Atlantikwall. It is in line with the policy of Natuurmonumenten that is to increase the
use of stories in relation to heritage. For the case of Voornes Duin, it is a possibility that the story will focus on
nature conservation and the relation with heritage in the post-war period, which is a unique feature of this
specific location. The experience value of the Atlantikwall in Voornes Duin is limited due to the focus on nature
conservation in that specific area. The layered military history and local adjustments and re-use of the bunkers
in Vinetaduin together form the story of the Atlantikwall and nature conservation by ZHL:
“That story, that immaterial aspect is of course the most important. Most of these bunkers come from the bunker
catalogue of the Germans, which are also build in Denmark. The uniqueness here is the history, the local
adjustments and reuse of the bunkers. “(Interview ZHL, 2018)
ZHL uses exclusive and guided excursions into Vinetaduin to give visitors an experience of the bunkers, the
museum and the stories. ZHL uses a combined story of their nature conservation task with the military character
of the site. The policy document provides a set of basic principles in the provincial heritage polices. Heritage
needs to be available to everybody in society, including the different generations. Heritage should also be
experienced rather than just conserved. The intrinsic value of heritage can be supplemented with an integral
approach to area development with heritage as a driver. The collaboration of different actors is much needed in
order to maintain the heritage for the future (PZH, 2017).
In conclusion, stories of a history of a place are often mentioned by the interviewees when talking about the
immaterial values of heritage. Either in relation with physical remains, like the provincial government, or in
relation with the story of nature conservation by Natuurmonumenten. Another important topic is the experience
value of heritage and the Atlantikwall specifically, there are exclusive tours being organised by ZHL with a focus
on experiencing the landscape with all its layers. There are no relevant differences between the policy document
and the outcomes of the interviews. It is a validation and extension of the interview outcomes.
4.4.2

Scale of heritage

The coordinator Erfgoedlijnen, project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall, Erfgoedhuis ZH, spatial policy officer,
ZHL and Natuurmonumenten talked about the level of scale in how they approach the Atlantikwall.
The key feature of the policy program Erfgoedlijnen is to look at the ensemble of objects in combination with its
context. Additionally, the coordinator Erfgoedlijnen talked about an integral approach of combining different
spatial demands is a way to increase the level of scale for the Atlantikwall in Zuid-Holland. Like combining a water
demand with a heritage issue (coordinator Erfgoedlijnen). The latter is confirmed by the policy document, which
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mentions the level of scales in the provincial heritage policy. First, the value of heritage ensemble in the
landscape is stated to have an enormous influence on the quality of our living environment. They provide an
identity and they tell the story of the history of a place. Secondly, it is the ambition of the provincial government
to connect the policy program Erfgoedlijnen to other thematic storylines with regard to recreation and tourism
(PZH, 2017). The actors at the platform needs to be aware of the different scales of the Atlantikwall and about
their individual contribution on a local scale contribute to the Atlantikwall as a whole (project manager
Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall). Although, the provincial government views the Atlantikwall from a European
perspective, they have to take into consideration that their responsibility lies at the territory of Zuid-Holland.
They should stick to their territory and it is important that provincial resources are not spent on issues outside
the territory of the province (project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall). The department of culture of the
province Zuid-Holland have clearly marked their focus on ensembles with the policy program Erfgoedlijnen. This
relates to a more structural and national scale, besides the individual and valuable objects like i.e. mills (spatial
policy officer).The participants at the platform Erfgoedtafel make an effort to take notion of the Atlantikwall as
a whole instead of focusing on the individual sites. Furthermore, it is important to look beyond the individual
object/bunker and to acknowledge the coherent structure and the relation with the surrounding landscape
(Erfgoedhuis ZH). It is important for ZHL to understand the different levels of nature conservation they are
operating in; ranging from an individual specie, to an important regional level like Hoek van Holland, to being
part of a national nature conservation network. It is important to be aware the context you are working, it is
never an isolated project. The following quote emphasizes this:
“We are here, and it is good that there is a context within which we do that. We do not have to tell the whole
story of Europe, the fact that we are part of it is nice, but in the meantime we have to manage nature and do
something with these bunkers.” (Interview ZHL, 2018)
The larger whole of the Atlantikwall and the safekeeping role for platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall is mentioned
as well. It is up to the provincial government and the national government, if necessary, to safeguard the
coherent structure of the Atlantikwall. Finally, Natuurmonumenten referred to their location in Voornes Duin as
being a relatively complete ensemble of Atlantikwall remains. This ensemble differentiates this location from
other Atlantikwall remains. Furthermore, they operate within the organisation on two levels. A local
representative and a national office with specialists to be called upon.
In conclusion, there are different interpretations of the levels of scale. There are the physical-spatial dimensions,
like the value of ensembles with a context and story, rather than individual objects. The physical dimension
causes concerns for the provincial government who views the Atlantikwall from a European perspective but is
strictly bound to the geographical borders of the Zuid-Holland when it comes to spending resources (project
manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall). Level of scales also relate to combining different spatial challenges –i.e. water
retention- as a way to enlarge the scale. On a more abstract level, actors of the platform are working with scale
in relation to raising awareness of their individual contribution to the larger whole of the Atlantikwall. The policy
document confirms the ensemble value and the connection to other spatial challenges to enlarge the scale.
4.4.3

Ambitions of heritage

Heritage has the potential to be of distinctive value and it has the ability to provide identity to the living
environment, as explained by the project manager Erfgoedlijnen, coordinator Erfgoedlijnen, the executive
organisation Erfgoedhuis, spatial policy officer, ZHL.
The orientation in the landscape by means of the Atlantikwall remains explains parts of the origin of the
landscape. Additionally the Belvedere program “Behoud door ontwikkeling” has played an important role in how
heritage in relation to spatial planning has been dealt with (spatial policy officer). Cultural heritage is taken into
account as one of the layers in a landscape that helps explaining its origin and possible future developments. The
Atlantikwall as a whole might be interesting to connect to the national parks that are developed along the Dutch

33

coastline. There are opportunities to connect heritage with nature conservation. Those connections are currently
being explored (spatial policy officer). The policy document confirms this previous argument and refers to the
function of heritage in spatial developments. First, it is important to connect contemporary functions with new
economic drivers in heritage redevelopments. Secondly, heritage is mentioned as a driver for area developments
via an integral approach that connects other spatial challenges to heritage redevelopments. Third, heritage is
served by a fusion of different functions that reinforce each other. A connection between heritage, nature and
water challenges. Finally, the main theme within the provincial heritage policy is ‘Behoud door Ontwikkeling’.
Change should relate to the heritage value in a positive way and should enhance it if possible (PZH, 2017).
In a globalising world with fears competition between regions, heritage can be used as a spatial establishment
factor to distinguish regions. Additionally, individual object stimulate the development of the heritage structure
as a whole. An example is given of the bunker of the NHW in Culemborg. Here a single bunker is re-designed to
draw attention to the structure as a whole. In the case of the Atlantikwall, there are efforts to differentiate in
what the visitors are offered. This is beneficial for visitors to go and look at all the different Atlantikwall related
locations (project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall). Heritage contributes to the quality of the living environment
according to Erfgoedhuis ZH, and thus attracts people and businesses and therefore functions as a spatial
establishment factor. The following quote emphasizes this:
“Unknown makes unloved. If you do not know how special the landscape is in which you live and work, then you
appreciate it less.” (Interview Erfgoedhuis ZH, 2017).
Heritage can be a bearer for regional identity, the history of a place is used to shape its identity and regional
attractiveness, according to the coordinator Erfgoedlijnen. The combination and contrast between the various
activities in Vinetaduin makes it a unique place in the Netherlands and even along the entire Atlantic coastline
(ZHL). The initial function of the bunkers from Natuurmonumenten is to serve as a shelter for bats. However,
they explain that individual bunkers can be used as a stimulator for areal developments like i.e. a viewpoint.
In conclusion, the importance of identity and the role of heritage is stated by the actors. It involves regional
identity in terms of spatial establishing conditions and a local identity of the surrounding landscape. Actors are
searching for unique characteristics that differentiates there heritage and provides an identity. Additionally, an
individual object can be used as a stimulator for the entire structure. The characteristics of an individual bunker
can provide valuable meaning to the entire structure itself. The general approach to heritage in spatial planning
is in accordance with the Belvedere slogan “Behoud door Ontwikkeling”, as stressed by the spatial policy officer
and project manager Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall. The policy document indicates no differences.
4.4.4

Conclusion

With the scope of heritage, the immaterial values are increasingly important. All the respondents view stories,
identity and experience of a place as important. Although the focus of stories can differ, the province uses it for
the physical domain while nature conservation organisations relate the stories to nature conservation.
There is a difference in how the scale of heritage is being looked at. The policy program Erfgoedlijnen already
clarifies that the focus is on the coherent structure in relation with its surrounding and historical context. All the
respondents state the value of the Atlantikwall remains as a heritage ensemble instead of individual objects. The
physical dimension causes concerns for the provincial government, who views the Atlantikwall from a European
perspective but is strictly bound to the geographical borders of the Zuid-Holland. Another way of recognising the
different levels of scale is by focusing on a more integral approach to the Atlantikwall remains by combing other
spatial and nature ambitions together. A distinctive and abstract issue relates to the scale of the Atlantikwall and
how to make actors aware of the contribution of their individual project to the Atlantikwall as a whole.
In terms of how the respondents view heritage in relation to spatial developments, they see it as a positive
contributor. It functions as a spatial establishment factor and provides regional identity. A unique and distinctive
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environment can provide meaning and identity to the landscape we live in. Additionally, individual heritage
objects can drive spatial developments. The main approach is through the Belvedere programs motto, “Behoud
door Ontwikkeling”, in order to maintain heritage it needs to be developed.
4.5

CONCLUSION AT CASE LEVEL

The role and working method of the provincial government made it possible for more –societal- actors to become
involved in the policy development of the Atlantikwall. With the provincial government no longer operating as a
top-down actor, new coalitions –or collaborations are developed using tools like the platform Erfgoedtafel. The
provincial government is responsible for the development of the platform Erfgoedtafel that allows for this
collaboration. They are a participant but also a facilitator and the distributer of the grants. This seemingly
contrary position raises concerns and results in conflicts in practice. Additionally, the formal decision-making
power remains at the provincial executive council. The platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall has the ability to
propose projects and distribution of funds but it lacks official decision-making power. The societal actors are
participating in the platform, using the knowledge and grants it offers. There is a difference in involvement
between Erfgoedhuis ZH and the nature conservation organisations. The latter are less involved while they focus
on nature conservation.
The formal policy program Erfgoedlijnen is an important program that strongly affects the development of the
Atlantikwall. Although the policy program Erfgoedlijnen has no formal legislative power, it does provide attentive
value. Additionally, it is indirectly connected to other regulatory planning frameworks (Cultuur Historische Kaart,
Structuurvisie, Verordening Ruimte) as an important heritage structure that is to be taken into consideration with
spatial developments. The policy program Erfgoedlijnen and subsequent platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall are
an approachable and usable format for actors involved with the policy development of the Atlantikwall. The
Atlantikwall as a coherent heritage structure has no formal protection through a spatial protection regime, only
individual objects have a monumental status. This allows for less stringent development requirements but also
allows other –possible conflicting- spatial developments. The trace of the Atlantikwall often coincides with that
of nature conservation areas and therefore it is has to deal with nature protection regimes like Natura2000.
There is budget available through the provincial grant system as well as decentralised funds for the restoration
of national monuments. There is a requirement of the grants to have co-financing, which relates to the ambition
of a self-sufficient platform. The co-financing scheme of the provincial government that monetizes the work of
volunteers is an acknowledgement of the increased socialization in heritage and the role of societal initiatives in
it. Additionally, it matches the changing role of the provincial government who is no longer the top-down
distributer of grants. The provincial government is more a facilitator who has knowledge and expertise amongst
their available resources, instead of just issuing grants. However, this raises concerns with the lack of decisionmaking ability of the platform, it remain a political decision of how to spend the money and therefore the
provincial government has the final say. The provincial executive organisation Erfgoedhuis ZH is an example of a
type of resource that is used in this case to advise actors in the platform. Furthermore, the nature conservation
organisations mention the use of volunteers with expert knowledge as an important resource.
With regard to the discourse, the different views and narratives of the respondents in the case have been
researched. The heritage scope includes immaterial values of heritage like providing identity and experiencing
the past. The scale of which heritage is viewed relates to the size of the heritage structure (European heritage
structure), as well as the integral approach by combining different spatial challenges (nature conservation,
recreation) to its development. In relation to the available resources, the level of scale also connects to the
availability of European grants to be used in this case. The ambitions of heritage in spatial development include
the driving force of heritage as in example spatial establishing factor and its ability to provide identity. The main
approach to heritage in spatial planning by the provincial government refers to the Belvedere motto, “Behoud
door Ontwikkeling” in order for heritage to be maintained it needs to be developed.
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CHAPTER 5

CASE II: PROVINCE OF NOORD BRABANT - ZUIDERWATERLINIE

In the case of the Zuiderwaterlinie in Noord-Brabant, six respondents have been interviewed, representing both
governmental organizations as well as societal organizations. Two policy officers of the province of NoordBrabant have been interviewed: a provincial heritage policy officer and a provincial spatial policy officer. The
non-governmental organizations that have been interviewed are landowning –and conservation organizations
Natuurmonumenten and Brabants Landschap. In addition, the provincial executive organisation Erfgoed Brabant
was included. The area manager of the Zuiderwaterlinie was interviewed as well. A policy adviser from the
national heritage agency (RCE) was interviewed in relation to another case but indirectly related to the case of
the Zuiderwaterlinie as well. The document that was included in the analysis is the provincial policy document
“De (Verbeeldings)kracht van erfgoed- Beleidskader erfgoed 2016-2020”.
5.1

ACTORS AND COLLABORA TIONS

The role of both governmental and societal actors that are involved in the case are explained. The various subthemes that emerged from the research are discussed under the relevant paragraphs.
5.1.1

Governmental actors

Within this category of respondents, the perspective of the provincial government forms the starting point. Their
role and collaboration with other actors are subject of the research and will be explained. This will include the
RCE, other provincial governments, municipalities and societal actors.
National government / RCE
There is occasional project-based involvement of the RCE when it comes to the development of the
Zuiderwaterlinie, as stressed by the heritage policy officer, Area manager, Brabants Landschap and Erfgoed
Brabant. A national effort is needed for military heritage structures, according to the heritage policy officer.
There are low expectations when it comes to the involvement of the RCE in the case of the Zuiderwaterlinie.
There are regular meetings in which they are a conversation partner. Additionally, they have advised the province
on an issue concerning a lack of vision on the development of viewpoints in several locations of the
Zuiderwaterlinie (heritage policy officer). The RCE is occasionally consulted if there are plans on a specific location
(Area manager). Brabants Landschap has a lack of experiences with the RCE when it comes to the
Zuiderwaterlinie, due to the absence of national monuments in their areas. The working methods and focus of
the RCE differs from that of Erfgoed Brabant. For instance, the focus in the case of the Zuiderwaterlinie lies on
the stories of a place, its relation to the landscape and future use for people. The RCE has a stronger focus on the
material objects and the historic meaning. This makes the RCE a more difficult partner to collaborate with
(Erfgoed Brabant).
There is a need for a national vision on military heritage structures like the NHW and the Zuiderwaterlinie. So
far, the RCE has been reluctant in this. There is no national involvement to be expected when it comes to the
entire Zuiderwaterlinie. However, it is likely that on specific areas there will be a role –or financial contributionfor the national government. For example, areas that are being developed in relation to climate change
adaptation (heritage policy officer). This argument is supported by the Area manager, who stressed the
importance of the Zuiderwaterlinie on a national scale in relation to the water defence structures of the
Netherlands; it should be taken into consideration on a national level. With regard to the call for an increased
role of the RCE for military heritage structures on a national level, it is clear that this lacks priority and urgency.
“I understand that it is a tempting perspective for provinces, municipalities and landowning –and conservation
organizations. But we cannot suddenly use half of the organization on military heritage structures while the
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minister says that agricultural heritage will be the focus. There must be a policy legitimacy to use a lot of man
hours and resources.” (Interview RCE, 2018).
In a response to the question whether the developments of the Zuiderwaterlinie would benefit from it if it is
done in the same way – with strong national government involvement- as the NHW, the answer is negative. It is
not likely that the development of a heritage structure like for instance the Zuiderwaterlinie would have the level
of support by the national government as it had with NHW. A process that is similar to the one of NHW is
considered unrealistic for other comparable heritage structures, according to the RCE.
In conclusion, there is limited involvement of the RCE in the development of the Zuiderwaterlinie. It is occasional
and project-based. A different working method and focus prevents collaboration with the RCE for Erfgoedhuis
Brabant. It is not expected to increase although the provincial government addressed the need for a national
effort on heritage structures like the Zuiderwaterlinie. There is no political legitimacy and priority to take an
active role towards military heritage structures on a national level (RCE).
Provincial government
The current efforts involves a coordinating role for the provincial government, which is stressed by the heritage
policy officer, area manager, Brabants Landschap and Natuurmonumenten.
The policy document explains three key characteristics of the role taken by the provincial government. First,
guiding the efforts of all the actors in the field of heritage in terms of where to focus on. Especially in times of
financial shortages, it is important to have clear what the content-based challenge is, the physical challenge,
economical challenge and process-based challenge of each storyline. Secondly, stimulating action by connecting
to bottom-up initiatives or commercial actors that fall within the scope of the four storylines. This can be done
by using one of the following means; connecting to network, availability of knowledge or by issuing feasibility
study grants. The province is one of the actors in this phase of the process, not as the main investor or issuer of
grants. The third component is enabling initiatives. The requirements are as follows; the absolute necessity to
have the provincial government involved, insufficient help by means of the existing resources, sufficient societal
support and if possible in combination with other (spatial) challenges (PNB, 2015). The heritage policy officer
confirms this and stressed the coordinating role on a comprehensive level to connect all the bottom-up initiatives
to the Zuiderwaterlinie (heritage policy officer).
“...there will always be a need for an actor that must take control on that broad coordinating scale. That is actually
what we now do as a province with the new policy framework heritage very specific because we also see that it
generates movement.” (Interview heritage policy officer, 2017)
Furthermore, the provincial government considered itself as an equal partner. The case of the Zuiderwaterlinie
is considered a joint effort in which all the actors contribute. However, the province acknowledge their ability to
bear a heavier (financial) burden so they are willing to contribute more and take up the role of coordinator.
Brabants Landschap is positive about this coordinating role for the provincial government, as it allows for
opportunities for the heritage that remains today. Natuurmonumenten stressed the role of the provincial
government as a grant distributor and policy-maker. Heritage is a topic that is included in provincial policies and
safeguarded for spatial developments. As a societal organisation, it is necessary to have the provincial
government to provide for financial support.
The provincial deputies for both heritage and planning are important. The latter because it is positive to have an
alderman of spatial planning who acknowledge the importance of heritage in the spatial domain (heritage policy
officer). For the provincial government it is important to be aware of the political context. Therefore, for an
alderman it is important to be able to show and celebrate successes in the political arena. (Erfgoed Brabant). The
area manager explained the importance of timing in relation to the political dynamics. An example is given that
in a transition period to a new political term, the area manager ensured that the new deputy received a brief
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summary of the opportunities of the Zuiderwaterlinie (area manager). A single local alderman with an
enthusiasm for heritage can be of use for the development of a project. It can help to gather more actors and to
create awareness, as explained by Brabants Landschap.
The former national project NHW was transferred to the four provinces concerned, including Noord-Brabant.
The provincial governments gratefully accepted these decentralised responsibilities. It is not expected that the
RCE will take up a more active and coordinating role when it comes to the Zuiderwaterlinie, bearing in mind they
have abandoned a former national project like the NHW. However, the heritage policy officer does imagined a
national vision on military structures and lines can be expected with the increased attention to the NHW and the
SvA (heritage policy officer). Brabants Landschap views decentralisation in the spatial-heritage domain in terms
of the abandonment of the former top-down mechanisms. Instead, it is about collaborating from a joint basis
(Brabants Landschap). The decentralisation of responsibilities also raises concerns. In general, a strong
government who can take the lead is necessary for the Zuiderwaterlinie. It is a sign of weakness to allocate the
responsibility to local levels because there are not always organisations who are capable of taking up that role.
The private sector cannot be handed over the responsibility due to their commercial interests. The
decentralisation is also considered to be in a context of financial cutbacks, according to Natuurmonumenten.
In conclusion, the provincial government embraces a more coordinating role in a bottom-up network. The
provincial governments have embraced the decentralisation in the NHW; therefore, it is not likely that there will
be increased national government/RCE involvement regarding the Zuiderwaterlinie. The political dynamics
within the provincial government are a factor to take into consideration. The value of an alderman/deputy as
well as the politically need to celebrate successes. The policy document confirms the role of the provincial
government.
Municipal government
The experiences of actors with the municipality and their role is expressed in this paragraph by the spatial policy
officer, Erfgoed Brabant, area manager, Brabants Landschap and Natuurmonumenten.
The municipalities within the trace of the Zuiderwaterlinie do not consider themselves the appropriate authority
to safeguard the overall developments of the Zuiderwaterlinie; therefore, they turned to the provincial
government to take the lead (heritage policy officer). The area manager confirms this initial call from several
municipalities to develop the Zuiderwaterlinie as a whole. As a response, the provincial government has taken
the lead. Currently, the balance has shifted towards a joint effort in which the municipalities have an important
say. Brabants Landschap cooperates with several municipalities, for instance Bergen op Zoom and Steenbergen.
The coordinating role of the provincial government has a positive effect on municipalities who are interested and
want to join the Zuiderwaterlinie project. Furthermore, a motive for municipalities to join the development of
the Zuiderwaterlinie as a paying actor is the opportunity for the municipality to promote itself for recreational
and entrepreneurial purposes. Natuurmonumenten referred to their relationship with municipalities in NoordBrabant as having different experiences with the municipality, due to the different local officials. A more general
explanation of the municipality as an important and understanding partner of the province is given by the spatial
policy officer.
There are concerns amongst the municipalities regarding their financial contribution based on the size of the
municipality. For example a large municipality like Waalwijk, who has relatively little Zuiderwaterlinie remains
on their land, is a paying actor. Evidently, there are also other heritage/spatial priorities for a municipality like
Waalwijk. Therefore, it is important to inspire those municipalities to acknowledge the value of the
Zuiderwaterlinie. Another reason why a municipality would contribute is the presence of a strong bottom-up
movement amongst it owns citizens (Erfgoed Brabant).
“Why does a municipality pay for example? That is because there is societal energy behind it; the local community
and the library, for example, have become enthusiastic about it.” (Interview Erfgoed Brabant, 2017).
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In conclusion, the municipalities stressed the need for a coordinating role of the provincial government, as they
do not consider themselves the appropriate authority. It is important to inspire and raise awareness amongst
the (paying) municipalities of the value and (recreational) opportunities of the Zuiderwaterlinie. The policy
document elaborates on the municipality as an equal partner in the heritage domain.
5.1.2

Societal actors

The role the societal organisations and their relation with the provincial government with regard to the
development of the Zuiderwaterlinie is explained. The societal organisations that are included are landowning –
and conservation organisations Natuurmonumenten and Brabants Landschap, Erfgoed Brabant and the area
manager of the Zuiderwaterlinie.
The policy document outlines the ambitions of the provincial government to involve societal actors in achieving
the societal goals. It is not solely to the provincial government to deal with heritage, which is a shared
responsibility for governments, entrepreneurs, owners and civilians. The provincial government does not
determine the focus by itself, which is a joint and dynamic effort that is done together with all the partners in
the network (PNB, 2015). The strength of the Zuiderwaterlinie is the bottom-up support of all kinds of actors.
There are the actors who have formally signed the document of intent, but they are surrounded by another layer
of actors who are eager and willing to join (heritage policy officer). Although the Zuiderwaterlinie program is a
formal initiative of the province, it originated bottom-up. All the actors in the field of heritage together have
started the project, municipalities, local historic associations, water authorities and nature organisations
(Erfgoed Brabant).
Executive organisation Erfgoed Brabant
Erfgoed Brabant as an independent organisation executes tasks of the provincial government like public outreach
and process management. Besides the close –and successful- relationship between Erfgoed Brabant and the
provincial government, there are difficulties in the divergent working methods.
With regard to the role and the main activities of Erfgoed Brabant, they support the actors in the field of heritage,
provide public outreach of heritage, organize network events, provide educational projects concerning heritage
and are active in project-process management. This is confirmed by the policy document that describes the role
for their executive organisation Erfgoed Brabant. It is an organisation, which aims at conserving and creatively
using heritage. The main tasks are to increase the awareness of heritage amongst the audience (public outreach),
supporting and advising heritage organisations on educational programs or conservation of their heritage (PNB,
2015). Erfgoed Brabant sees itself as the independent actor who connects all the bottom-up initiatives and actors
of the Zuiderwaterlinie (governments, associations, archives, museums, libraries and heritage enthusiasts). They
have an extensive network with contacts that have a background in heritage. Erfgoed Brabant is able to manage
a project like the Zuiderwaterlinie due to their independent status. Erfgoed Brabant is not part of the formal
steering committee, although occasionally they join the meetings. They do take part in the civil servants
collaboration network, program team. The program team prepares the meetings of the steering committee.
Erfgoed Brabant, in collaboration with the area manager, are working together on this preparation for the formal
meeting of the steering committee. In order to have a successful meeting of the governmental officials it is vital
to have a clear preparation of where you want to go to in terms of the process (Erfgoed Brabant).
Regarding the relationship with the provincial government, it is up to Erfgoed Brabant to question the actors for
their needs, the opportunities and threats they face. This information is used to support their efforts to support
the process. This role has developed in close relationship with the provincial government. The relationship
between the two is undisputed. Erfgoed Brabant as an executive organisation is given the trust to take up the
role that they have, and it is up to Erfgoed Brabant to come up with results and to include the provincial
government in its successes. The relationship between Erfgoed Brabant and the provincial government does
raises concerns when it comes to the working methods. The bottom-up and joint approach by Erfgoed Brabant
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with all the actors and the energy in the field of heritage can sometimes collide with the harsh political reality
that the provincial government faces. The goal of the province is to achieve a project while the goal of Erfgoed
Brabant is to activate and to motivate actors in the field of heritage.
In conclusion, Erfgoed Brabant has an extensive network and is closely involved with the actors in the heritage
domain through organising event, connecting actors and sharing knowledge. Their close relationship with the
provincial government as an executive organisation is undisputed although there are differences in terms of
working methods between them. The policy document confirms this role.
Area manager
The area manager of the Zuiderwaterlinie is appointed by the steering committee and financially compensated
by the alliance of paying members. It is clearly stated that the area manager is not an executive of the provincial
government, although the provincial government has a relatively large financial contribution in the steering
committee. The role as area manager is a formal one; wherever there are issues the area manager can step in.
the working method is that of connecting people instead of using power and interests.
Natuurmonumenten
As a landowner of parts of the former Zuiderwaterlinie, Natuurmonumenten is an important actor and frequently
asked as a partner.
Natuurmonumenten owns multiple areas (without physical remains/fortifications) that have been part of the
Zuiderwaterlinie. The latter is mentioned as an important factor for the level of involvement of an organisation
in the Zuiderwaterlinie development. The national policy of Natuurmonumenten embraces heritage and it is very
topical. What seems lacking is a clear implementation program that allows for a tangible reconstruction and
experience of the Zuiderwaterlinie. Natuurmonumenten referred to the heavy workload of societal organisations
in the efforts to meet all the questions and consultations. Especially when you compare these organisations with
the governmental organisations in terms of available manpower and budget. With regard to their collaboration
with governmental partners, Natuurmonumenten stated that this is merely focused on implementation
programs, rather than formulating visions or developing policies. An example of where Natuurmonumenten
collaborated on an implementation project is given. It involved local entrepreneurs who collaborated in the
redevelopment of a small lock that remained from the Zuiderwaterlinie. It was explicitly stated by the
entrepreneurs that their financial contribution and collaboration was purely based on the implementation of the
work, not on planning and formal collaboration processes. Recently Natuurmonumenten has been consulted by
the provincial government to join a collaboration involving the Zuiderwaterlinie.
In conclusion, Natuurmonumenten based their involvement in the Zuiderwaterlinie on their national agenda and
the presence of tangible remains in their lands. Collaborating with partners is focused on the implementation
phase and based on the limited available resources.
Brabants Landschap
Brabants Landschap owns several areas that were part of the Zuiderwaterlinie, although their core business is
nature conservation they are becoming more involved in heritage development.
The main task of Brabants Landschap is to shape the nature areas by acquiring land and developing it. For the
most part the trace of the Zuiderwaterlinie coincides with the nature areas. Cultural heritage has increasingly
become important for nature conservation organisations, but again the core task is nature conservation so it
becomes an issue of prioritizing how to spend the budget. Brabants Landschap is involved in the western part of
de Zuiderwaterlinie, West-Brabantse Waterlinie as owner of a fortification (Fort Pinssen) and as a neighbouring
landowner. They are considered to take the lead in the developments of their cluster of fortifications and remains
of the Zuiderwaterlinie, in collaborating with the provincial government, municipality and local water authority.
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Brabants Landschap is not a paying member of the alliance, although they did signed the document of intent.
They are an organisation who can tell the story of the Zuiderwaterlinie as it provides opportunities to connect to
their policy and activities. With regard to the current focus on governmental organisations in the development
of the Zuiderwaterlinie Brabants Landschap -as a societal organisation- explains they have limited resources so
it is not always possible to meet all the questions and consultations. The initiative is at the provincial and
municipal level. With regard to the collaboration with the provincial government in terms of the process and
opportunities, Brabants Landschap uses the inspiration atlas as an example.
In conclusion, Brabants Landschap as a landowner is involved with the Zuiderwaterlinie although the first priority
is nature conservation. Collaboration with partners is based on the available means and the initiative lies at the
provincial government.
5.1.3

Collaboration between actors

Collaboration mechanisms:
There are two formal collaboration mechanisms developed by the provincial government limited to (semi)
governmental actors (heritage policy officer, area manager). The risk of friction and political dynamics are
stressed by the Area manager, Erfgoed Brabant and Natuurmonumenten.
The initial phase of the policy development of the Zuiderwaterlinie was focused on gathering the commitment
of the different governmental organisations. For instance Erfgoed Brabant, Visit Brabant (marketing), SBB, ANWB
and Brabants Landschap. The provincial government is working towards more medium-term ambitions. This
include the possibility for societal organisations to join the formal process (heritage policy officer). The dominant
role for the provincial government in the initial phase is acknowledged by the area manager. However, this effort
shifted towards a more collaborative network approach with for instance the document of intent being signed
by many relevant actors and the alliance of paying actors. The Zuiderwaterlinie program is considered a bottomup program (area manager).
“The Zuiderwaterlinie is typically an example of a project that is not centrally managed with formal means of
power, but instead is centrally coordinated.” (Interview area manager, 2017).
However, two formal collaboration mechanisms have been initiated by the provincial government. First, the
steering committee that consist of representatives from the provincial government, water authorities, and a
representative from a municipality (often a mayor) inside each of the five cluster of the Zuiderwaterlinie. This
formal collaboration platform consist of (semi) governmental officials. The second collaboration mechanism is
the program team, which functions as a civil servants counterpart of the steering committee. This program team
prepares the formal meetings of the steering committee. The program team is fuelled by all the actors who
signed the document of intent. It is considered an unworkable situation to have all the participating actors
collaborating in a formal mechanism (heritage policy officer, Area manager). Erfgoed Brabant stressed the value
of collaboration within the alliance of actors who signed the document of intent. It is the ambition to transform
this alliance to a co-operative mechanism, in which all actors have a sense of ownership of the Zuiderwaterlinie.
It is considered a suitable mechanism that relates to the current conditions in society. A co-operative mechanism
allows local actors to have a say in and to maintain the local commitment and involvement. It should replace the
current governmental-based mechanism, which on itself was necessary to get started with the much-needed
initial funding (Erfgoed Brabant). It is the ambition of the provincial government to develop a mechanism that is
not a formal bureaucratic voting mechanism. It should be more of a light version in which an overall view is
maintained by the participants and at the same time, they should be able to move quickly when it comes to
executing projects (heritage policy officer). The area manager explains more about the working method in the
Zuiderwaterlinie program. It is based on a network approach in which there are limited formal structures.
Currently the steering committee have made commitments regarding the funding of the Zuiderwaterlinie that
need to be formalised in a way. The working method and organisational structure of the steering committee and
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program team are placed on top of the existing political decision-making procedures that governments have to
deal with. For example, it is not the steering committee who has to make the formal decision. It is a political
decision that needs to be taken by the municipality or the province.
However, collaboration can also lead to friction as it is not always in everybody’s interests. In general, smaller
actors are better off in collaborating. A large city can be self-sufficient when it comes to heritage policy and
tourism for example. Therefore, it happens that the interests of such a larger actor can collide with the interests
of the other actors involved. If this happens, it becomes a political issue for the aldermen to keep all the actors
and interests aligned (area manager). There is no formal way to enforce collaboration; it is based on commitment
of all the actors. Steering in the developments of the Zuiderwaterlinie is not based on formal power; instead it is
done by steering based on influence, intrinsic authority and added value. There is limited power but a lot of
influence (area manager). Another example of friction comes from the provincial government that came up with
projects that were included in the Zuiderwaterlinie program. This resulted in friction with the participating actors
in those cases. This can result in a negative attitude towards the collaboration process by the actors in the future
(Erfgoed Brabant).
“...you get an aversion to collaboration and that is precisely so precarious. Landscape, heritage and spatial
planning are domains that consist of so many different actors with their own interests and with different sources
of energy and motivation to collaborate, you have to be careful with that.” (Interview Erfgoed Brabant, 2017)
Political influence is important, for example, a provincial government is related to a municipality in more ways
than through the Zuiderwaterlinie case. Therefore, it is possible for an exchange of ambitions in difficult
situations. Transparency and social responsibility are however important in such a case (Erfgoed Brabant). There
is a need of a constant political awareness for the Zuiderwaterlinie. For instance, informing the municipalities
about new developments prior to their local budget meetings. Focusing on the current political agenda’s like
liveability and connecting the Zuiderwaterlinie to those issues to help gain social support and financial
contributions (Erfgoed Brabant). Natuurmonumenten is less concerned about the political dynamics. They are
more concerned about the process of acquiring provincial grants, which is more of a problem
(Natuurmonumenten). There is a lobby towards the provincial government by the nature conservation
organisations in general. Each new political term these organisations together formulate their ambitions, which
are handed over to the provincial government as input for a new political term and new alderman. The political
reality will always change, and therefore it is important for the Zuiderwaterlinie to connect to spatial challenges
(Brabants Landschap).
In conclusion, the formal collaboration mechanisms –steering committee and program team- consist of
(semi)governmental actors to ensure administrative strength and associated financing. The societal partners
have signed the document of intent as a –symbolic- sign of their commitment and collaboration. The focus of
this collaboration is on the positioning of the Zuiderwaterlinie as whole. Future ambitions are to develop a more
co-operative mechanism for local actors to collaborate. The current government-based mechanisms raises
concerns with the ambition and network approach as stated by the provincial government. Besides the
collaboration through the Zuiderwaterlinie program, there are project-based collaborations, which include local
integral areal developments. The political dynamics of the province are important and can be used in favour of
the Zuiderwaterlinie. However, it can sometimes lead to interference if the interests of the provincial
government are not in line with that of its collaborating partners. This could lead to friction and a negative
attitude towards future collaborations. The policy document indicates no references to the formal collaboration
mechanisms.
Interprovincial collaboration
There is no interprovincial collaboration concerning the Zuiderwaterlinie as a heritage structure. Only projectbased, and linked to regional planning projects as explained by the heritage policy officer.
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The provincial government attempted to collaborate with other provinces regarding the Zuiderwaterlinie in
Zeeland, which is called the Staats-Spaanse linie. Around 2012 the province of Zeeland decentralised this project
and the policy priority in Zeeland compared to Noord-Brabant shifted. Another example of a project-based
interprovincial collaboration is the case of Waterpoort. The provinces of Zuid-Holland, Zeeland and NoordBrabant collaborated in an integral are development with the Zuiderwaterlinie as one of the aspects that is taken
into consideration. On an overall level of the Zuiderwaterlinie, there is no collaboration with the different
provinces. There is also limited collaboration with the province of Gelderland when it comes to connecting the
NHW to the Zuiderwaterlinie (heritage policy officer). The autonomy of the individual provinces is mentioned as
a reason for this. It would be useful if there were a national vision on the topic of military heritage structures.
Unfortunately, there is none as the national government focusses only on the NHW and the SvA (heritage policy
officer). Brabants Landschap refers to interprovincial collaboration in the form of heritage related consultations
with the province of Zeeland.
In conclusion, there is currently no structural collaboration with the neighbouring provinces when it concerns
the Zuiderwaterlinie. Previous attempts have been terminated or were project-based and linked to integral
spatial developments. The policy document indicates no references to interprovincial collaboration.
European collaboration
There is no current collaboration on a European level.
In the past, a collaborative project of the province of Zeeland and Noord-Brabant involved fortifications in
Antwerpen (B), Oost en West-Vlaanderen and Zeeland. It combined the Zuiderwaterlinie (Staats-Spaanse linie)
and fortifications around Antwerpen (fortengordel), as explained by the heritage policy officer.
In conclusion, there is no structural collaboration with European partners at this time, while there have been
attempts made previously.
5.1.4

Conclusion

The RCE has a minor role, merely a project-based advisory role. The provincial government has an extensive
history when it involves the Zuiderwaterlinie. Currently they are a leading and coordinating actor, although their
working method is a network approach, which indicates more equal and collaborative action. Municipalities are
an important representative in the formal collaboration mechanisms. They represent the strong bottom-up
movement of societal initiatives and they contributed to the call for a provincial involvement for the
Zuiderwaterlinie. Overall, the Zuiderwaterlinie is characterised by a bottom-up movement but at the same time,
there is a current government-based coordination as well as a call for the national government to increase their
effort in terms of a vision on military structures. The executive organisation Erfgoed Brabant has an extensive
network of actors in the heritage domain as well as a role of organising event, sharing knowledge and connection
actors. Their close relationship with the provincial government is undisputed although there are differences in
terms of working methods. Natuurmonumenten as a landowner of part of the former Zuiderwaterlinie trace
limits its involvement and collaboration for local projects that have a focus on implementation and are less
amorphous. Furthermore, as a national organisation they have to deal with different ambitions and available
budgets. Brabants Landschap has local experience with the redevelopment of Zuiderwaterlinie remains. As
primary nature conservation organisation, they use the story of the Zuiderwaterlinie as a framework. The area
manager has an independent position in the developments of the Zuiderwaterlinie. He is working on bringing the
actors together and raising awareness of the value of the Zuiderwaterlinie.
With regard to collaboration amongst the actors in the case, there are formal collaboration mechanisms -the
steering committee and program team- in which the governmental actors collaborate. The societal actors are
not formally related to these collaboration mechanisms, although they do provide input in a more informal
manner. The societal actors as well as the governmental actors have signed a document of intent and formed an
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alliance of actors who contribute to the positioning of the Zuiderwaterlinie. There are future ambitions to
develop a more co-operative mechanism which allows for a more jointly sense of ownership. There is no
structural collaboration between actors and neighbouring provinces or European partners. With regard to the
informal contact all; interviewees point out the value of networks and through crossover contacts, which
facilitates an exchange of knowledge and experience.
5.2

RULES AND REGULATIONS

The spatial heritage policies (policy program Bevochten Brabant) and ordinances that apply in the case are
explained, supplemented with the EPA. The second theme entails the various protection regimes, limited to
planning and nature conservation regimes.
5.2.1

Policies and regulations

Policy program: Bevochten Brabant
The policy program Bevochten Brabant is a continuation of the previous policy period, although there are changes
with regard to focus and connection. For example, the use of four storylines to describe the imaginative power
of heritage allows for more comprehension and focus. The storylines provide guidance and follows the
movement of society. The storylines will enable a future –based on the characteristics of the past- in which the
identity of Brabant is strengthened and visualised. This format is based on a national report from 2011, ‘Kiezen
voor Karakter, Visie Erfgoed en Ruimte ‘, in which national characteristics are used. Within the individual
storylines, the aim is to develop a focus, create a network of actors who can contribute, preserve & redevelop
heritage, enhance the visibility and marketing strength and to develop an educational program. The relevant
storyline is the policy program Bevochten Brabant -including the NHW, WWII remains and the Zuiderwaterliniewhich has an enormous connective value (heritage policy officer). Heritage is considered a connective element
in society and it allows to tell the complete story of the Zuiderwaterlinie. The latter is the longest, oldest and
most used water defence structure of the Netherlands. The Zuiderwaterlinie is defined as the part of the
Zuiderfrontier that runs through Noord-Brabant. For the policy program the Zuiderwaterlinie as a whole is
divided into five cluster, based on historic and landscape motives. It is defined as a single heritage structure, with
11 fortifies cities. A strategic alliance is developed to enhance the positioning of the Zuiderwaterlinie, especially
in relation to tourism and recreational purposes. It is a long-term project (5-10 years) with an (inter)national
perspective and connections to tourism and recreation (heritage policy officer). The policy program is considered
a framework, by Brabants Landschap, to connect to as a landowning –and nature conservation organisation. It is
a storyline to which you can relate. For example a nature redevelopment project near Den Bosch that involves a
museum landscape, that represents parts of the Zuiderwaterlinie (Brabants Landschap). The inspiration atlas
(published in 2016) meant to connect as much actors as possible to this story of the Zuiderwaterlinie. It marked
a starting point of a collaboration between many actors -most of them signed the document of intent- to develop
the Zuiderwaterlinie as a national and international heritage structure (heritage policy officer, Area manager).
In conclusion, numerous attempts to develop the Zuiderwaterlinie as a heritage structure have been made. The
current policy program Bevochten Brabant provides guidance and a storyline to attach to. The Zuiderwaterlinie
is divided into 5 clusters, 11 fortified cities that are interrelated with each other. The ambitions of the policy
framework include a network of actors who can contribute, preserve & redevelop heritage and enhance the
visibility.
Spatial ordinance and spatial vision
In general, the policy document explains the heritage policy aims at ‘Behoud door ontwikkeling’ and experiencing
heritage. In addition, the provincial government has its legal obligations concerning monuments and a careful
embedding of heritage policy in spatial planning policies (i.e. CHW), spatial ordinance -and spatial vision, as
explained by the heritage policy officer. The spatial vision is binding for the provincial government; the ordinance
is binding for the municipalities as well. The spatial ordinance is a layered document that includes cultural values
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of an area (spatial policy officer). However, the Zuiderwaterlinie is not explicitly stated in the ordinance as a
whole. Several areas of the Zuiderwaterlinie are included in the CHW. In relation to the spatial vision of the
province, the Zuiderwaterlinie is not mentioned as an entity on its own but it is mentioned more generally. The
lack of formal imbedding of the Zuiderwaterlinie in planning regulations is not considered to be an obstruction
for future developments, However, if parts are not mentioned it can result in a lack of attention in relation to
other, possible conflicting, spatial developments that might occur (heritage policy officer). Both nature
conservation organisations, Brabants Landschap and Natuurmonumenten acknowledge the need for a spatial
ordinance –and vision. It serves as a framework or reference for policy, permits and grants applications.
According to Brabants Landschap, the regulations provide enough room to operate in. However,
Natuurmonumenten stressed the occasionally long-lasting process of applying for permits. There is
acknowledgement about the need to have policy frameworks, although it is quit complex and involves a lot of
time and different people (Natuurmonumenten).
In conclusion, the Zuiderwaterlinie as an entity on its own is not explicitly stated in the spatial regulations. It is
mentioned as an important layer in the provincial spatial vision, which provides attentive value in relation to
other conflicting spatial developments. Both Natuurmonumenten and Brabants Landschap refer to the planning
regulations as a framework used for permits, grant applications and policy references.
Environmental and Planning Act
It is uncertain if and how the Zuiderwaterlinie as a whole will be mentioned in the upcoming environmental vision
–and ordinance (heritage policy officer, spatial policy officer, Erfgoed Brabant).
The heritage policy officer expects to have a role for the Zuiderwaterlinie in the upcoming EPA in 2021. It will be
a transformation from a spatial vision and ordinance to an environmental vision and ordinance. Currently there
are efforts to include important structural elements like the Zuiderwaterlinie in this transformation process.
However, the spatial policy officer personal opinion is that the Zuiderwaterlinie should be included in the EPA,
the questions remains how. Erfgoed Brabant stressed the role of heritage being an integral part of the upcoming
Environmental and Planning Act, next to water and nature for example. The policy document refers to the EPA
in the way that the four storylines and their spatial relation are to be transferred to the upcoming EPA (PNB,
2015).
In conclusion, it remains uncertain if and how the Zuiderwaterlinie will be transferred to the upcoming EPA but
heritage in general will become an integral part of it. The policy document indicates the transfer of the storylines.
5.2.2

Protection regimes

Spatial protection regimes
There is uncertainty amongst all interviewees about whether or not the protection of the Zuiderwaterlinie as a
whole, or parts of it, is necessary and if it blocks other developments.
A protective status may result in limitations of what you want to do with it; therefore, Erfgoed Brabant is
reluctant when it comes to protecting the Zuiderwaterlinie. A more bold approach to the developments in which
rules and regulations are stretched might be interesting (Erfgoed Brabant). In general, a lack of protective status
on the entire structure would not be a hurdle for spatial developments (heritage policy officer). A protective
status for the Zuiderwaterlinie will not support its development. Protection not only provides means to conserve
something, often it comes with limitations that can block developments. They do not consider the absences of a
protection regime s an obstruction at this point (Natuurmonumenten). Provincial wide awareness of the
Zuiderwaterlinie, for instance through the upcoming EPA, is necessary. As a structure, it should be given attention
by both the province as well as the municipalities when it comes to new potentially conflicting developments. It
remains a question if and how the Zuiderwaterlinie can be protected through a legislative manner (Brabants
Landschap). It is the ambition to develop the Zuiderwaterlinie as a coherent ensemble; in that case, a certain

45

level of protection is required. It is not clear how and to what extend this protection should go. The focus on
integral developments in spatial planning may result in the loss of coherence of the Zuiderwaterlinie. It is also
possible to at least determine specific areas that to require a protective status.
“I believe that we should establish the most important locations together and provide some sort of protective
status. Whether that comes from the municipality or the national government does not matter to me ...”
(Interview area manager, 2017)
A UNESCO-status is considered unlikely due to practical limitations and reasons of time and effort (area
manager). The policy document stressed the legal protection responsibilities of the monuments and the duty of
care in relation to the spatial policies and CHW (PNB, 2015).
In conclusion, Erfgoed Brabant and Natuurmonumenten consider it unnecessary to protect the Zuiderwaterlinie
as a whole. Brabants Landschap would focus more on provincial wide attention through policies and regulations,
because legislative protection is uncertain. The area manager would like to have specific areas protected instead
of the entire structure. The policy document does not refer to the overall spatial protection.
Nature protection regime
The trace of the Zuiderwaterlinie coincides with nature conservation areas with additional regulations, as
Brabants Landschap and Natuurmonumenten explain. However, there are opportunities to combine nature
conservation goals with the framework of the Zuiderwaterlinie, according to the Area manager.
Certain areas of Natuurmonumenten have a Natura2000 status with specific regulations regarding preservation
and development. Those areas are not likely to be used in a heritage development project. In general, it is the
ambition of Natuurmonumenten to compromise in those cases between all the actors because nature
conservation and heritage development do have common interests. However, this is not always an option and
the specific interest of Natuurmonumenten as a nature conservation organisation should be respected
(Natuurmonumenten). There are similarities between the trace of the Zuiderwaterlinie and nature development,
for the most part they coincide (Brabants Landschap). There is thematic value of the Zuiderwaterlinie in relation
to nature conservation organisations. It can function as a theme with corresponding vision and organisation
strength. It is the ambition of the area manager to look for ways to combine the nature development challenges
with the Zuiderwaterlinie case (area manager):
“We only offer a theme, combined with an organizational strength and vision that enables Staatsbosbeheer and
Natuurmonumenten to enrich their regular assignment and core tasks.” (Interview area manager, 2017)
In conclusion, the nature conservation organisations address the similarities between the Zuiderwaterlinie and
its historic natural context as well as its relation to the current nature conservation ambitions.
Natuurmonumenten stressed the importance to respect the focus in specific nature conservation areas on
nature, instead of heritage. The policy document indicates no reference to nature protection regimes.
5.2.3

Conclusion

The provincial heritage policy program Bevochten Brabant provides guidance and a storyline for actors to attach
to. The Zuiderwaterlinie is divided into five clusters, 11 fortified cities that are interrelated with each other. The
ambitions of the policy framework include a network of actors who can contribute, preserve & redevelop
heritage and enhance the visibility.
The Zuiderwaterlinie as an entity on its own is not explicitly stated in the spatial ordinance –and vision. It is
mentioned as an important layer in the provincial spatial vision, which provides attentive value in relation to
other conflicting spatial developments. The lack of formal embedding is not considered an obstruction for future
developments, according to the heritage policy officer. Both Natuurmonumenten and Brabants Landschap refer
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to the planning regulations as a framework that is needed and is used for permits, grant applications and policy
references. If and how the Zuiderwaterlinie will be transferred to the upcoming EPA remains uncertain, but
heritage in general will become an integral part of it.
There is no spatial protective status on the Zuiderwaterlinie as coherent heritage structure. Erfgoed Brabant and
Natuurmonumenten consider it unnecessary to protect the Zuiderwaterlinie as a whole as it might hinder future
developments. Brabants Landschap would focus more on provincial wide attention through policies and
regulations, because legislative protection is uncertain. The area manager mentioned to have specific areas
protected instead of the entire structure. Besides the spatial protection regime the nature protection regimes
(i.e. Natura2000) plays an important role. Nature conservation organisations address the similarities between
the Zuiderwaterlinie and its historic natural context as well as its relation to the current nature conservation
ambitions. The area manager identifies opportunities to link nature conservation goals with the framework of
the Zuiderwaterlinie program. Contrary, Natuurmonumenten stressed the need to respect a more naturecentred focus in specific areas.
5.3

RESOURCES

The available resources amongst the actors in the case are explained, based on two themes and several subthemes. First, financial resources with a distinction between grants and co-financing. And secondly, knowledge
and expertise as resource amongst the actors.
5.3.1

Financial resources

Grants
There are financial resources made available for the Zuiderwaterlinie by the provincial government and paying
members of the steering committee. They formulated a list of projects -covering the development of the
Zuiderwaterlinie as a whole-, which are financed (heritage policy officer, Erfgoed Brabant and area manager).
The remaining interviewees do not have financial funds available.
For the years 2017-2019, a total amount of €2.25 million is available to develop the Zuiderwaterlinie. It is used
for program costs like for example a marketing strategy, communication strategy, website and the area manager.
In addition, the money is used for long-term strategic explorations like a river cruise. Finally, it is used to invest
in research institutes and knowledge of local historic associations. From the total €2.5 million €1.5 million is
contributed by the provincial government and the remaining €1 million comes from the paying actors in the
steering committee (municipalities and water authority), as explained by the heritage policy officer. The
contributions of the different municipalities was based on their amount of residents. In addition to these financial
contributions, there has been many man-hours invested by the actors (Erfgoedhuis Brabant). The formal
collaboration mechanism like the steering committee, are not used to divide and distribute grants amongst the
actors.
There are limited resources available amongst societal, actors. There are no specific funds available for the
Zuiderwaterlinie through the spatial planning department (spatial policy officer). The executive organisation
Erfgoed Brabant itself has no designated funds for the Zuiderwaterlinie. Natuurmonumenten who operates with
an annual budget for maintenance and activities. Cultural heritage and maintenance are included in these activity
plans. Project-based developments require additional funding like grants, external funds or co-finance. With
regard to the provincial grants, it is mentioned that the requirements for a grant require a careful approach in
terms of timelines and deadlines (Natuurmonumenten). If Brabants Landschap wants to start a project, first they
look at the available grants and their own resources for co-financing. With regard to the grants requirements
they state that these areas need to be accessible and allow experiencing the land (Brabants Landschap). There is
an opportunity that the national government might contribute in the future. It is the idea of the area manager
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that when the Zuiderwaterlinie program has been firmly established, there is a chance on a national contributing
in some sort.
A list (Linieplanner) of projects and activities is planned and financially supported by the paying members of the
steering committee. The projects that are included in this list are focusing on the overall development of the
Zuiderwaterlinie. For instance a long-distance hiking path and basic communication strategy. The program and
projects on the list are directed by the project bureau in close relation with the steering committee / program
team (area manager). The grant system for the Zuiderwaterlinie program is not open for actors to apply for based
on certain criteria. The reason for this is that there are differences in terms of progress between the five clusters
and those differences would be enlarged if the leading actors would apply for the total available grants. In other
words, the more capable and stronger actors might drain the entire resources available (Erfgoed Brabant and
area manager). The general grant system of the provincial government in Noord-Brabant has abandoned the
issuing of individual grants. The provincial government only wants to finance overall programs –province wideinstead of individual projects. In light of this position, it is not likely that here will be grants available for individual
civic societies in the Zuiderwaterlinie program (area manager).
In conclusion, the budget of the Linieplanner is meant to be used on projects that benefit the Zuiderwaterlinie
as a whole, the list is drawn up in close collaboration between the steering committee and program team. There
is no open grant system for the Zuiderwaterlinie program, to avoid exploitation by the stronger and more capable
actors. In terms of restorations funds there is a combined amount of provincial and national funds. The policy
document does not elaborate on the program funding specifically for the Zuiderwaterlinie.
Co-financing
The provincial government financial contributions are accompanied by a demand for co-finance. The nature
conservation organisations use external funds, depending on their level of involvement.
Co-finance is a requirement from the provincial government to contribute provincial funds for the
Zuiderwaterlinie program. In the first phase of a development it is up to the provincial government to contribute
more, which is in line with provincial interests and ambition. However, the other members of the steering
committee are also required to contribute their share. It is the ambition to have more actors involved who can
bear the financial burden (heritage policy officer). Another approach to finding additional funds is through the
integration of heritage challenges to other spatial challenges. The Landschappen van Allure program, which
aimed for nature development, water retention and landscape development has contributed financially to the
redevelopment of the Fort Roovere. It is an example of a connection between the Zuiderwaterlinie with other
spatial challenges that results in additional funds (heritage policy officer). Brabants Landschap explained they
use another way of financing projects by looking for additional external funding. For instance by targeting the
business community for financial support, they potentially benefit from redeveloped heritage in a business
model (Brabants Landschap). The financial contribution of Natuurmonumenten itself depends on the level of
involvement. If there is a close involvement of Natuurmonumenten, there is a larger financial contribution. It
helps if there are other partners that contribute. In addition, co-financing is a general requirement for the
provincial government grants (Natuurmonumenten).
In conclusion, co-financing is a general requirement for provincial grants but can be supplemented by external
funds. Integrating spatial challenges can also result in additional funding, as explained by the heritage policy
officer. This acknowledged by the policy document.
5.3.2

Knowledge and expertise

A wide variety of non-financial resources is available by the different actors. The civil servant capacity and
knowledge of the governmental actors, and the network of the nature conservation organisations.
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The man-hours and capacity of the civil servants are resources made available by the provincial government.
Another one is the use of the executive organisation Erfgoed Brabant or Visit Brabant (marketing organisation)
to take up projects that benefit the Zuiderwaterlinie (heritage policy officer). The policy document elaborates
further on the non-financial contribution of the provincial government. If they participate in a project, they can
contribute in terms of financial contribution, putting a topic on the agenda, communication support,
deregulation effort or a policy support role (PNB, 2015). The spatial policy officer makes procedural knowledge
of spatial planning regulations available. For instance knowledge on how to interpret and the spatial ordinance.
The executive organisation Erfgoed Brabant referred to their resources as the ability to organise events as a way
to engage people, to share knowledge and success (Erfgoed Brabant). The connective value as area manager
without a label as civil servant. In addition to that is a personal background expertise in tourism and marketing
(area manager). Natuurmonumenten stresses the value of the network as a resource. They are familiar with all
kinds of actors, with how to connect actors and manage processes. Another example is their organisational
structure that allows for a national office with a variety of specialists that can be consulted
(Natuurmonumenten). The extensive network of local actors in Brabant is a valuable resource of Brabants
Landschap. This allows them to connect actors, share knowledge and to signal opportunities. Furthermore, they
use their own lands to develop and restore the surrounding landscape.
In conclusion, the governmental respondents mention the procedural and policy knowledge they can offer. The
executive organisation is a tool that can be made available to other actors by the provincial government. The
societal organisations contribute in terms of their extensive network with contacts in the field of heritage on a
local level. The policy document refers to non-financial resources available by the provincial government.
5.3.3

Conclusion

There is a project list (Linieplanner) that is financed by the paying members of the steering committee
(governmental actors). There is no open grant system for actors to apply for, due to the risk of having the stronger
and more capable actors applying for the entire available amount. There are additional funds available for
restauration of monuments. Co-financing is a general requirement for provincial grants but can be supplemented
by external funds. Integrating spatial challenges can also result in additional funding (heritage policy officer). The
governmental respondents mention the procedural and policy knowledge they can offer. The executive
organisation is a tool that can be made available to other actors by the provincial government. The societal
organisations contribute in terms of their extensive network with contacts in the field of heritage on a local level.
5.4

DISCOURSE

The views and narratives of the actors that are involved in this case are drafted here. There are three themes;
the scope of heritage, the scale of heritage and the ambition of heritage in relation to spatial planning.
5.4.1

Scope of heritage

The Zuiderwaterlinie is characterised by different valuations, both material through the fortifications, as well as
immaterial through stories who fuel objects and provide meaning to a place
The policy document describes the kinds of heritage that are included. The physical structures like monuments,
historic landscapes. On the other hand, the immaterial heritage like dialect, historic usages, traditions and
folklore. The four storylines –including the ‘Bevochten Brabant’ storyline- are telling an inspiring story of the
history of Noord-Brabant. To be able to tell the coherent story it is important to include all the different sorts of
heritage, ranging from landscapes to archaeological collections and immaterial heritage like traditions (PNB,
2015). The value of heritage in general and specifically the Zuiderwaterlinie includes experience value, user’s
value, future value and origin value. The latter is important to be aware of the history of a place and its origin. It
closely relates to the policy motto of the provincial government ‘Behoud door ontwikkeling’ (spatial policy
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officer). Natuurmonumenten highly values the Zuiderwaterlinie and of historic landscapes in general in the
Netherlands. The single, appealing, elements like fortifications in relation to the Zuiderwaterlinie as whole are
valued. (Natuurmonumenten). In addition, it would be interesting if the current nature and climate changerelated challenges can be linked to the Zuiderwaterlinie. For instance by using inundation fields for water
retention (Brabants Landschap). Heritage has intrinsic value, it is vital to acknowledge the value of heritage on
itself. With regard to the Zuiderwaterlinie, it is a major defence structure, considered the largest one in the
Netherlands. In general, the water defence structures are a unique heritage structure in the world (Area
manager).
The storyline of the Zuiderwaterlinie is distinctive in comparison to other water defence structures like SvA and
NHW. The historic storyline of the Zuiderwaterlinie is interesting in terms of the build-up of the Netherlands as
a state. The trace of the Zuiderwaterlinie is based on the natural conditions and cultural borders.
“It is a cultural boundary that also determines identity for an area in this sense. It is a dividing line between
identities. That value therefore definitely plays a significant role.” (Interview heritage policy officer, 2017).
The immaterial values of a place for people are very important and might exceed the material value (heritage
policy officer). The value of the objects increases when fuelled by stories, the physical heritage remains of the
Zuiderwaterlinie needs to be fuelled with stories and meaning. For example, the cultural border between north
and south and between catholic and protestant (Erfgoed Brabant). The stories of a place as immaterial values
exceed the material valuation of the Zuiderwaterlinie (spatial policy officer). Storylines, qualities of a landscape,
history of a nation and a society are all important and need to be cherished. It is important for heritage in general
to make well-advised choices what to cherish, otherwise it might become a uniform landscape
(Natuurmonumenten). Stories are seen as a way to legitimize spatial developments. People want to have a
meaning to what they experience in a landscape. A story might be helpful in providing this meaning to the
landscape. It can help explain certain and legitimize spatial considerations (area manager). Additionally, it
functions as a cultural border between the south of Holland and the northern part. This cultural aspect is an issue
that appeals to the citizens in a way that it creates ownership and identity. The historic part is obvious the military
defence structure.
In conclusion, the valuation of the Zuiderwaterlinie goes beyond the individual fortifications and relates to
immaterial values that tell a story of a water defence structure. These stories are an important value of the
Zuiderwaterlinie as they fuel the material objects, tell a unique story of the landscape and history of Brabant and
finally, it can legitimize spatial interventions. It also functions as a remainder of a cultural border in the history
of the Netherlands. The policy document includes immaterial valuation of heritage like storylines.
5.4.2

Scales of heritage

The Zuiderwaterlinie is valuable due to its ensemble of fortifications that are interconnected and in the context
of the surrounding landscape (heritage policy officer, Erfgoed Brabant, area manager). The levels of scale differ
from local projects to regional developments and the ambition of an international heritage structure (spatial
policy officer, Area manager). There should be a wide variety of usages in the Zuiderwaterlinie.
The Zuiderwaterlinie should be considered in the context of a layered valuation, a heritage structure that consist
of several sub-areas with their own qualities and values together. For example, Bergen op Zoom has
fortifications, which have individual value but are also valued in relation to other fortifications. It is the individual
object on itself, its relation to each other and the context of the surrounding landscape (heritage policy officer).
The Zuiderwaterlinie should be seen as an ensemble. The Zuiderwaterlinie as a whole is important because
Erfgoed Brabant operates province-wide. An example is an educational project called ‘van Knokke(n) tot
Grave(n)’ (Erfgoed Brabant). The coherence and diversity of the ensemble of fortifications of the Zuiderwaterlinie
is important. There was the issue of how to develop the fortifications as a coherent ensemble –family- and at the
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same time ensure a differentiation between them in terms of usage (spatial policy officer). It is the ambition to
establish the Zuiderwaterlinie as a (inter)national coherent heritage ensemble while at the same time keeping in
mind local developments (area manager).
“... putting the Zuiderwaterlinie national and international on the map involves publicity and has to do with
agendas...on the other hand, in terms of actual day-to-day development, you want to stick to the bottom-up
movement.” (Interview area manager, 2017)
There is the local involvement in individual fortifications, a regional approach in Waterpoort through the WestBrabantse Waterlinie and a province-wide perspective by the provincial government. In the case of the
development of Waterpoort - West-Brabant- it was necessary to switch between the scales. Looking at an
individual fort what are the opportunities, how does this relate to the surrounding fortifications and for the
ensemble as a whole? This switching of scales is logic, necessary, and requires a continuous effort (spatial policy
officer). There is the local scale in which the actual development of the Zuiderwaterlinie takes place. In addition,
the higher scale which involves the positioning of the Zuiderwaterlinie on a (inter)national scale which relate to
publicity and political agendas. The higher level should formulate certain frameworks that can guide local level
developments and at the same time create a certain quality control (Area manager).
The offering in the Zuiderwaterlinie should differentiate, dividing the entire structure into 5 clusters with a clear
identity. The Zuiderwaterlinie and its five clusters make it interesting and diverse for visitors. It is hard to see and
to experience the Zuiderwaterlinie as a whole (Area manager). The size of the Zuiderwaterlinie program raises
concerns with Natuurmonumenten. There are too many actors involved, which results in less activity. There are
numerous visions and policies that concern the Zuiderwaterlinie, but it lacks practical implementation of tangible
remains. It is considered too amorphous. As a landowner, they are actively involved in the areas that they own,
although they do recognize the higher scale of the Zuiderwaterlinie as a whole (Natuurmonumenten).
In conclusion, the focus in the Zuiderwaterlinie lies on the ensemble value, the different fortifications in relation
with each other and its surrounding landscape. It is being looked at from different scales, each with their
corresponding activities and valuation. A local project, regional spatial developments and the positioning as a
(inter)national heritage structure. The size of the structure raises concerns for Natuurmonumenten as it involves
too many actors and a lack of implementation plans.
5.4.3

Ambitions of heritage

A heritage structure like the Zuiderwaterlinie can function as a blueprint or inspiration for spatial developments,
as well as providing a distinctive identity and meaning to a place. (heritage policy officer, spatial policy officer,
Erfgoed Brabant, Natuurmonumenten, Brabants Landschap and area manager).
The four storylines of the policy document are used as a starting point to connect to other challenges in society,
the economy, with liveability, with nature or knowledge institutions. Heritage is to contribute to the resilience
and economic development of the province (PNB, 2015). Additionally, the policy framework states that heritage
should capture the imagination, provide inspiration to image history and to allow people to experience their
surrounding in a different perspective. These starting points have not changed that much since the 1999
Belvedere program (heritage policy officer). Contrary to the policy framework, Erfgoed Brabant states there is
currently a limited integral approach to Zuiderwaterlinie projects. The connection with other domains is confined
to a structural level and should be more developed (Erfgoed Brabant). Furthermore, iconic heritage can function
as a stimulator for the redevelopment of an area. In the context of contemporary redevelopments, heritage can
connect to other domains like for example recreation, nature and liveability. The Zuiderwaterlinie has a unique
spatial feature that provides opportunities for tourism as well as for experiencing the Zuiderwaterlinie (spatial
policy officer). The Zuiderwaterlinie is considered a blueprint for spatial developments. For example by relating
it to nature development, recreation & tourism or water management. It allows different domains to be linked,
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additional actors that can join and it creates an overall boost. Furthermore, it is the hope of Brabants Landschap
that the Zuiderwaterlinie remains visible in the landscape as an open area that relates to the former inundation
lands (Brabants Landschap).
“...that the characteristic works get a new meaning with beautiful new functions in society. In this way it is in
itself already guaranteed as a beautiful template in the landscape that is, and remains recognizable.” (Interview
Brabants Landschap, 2017)
The story of the Zuiderwaterlinie in relation to the spatial developments is considered of importance for the
spatial outcome of developments. It is possible that a spatial outcome can be an open landscape, referring to the
inundation zones. Another outcome could be that urban planners relate to the fortifications in their housing
visions and planners on how they distribute the land use in accordance with the Zuiderwaterlinie history (area
manager).
The policy document elaborates on the strengths of heritage for society is that it creates a lively neighbourhood
and living environment. The presence of heritage, the knowledge about it and the involvement of people creates
a sense of community feeling, identity, pride and inspiration. (PNB, 2015). The heritage –identity- of an area
should be used as a source of inspiration for the spatial developments. It can be used in developments for the
future, not as an obstruction (Erfgoed Brabant). The unique identity of the Zuiderwaterlinie brings along
opportunities for example tourism. Although it is important to focus on the local clusters of the Zuiderwaterlinie
to strengthen the identity of the region and its citizens. The Zuiderwaterlinie as a whole it too big to be positioned
and to be taken into consideration in spatial developments. There are too many regional differences in terms of
visible remains in the landscape. The increased attention to (military) heritage makes sense and is explained by
Natuurmonumenten as an expression of longing to authenticity and heritage. This is an unconscious response to
a content-less and uniform way of life (Natuurmonumenten). The Zuiderwaterlinie has distinguishing factors like
the chain of 11 fortified cities that together form the Zuiderwaterlinie. Most of them are recognisable as such
and that is unique for the Netherlands. This unique feature is appealing to people and has been chosen as a
position for tourism development purposes (Area manager).
In conclusion, the Belvedere vision drives the provincial position on heritage in relation to spatial planning.
However, Erfgoed Brabant mentions a lack of an integral approach to other spatial domains. The unique
character of the Zuiderwaterlinie, its ability to function as a blueprint in spatial developments, source of
inspiration and its ability to shape the landscape. The policy document shows no relevant differences.
5.4.4

Conclusion

The scope of heritage, through the eyes of the actors in the case of the Zuiderwaterlinie, focuses on the value of
the material -interrelated- structure as well as immaterial values that tell a story of a water defence structure
and a cultural border in the Netherlands. These stories are an important value of the Zuiderwaterlinie as they
fuel the material objects, tell a unique story of the landscape of Brabant and it can legitimize spatial interventions.
The scale of the Zuiderwaterlinie, the different fortifications in relation with each other and its surrounding
landscape is emphasized by the views of the interviewees. It is being looked at from different scales, each with
their corresponding activities and valuation; local projects, regional spatial developments and the positioning as
a (inter)national heritage structure. The size of the structure raises concerns for Natuurmonumenten as it
involves too many actors and a lack of implementation plans.
With regard to the ambitions of heritage in spatial planning, the provincial government refers to the Belvedere
vision that drives the development of heritage in relation to spatial planning. However, Erfgoed Brabant
mentions a lack of an integral approach to other spatial domains. Furthermore, the interviewees stress the
unique character of the Zuiderwaterlinie, its ability to function as a blueprint in spatial developments, source of
inspiration and its ability to shape the landscape.
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5.5

CONCLUSION AT CASE LEVEL

In the case of the Zuiderwaterlinie, there are contradictions in the roles of the different actors and the
collaboration mechanism. The provincial government initiated the most recent attempt to develop policy
involving this heritage structure, based on a bottom-up call from actors who were in need of a framework.
Currently, the government is more coordinating on a meta-level. Although the Zuiderwaterlinie is considered a
bottom-up program in which all actors contribute, the provincial government bears a heavier (financial) load.
The role of the provincial government raises concerns as they have the formal decision making ability and their
own interest, which can collide with the other actors at the Zuiderwaterlinie program, which is a joint effort. For
example an initiative to include a project in the Zuiderwaterlinie program against the will of the other actors, this
leads to scepticism for future collaboration. The governmental actors (province, municipalities, water authority)
take the lead and are formally collaborating as paying members in the steering committee. The program team,
the civil servant counterpart, supports this collaboration mechanism. The societal actors are consulted for input
and have signed a letter of intent stating their commitment. They are not formally included in one of the
collaboration mechanisms, as it is considered a more government-driven phase now that requires administrative
strengths. The societal actors are more focused on local projects and stressed their limited availability and
resources to participate in all the collaboration requests. They value the Zuiderwaterlinie program as a
framework to relate to, but they have a different focus.
The policy framework of the provincial government provides a basics structure (storylines) which include
‘Bevochten Brabant’ in which the Zuiderwaterlinie is mentioned. It remains rather abstract as a more detailed
outline of the program is currently executed by the alliance of actors. The Zuiderwaterlinie as an entity on its
own is not explicitly stated in the spatial ordinance –and vision. It is mentioned as an important layer, which
provides attentive value in relation to other conflicting spatial developments. There is no spatial protective status
on the Zuiderwaterlinie as coherent heritage structure, besides the individual monuments. It is considered
unnecessary to have a protective status on the entire structure. Nature conservation organisations address the
similarities between the Zuiderwaterlinie and its historic natural context as well as its relation to the current
nature conservation ambitions, this result in conflicts as well as opportunities.
There is budget from the provincial government for projects that benefit the Zuiderwaterlinie as a whole,
marketing and communication for example. This connects to the coordinating role of the provincial government.
The grant system of the provincial government does not allow individual applications. The financial contributions
of the paying members of the steering committee are at their own disposal. Individual organisations cannot apply
for those funds. Here a discrepancy can be seen with the Zuiderwaterlinie as a bottom-up and joint effort while
the financial distributions happens through the conventional governmental actors. In terms of restorations funds
there is an annual budget, made of national/provincial funds. Co-financing is a general requirement for provincial
grants but can be supplemented by external funds. With regard to other resources that are available amongst
the actors, the governmental interviewees mention the procedural and policy knowledge they can offer. The
executive organisation is a tool that can be used by other actors. The societal organisations contribute in terms
of their extensive network with contacts in the field of heritage on a local level.
Within the discourse of the actors, the scope of heritage in the case of the Zuiderwaterlinie is focusing on the
value of the material -interrelated- structure as well as to immaterial values that tell a story of a water defence
structure. These stories are an important value of the Zuiderwaterlinie as they fuel the material objects, tell a
unique story of the landscape and history of Brabant and it legitimizes spatial interventions. The scale of the
Zuiderwaterlinie, the different fortifications in relation with each other and its surrounding landscape is
emphasized. The size of the structure raises concerns for Natuurmonumenten as it involves too many actors and
a lack of implementation plans. With regard to the ambitions of heritage in spatial planning, the provincial
government refers to the Belvedere vision that drives the development of heritage in relation to spatial planning.
Furthermore, the interviewees stress the ability to function as a blueprint in spatial developments, source of
inspiration and its ability to shape the landscape.
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CHAPTER 6

CASE III: PROVINCE OF UTRECHT–NIEUWE HOLLANDSE WATERLINIE

IN the case of the NHW in Utrecht, six respondents have been interviewed, representing both governmental as
well as societal organizations. A policy adviser from the national heritage agency (RCE) was also interviewed.
Three policy officers of the province of Utrecht have been interviewed; the program manager of the NHW, spatial
policy manager and a project manager heritage. The societal organizations that were interviewed were
landowning –and conservation organization Natuurmonumenten and SBB as an important landowner. The policy
document that was included in the analysis is the provincial policy program NHW and SvA 2016-2019 (Utrechts
programma. NHW en SvA 2016-2019).
6.1

ACTORS AND COLLABORA TIONS

The role of both governmental and societal actors that are involved in the case are described here. Additionally,
their interactions and collaborations within the policy-arrangement is explained. The various sub-themes that
emerged from the research are discussed under the relevant paragraphs.
6.1.1

Governmental actors

Within this category of respondents, the perspective of the provincial government forms the starting point. Their
role and collaboration with other actors will be explained. This includes the RCE, other provincial governments,
municipalities and societal actors.
National government/ RCE
As an organisation, they are bounded by political priorities. In the case of the NHW, they are firmly collaborating
with the provincial governments (RCE, program manager NHW). The RCE is called in for advice in cases that
involve a national monument (SBB, Natuurmonumenten and spatial policy manager).
The conservation of heritage is the core business of the RCE. Their policy program Erfgoed & Ruimte embraces
the ‘Behoud door ontwikkeling’ motto and provides guidance and inspiration for lower governments. The RCE
has limited influence on the spatial domain, in comparison with provincial governments who have direct
influence with their spatial ordinance and vision (RCE).
´... we are more sectoral as an execution organisation, national executive organisation for cultural heritage,
compared to a provincial organization that has that coherent policy spectrum in sight.” (Interview RCE, 2018)
As an executive organisation of national policy, the RCE is bounded by political priorities. Currently, there is not
a political legitimacy and priority for large-scale military heritage structures. Therefore, it is not expected that
there will be a national program developed by the RCE on this topic. (RCE). The RCE collaborates with both
provincial and municipal governments. The interviewee, as account holder NHW, deals directly with the different
provincial governments concerning the UNESCO-nomination program (RCE). This is acknowledged by the
program manager NHW, who stressed the importance of the RCE as a partner in the UNESCO-nomination
process. The national government officially files the UNESCO-nomination dossier, therefore the municipal and
provincial government as well as the different departments of the national government needs to be aligned. This
requires administrative efforts and political considerations (RCE). Another trajectory of the RCE relates to their
advisory role in which they collaborate with municipalities (RCE). With regard to societal organisations, there is
no legal basis for collaboration. However, the RCE as a knowledge institution organises network events to share
experiences, insights and information, which are open to societal organisations.
In the case of the redevelopment of a protected monument, it is necessary to consult with the RCE for an
assessment of the values and to explore the possibilities and limitations (SBB). The RCE is called in for specific
cases by the heritage department, which happens outside the scope of the interviewee (spatial policy manager).
In the case of redevelopments of a national monument the municipality –as the responsible level of government-
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formally request the RCE for an advice with regard to the monument. Besides a formal process it is important to
have RCE contacts prior to this process to explore and asses the feasibility (Natuurmonumenten).
In conclusion, the RCE has its formal responsibilities, which involve the advisory role towards municipalities and
collaborative efforts with the provincial government for the UNESCO-nomination dossier. There is no policy
priority for a national program of large-scale military heritage. This remains an autonomous responsibility for the
provincial governments itself. The societal organisations deal with the RCE in relation to national monuments.
Provincial government
The role of the provincial government has changed to a coordinator and facilitator, instead of just a distributor
of grants. In the NHW, they provide the conditions and a framework as well as connect all actors.
The previous role of the province as just the distributer of grants has been abandoned; organisations can no
longer come up to the province for grants in the end of a process. Instead, the province wants to be involved
prior to the need for funding, to collaborate in identifying the needs and possible means to contribute. They use
area brokers to identify the local issues, energy, partners and opportunities to connect to (program manager
NHW). Natuurmonumenten values the proactive role of the provincial government. The provincial government
is also referred to as a sparring partner for problems they face (Natuurmonumenten). The methods of the
provincial government no longer connects means to a project, instead they steer on the bases of ambitions,
followed by a coordinating and connecting role of the provincial government. This position amongst partners in
a network connects to the current network society. They are no longer the leading actor, but guiding and
stimulating societal/market initiatives. The province provides a policy framework with a flexible execution. Areal
development is based on a collaborative effort, shared ownership and demand-oriented guidance (PU, 2016).
The provincial’s role regarding the NHW program is to connect all the different actors involved. The Pact van
Ruigenhoek shows all the actors in the province of Utrecht who are contributing to the development of the NHW.
The province is a crucial actor to link the UNESCO-nomination to the local initiatives. Part of the NHW program
is organizing network events to share knowledge. In an ideal situation the redevelopment, maintenance and
public outreach are completely taken care of by the owners, entrepreneurs and residents themselves. However,
the spatial embedding will remain a task for the provincial government (project manager heritage). The UNESCOnomination, regulatory protection regimes, promotional activities and a website are all part of the provincial
effort. In other words, the conditions for the development are there, and it is up to the owners, entrepreneurs
and residents to develop and exploit the individual locations. In a way the NHW program of Utrecht –including
themes and areas of attention- is an invitation to the other actors to join. The NHW is to be developed bottomup, through storylines and with all the relevant actors (program manager NHW). It is up to the provincial
government to determine what starting point is best for spatial developments concerning the NHW. It is an
option to let the NHW program take the lead, considering other developments. Otherwise, it is a possibility that
it is better to take an integral areal development as starting point, including the NHW as a factor. The NHW is a
powerful framework but there is always friction when it comes to competing spatial challenges, for instance
nature and recreation (spatial policy manager).
Maintaining the political support of all actors requires continuous efforts by the provincial government. For a
municipality there is a choice between embracing the NHW with its attentive value at a cost of a strict spatial
protection regime, or a more flexible spatial protection regime in which the NHW is just a burden (project
manager heritage). In order to avoid negative effects of political dynamics, it is important that agreements
between actors are firmly secured in documents. For instance, Pact van Ruigenhoek is a document in which
province; municipalities, water authority, Natuurmonumenten, SBB and others have stated their ambitions
(Natuurmonumenten). Political support can be acquired through gaining societal support for the NHW. It is
important that all the societal actors support the NHW and that they show their ambitions and needs. If so, it
becomes difficult for the provincial politicians to ignore the NHW (program manager NHW). Changing national
political conditions provide an opportunity for additional funding, as explained by SBB. A proactive attitude to be
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aware of upcoming funds, requirements and deadlines is important (SBB). Political discussions about the weight
of a heritage structure in a policy program can be cause for lobbying activities to strengthen the position of a
heritage structure (spatial policy manager). The UNESCO-nomination comes with requirements for spatial
protection regimes, which can raises conflicts with local spatial developments. It then becomes a political
decision to place heritage interest above other spatial interest, in order to meet the UNESCO requirements.
However, there are issues with the UNESCO requirements that require additional funding from local
municipalities. It remains unclear whether additional funding from a local municipality will be sufficient to meet
the requirements of UNESCO, here potential political conflicts arise (program manager NHW).
In conclusion, the provincial government is no longer the leading actor, instead it guides and stimulate
societal/market initiatives with its policy framework that offers flexible execution. Areal development is based
on a collaborative effort, shared ownership and demand-oriented guidance. The provincial’s role regarding the
NHW program is to connect all the different actors involved. The conditions are created and it is up to the owners,
entrepreneurs and residents to give substance to this. The policy program for the NHW is an invitation to all
actors to join. Maintaining the political support of all actors requires continuous efforts by the provincial
government. Gaining societal support for the NHW is an effective way to create political support, as is explained
by the program manager. Although the UNESCO-nomination is highly valued, it can cause political concerns for
local spatial developments that might encounter the stringent spatial protection regimes that are required by
UNESCO. The role of the provincial government is confirmed in the policy document.
Municipal government
The spatial protection in zoning plans and planning regulations makes the municipality a vital partner in the NHW
program (spatial policy manager, project manager heritage, Natuurmonumenten, SBB, and RCE).
The municipality is of great importance for NHW developments as they have the strongest spatial instruments.
They are an important actor in the Dutch planning system and the provincial government work closely together
in leading spatial developments. However, it does require some provincial effort to gain a similar priority for the
NHW amongst municipalities. All of them consider the NHW being important, but there are possible local
conflicts with other spatial challenges. For example redeveloping a fort can result in major traffic flows and
subsequent parking issues. Municipalities do have to take this into consideration (spatial policy manager). The
spatial protection of the NHW on a local level through spatial plan/zoning plans is a responsibility for the
municipalities. The additional requirements for the UNESCO status stresses the need for the municipality to work
closely together with the provincial government to protect the NHW in spatial regulations. In addition, all of the
NHW municipalities in Utrecht are collaborating administratively and have signed the Pact van Ruigenhoek,
which secures their involvement and commitment (project manager heritage). The municipality has become
more proactively involved with the NHW program. For example through the development of a spatial framework
for the redevelopment of a fort. After questions from local actors, the municipality took action. They made
inventories, organised meetings for residents, entrepreneurs and owners. This resulted in a framework, not a
legally binding zoning plan, which was passed through the local council. As a result, future actors who wanted to
join the NHW program could easily connect to this framework (Natuurmonumenten). Additionally. Their role is
to ensure that the activities of Natuurmonumenten do not coincide with others, or cause disturbance etcetera.
The municipality is an important actor and closely involved with the redevelopment of fortifications (SBB). The
municipality collaborates with the RCE when it involves the advisory role for national monuments (RCE). The
policy document describes the importance of municipalities as partner in the UNESCO-nomination process –
amongst others- and as important actor in the spatial planning regime (zoning plans).
In conclusion, the municipalities an important actor in the planning system as it provides spatial protection in
zoning plans and regulations. They consider the NHW as important but local spatial conflicts of interest may
occur. Natuurmonumenten stresses their proactive attitude. The policy document endorses this conclusion.
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6.1.2

Societal actors

The role the societal organisations and their relation with the provincial government with regard to the
development of the NHW is explained. The societal organisation that are included in this research are landowning
–and conservation organisations Natuurmonumenten. Additionally, SBB as nature conservation –and
landowning organisation is included as an independent government body.
The NHW, as a province wide structure, involves numerous societal organisations like landowners, nature
conservation organisations, farmers (LTO), recreation representatives, ANWB, entrepreneurs and local residents
(spatial policy manager, project manager heritage, program manager NHW). The NHW program used to be
government-driven, with limited societal collaboration. This has changed over the years with for example
Stichting Liniebreed Ondernemen (SLO) who supports entrepreneurs in the NHW. However, the collaboration
with civic-society actors is also a matter of local (municipal) interest and that does not necessarily mean the
provincial government should be involved. The provincial government supports civic-society organisation
through storylines of the NHW, creating communities with a sense of pride and involvement with the landscape
(program manager NHW). Overall, it is the ambition to include more actors from the societal domain. Especially
with regard to the themes that have been formulated in the Pact van Ruigenhoek. There is however also
hesitation amongst societal actors to collaborate, so that requires time and patience (program manager NHW).
Societal organisations are not within the scope of the RCE, due to a lack of a legal obligation. However, they are
can reach out to the RCE for advice. The RCE does have a collaboration agreement with the larger nature
conservation organisations, on a board level (RCE). On a local basis, there is collaboration with a partner that
provides maintenance through a re-integration project. Furthermore, there is a foundation of volunteers who
are active (Natuurmonumenten).
In conclusion, the former government-driven development has shifted and includes more societal actors.
However, more involvement is aimed for and there is hesitation amongst actors to collaborate.
Staatsbosbeheer
As the largest governmental heritage steward SBB is focussing on the redevelopment of fortifications, making
them accessible and creating a revenue model if possible.
SBB, as the largest governmental landowner of heritage in the Netherlands, is involved in the NHW since 2009
with a program manager instead of individual projects. The fortifications that are owned by SBB are often leased
to appropriate entrepreneur. The demand is plotted in the market and it is up to interested actors to subscribe.
Often it are short-term leases and SBB holds on to several fortifications for its own. Occasionally, a leased fort is
returned to the owner because of a cancellation of an organisation. Overall, the redevelopment of heritage and
the search for revenue models are an important aspect of the work done by SBB. The status of heritage as shifted
inside the organisation throughout the years as SBB turned out to be the largest governmental steward of
heritage in the Netherlands. Although the quantity was there. The quality of the heritage differed. It does
however resulted in a transformation of the positon of heritage in the organisation as well as the development
of policy regarding the available heritage.
In conclusion, after an inventory of the heritage in their possession SBB increased their organisational efforts for
heritage in their areas. Policy was drafted and a program was set up to redevelop the fortifications, making them
accessible and ensuring future usages through leasing and revenue models.
Natuurmonumenten
Landowning and land steward Natuurmonumenten has embraced heritage in a policy document that forms the
base for –collaborative- redevelopment projects.
Natuurmonumenten has two important ambitions that refer to good stewardship and contact with its
surrounding. The latter refers to collaboration with actors who can contribute to the terrains and redevelopment
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of fortifications. The base for the redevelopments is a policy document of the organisation itself. It included a
categorisation of fortifications based on possible usages in relation to its conditions, nature value and landscape.
The potential fortifications were prioritised for redevelopment. Subsequently, entrepreneurs were questioned
for their needs. How can Natuurmonumenten collaborate with them and support them, despite their own
interests. Overall, the shared interest were investigated for a mutual beneficial collaboration. For
Natuurmonumenten the redevelopment is important, as they cannot do it themselves. Fortifications have been
restored over the past decades and a new function, accompanied by a revenue model can replace a possible loss
of governmental grants. However, the ‘Behoud door ontwikkeling’ motto is important for entrepreneurs to take
into consideration (Natuurmonumenten).
In conclusion, the redevelopment of NHW fortifications is based on organisational policy and includes a
collaboration with entrepreneurs to come up with a mutual beneficial agreement that takes nature values,
historic meaning and landscape into consideration.
6.1.3

Collaboration between actors

Collaboration mechanisms
The collaboration partners of the province have secured their collaborative ambitions in the Pact van Ruigenhoek
(program manager, project manager heritage, policy document). Furthermore, the province role is to support
and connect actors, with tools if necessary (spatial policy manager, Natuurmonumenten).
The actors of the NHW program in Utrecht (province, municipalities, water authority, Natuurmonumenten and
SBB) have formally secured their collaborative ambitions in the Pact van Ruigenhoek in 2017. In order to
accomplish these ambitions collaboration is agreed upon on organisational and financial subjects. This
collaboration is characterised by a strong governmental involvement and consist of two administrative meetings
per year, including preliminary consultation by civil servants (program manager, PU, 2016, 37). The pact includes
themes and area-oriented improvements. The provincial government provides project managers for each of
these themes, accompanied by an administrative ambassador for additional administrative strength (PU, 2016).
There is not yet a formal collaboration mechanisms that is open for more societal actors (program manager
NHW). It is the ambition to include more societal actors in the NHW program. Based on their involvement in the
themes that are specified in the Pact van Ruigenhoek. The NHW program is flexible and it takes time to get
societal actors to participate (program manager NHW). The pact functions as a support document that binds all
the actors in Utrecht to commit to the NHW program and the jointly developed ambitions (project manager
heritage)
The provincial government has their own program team for the NHW, including a program manager, secretary,
employees and three area brokers. The latter are used as a tool in combination with the provincial project
managers. The provincial government uses the provincial toolbox to provide support for local projects. However,
there needs to be a specific demand for the province to collaborate, as they like to work more demand-driven.
The second way is more proactive and focusses on the areas that require attention for the NHW developments
as well general spatial developments (PU, 2016). The collaboration process can differ and needs to be customized
to each area.
“We will facilitate the process in a good way, and from there we will see if there is sufficient ambition and demand.
It is continuously looking for who is to take action.” (Interview program manager NHW, 2018)
For the NHW program, it is important to have all the actors collaborating. The value of the NHW goes beyond
the individual forts, it includes the inundation fields and subsequently these landowner need to be involved as
well (spatial policy manager). It important to be aware of the interest and position of the different actors
involved. Focusing on the shared interest and common goals requires time and trust from the actors. However,
it is considered the only way to achieve a coherent NHW (Natuurmonumenten).
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In conclusion, there is intense collaboration, especially amongst the (semi)governmental actors. This
collaborative effort and ambitions have been secured in the Pact van Ruigenhoek. There is collaboration amongst
the actors who signed the Pact van Ruigenhoek on a higher administrative level. It is the ambition to involve
more societal actor sin the future, based on the themes state din the pact. In addition, a provincial program team
is actively working on designated areas, as well as in demand-driven projects with tools like project area
managers and area brokers. The provincial policy document supports and elaborates the outcomes of the
interviews.
Interprovincial collaboration
The extensive interprovincial collaboration is formulated in the Pact van Altena and executed through the
Liniecommissie/Linieteam (program manager, policy document). The main factor of success is the UNESCOnomination (program manager NHW, Natuurmonumenten).
The four provinces of the NHW –Noord-Holland, Utrecht. Gelderland and Noord-Brabant- have formalised their
collaboration in the Pact van Altena in 2014 after the national government handed over the responsibility of the
NHW program. The main criteria of the former Panorama Krayenhoff were adapted and the different provinces
all connect similar heritage structure to the NHW program. It was needed to define what was to be handled by
the individual provinces and what collectively. The Pact van Altena includes those aspects that are a shared
responsibility and require a collaborative effort. Other aspects are the individual responsibility of the provinces
themselves. For example, the UNESCO-nomination requires collaboration, as well as knowledge sharing and
communication. The development, maintenance and spatial protection of the NHW program can be arranged by
the provinces themselves (program manager NHW).
The formal collaboration mechanism is the Liniecommissie, which functions as the board of the overall NHW
program. It consist of the four provincial aldermen. Another mechanism that is important is the Linieteam, which
is the executive body of the Liniecommissie. The program managers of the four provinces, together with a project
manager UNESCO-nomination and a project manager communication form this Linieteam and meet on a two
weeks basis. This collaboration results in experiences being shared with each other and success in one province
are being transferred to other provinces. Additionally, tools of the program from Utrecht are used by the province
of Noord-Holland (LinieExpert team). In terms of financial collaboration, the contributions of the different
provinces put together create benefit. One province is not paying directly for another (program manager NHW,
policy document).
The UNESCO-nomination dossier includes the NHW as an extension of the SvA, which is already a world heritage
site. The four provinces together take responsibility as site holder for the NHW + SvA. Parts of the SvA are on
territory of the province of Utrecht (PU, 2016). The overlap between SvA (Noord-Holland) and the province of
Utrecht resulted in administrative conflicts in the past. Both the province Noord-Holland and Utrecht forgot some
specific sites. The solution is considered an example of where interprovincial collaboration can lead. The parts of
the SvA that were on the territory of Utrecht were integrated in the NHW program of Utrecht. Bearing in mind
that eventually the two structure (SvA and NHW) together will be world heritage sites. It is an example in which
historical allocation interacts with territorial autonomy of the provinces and an example of interprovincial
collaboration and policy consideration (Natuurmonumenten). The UNESCO-nomination as a shared long-term
goal was important.
“I think that an important driver for collaboration is the dot on the horizon, in this case UNESCO. There is
something you just have to collaborate for.” (Interview program manager NHW, 2018)
Collaboration is necessary to protect the NHW and a coherent public outreach is important as well to UNESCO
and to local actors of the NHW program (program manager NHW). Natuurmonumenten acknowledges the latter.
A shared goal is important for actors to let go of a part of their individual interest. The absence of a shared goal
implicate no incentive to collaborate (Natuurmonumenten).
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In conclusion, the interprovincial collaboration is formally secured in the Pact van Altena. It includes the issues
that require interprovincial collaboration, and what is the responsibility of the individual provinces. There are
several collaboration mechanism in place; a strong administrative Liniecommissie that involves the provincial
aldermen, and an executing mechanisms Linieteam that included the different program managers. The overall
goal of UNESCO-nomination is considered the main factor of success in this interprovincial collaboration by the
program manager NHW and Natuurmonumenten. The policy document endorses the interprovincial
collaboration through the Pact van Altena.
6.1.4

Conclusion

The provincial government is no longer the leading actor; instead, it guides and stimulate initiatives with its policy
framework that includes flexible execution. Area development is based on a collaborative effort, shared
ownership and demand-oriented guidance. The provincial’s role regarding the NHW program is to connect all
the different actors involved. The conditions are created and it is up to the owners, entrepreneurs and residents
to give substance to this. Maintaining the political support of all actors requires continuous efforts by the
provincial government. Gaining societal support for the NHW is an effective way to create political support
(program manager NHW). The UNESCO-nomination can cause political concerns for local spatial developments
that might encounter the spatial protection regimes that are required by UNESCO. The RCE has its formal
responsibilities, which involve the advisory role towards municipalities and collaborative efforts with the
provincial government for the UNESCO-nomination dossier. The municipalities are important actors in the
planning system as they provide spatial protection through zoning plans and regulations. They consider the NHW
as important but local spatial conflicts of interest may occur. Natuurmonumenten stresses their proactive
attitude. SBB is an important landowner and steward of heritage in the NHW. Policy was drafted and a program
was set up to redevelop the fortifications, making them accessible and ensuring future use and maintenance
through leasing and revenue models. Natuurmonumenten owns multiple fortifications of the NHW and the
redevelopment of them is based on a policy vision. They focus on collaboration with entrepreneurs for a mutual
beneficial agreement that takes nature values, historic meaning and landscape into consideration
(Natuurmonumenten).
There is intense collaboration, especially amongst the (semi)governmental actors. This collaborative effort and
ambitions have been secured in the Pact van Ruigenhoek. There is collaboration amongst the actors who signed
the Pact van Ruigenhoek on a higher administrative level. In addition, a provincial program team is actively
working on designated areas, as well as in demand-driven projects with tools like project managers and area
brokers. Besides the formal, government driven, collaboration there is no formal mechanism that incorporates
the societal organisations. Although there are numerous organisations active on a local level. It is the ambition
of the provincial government to increase the effort to involve societal organisations in the developments of the
themes that are established in the Pact van Ruigenhoek. There is also hesitation amongst societal actors to join.
The decentralisation to the four provinces and their common goal of the UNESCO nomination created a need for
interprovincial collaboration. It is formally secured in the Pact van Altena. It includes the issues that require
interprovincial collaboration, and what is the responsibility of the individual provinces. There are several
collaboration mechanism in place; a strong administrative Liniecommissie that involves the provincial aldermen,
and an executing mechanisms Linieteam that included the different program managers. The overall goal of
UNESCO-nomination is considered the main factor of success in this interprovincial collaboration. By combining
financial contributions of the different provinces the NHW overall benefits. In terms of geographical boundaries
in relation to administrative boundaries, the inclusion of parts of the SvA into the NHW program is considered a
prime example of interprovincial collaboration and overcoming individual administrative interest
(Natuurmonumenten).
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6.2

RULES AND REGULATIONS

The initial theme is the decentralisation of responsibilities between levels of government, it continuous with the
spatial heritage policies and ordinances, supplemented with the EPA. The second themes involves the protection
regimes, divided into spatial, nature and UNESCO.
6.2.1

Policies and regulations

Decentralisation of the NHW-program
The provincial actors are positively about the decentralisation of responsibilities to the four provincial
governments, while the RCE and SBB do not experience a major change and the latter is even experiencing
fragmentation.
The decentralised responsibility to the provinces is a positive change. It connects to the general idea in the
Netherlands of decentralising spatial planning to local levels, even more to the municipality (program manager
NHW). The provincial government is more capable to deal with -and to coordinate redevelopments on a regional
level. The decentralisation from national government to provincial government allowed this to happen and
contributed to the successful development of the NHW (spatial policy manager).
“...the control has shifted to the provinces. They are far better than the national government in organizing the
coordination and successful re-destinations at a regional level.” (Interview spatial policy officer, 2018)
The former national vision on the NHW -Panorama Krayenhoff- can be considered a top-down vision, which
serves its function at that time. Currently, there are more societal actors involved, which can be contributed to
the decentralisation towards to provincial government. It allowed for actors and for example municipalities to
connect to the developments of the NHW more easily (project manager heritage).
The provinces of Noord-Holland, Utrecht, Gelderland and Noord-Brabant signed the Pact van Altena in 2014,
stating their efforts to take up the UNESCO-nomination process (provincial policy program NHW and SvA 20162019). The former national program NHW was accompanied by funding for the four provincial governments.
However, these funds were fixed in a project list and provincial government could not steer the developments
or alter the list. The provincial government received funds to execute specific projects. It was not a program
budget, and it resulted in a laidback attitude amongst the actors involved. With the decentralisation to the
provincial government, this situation changed. The four provinces deliberated on what was considered
important, what is a shared responsibility and what can be done individually (program manager NHW). The
provincial heritage policy provided a framework for a specific NHW program. The outline of this NHW program
was further specified and resulted in the provincial policy document (project manager heritage). However, there
has always been a program NHW, before and after the decentralisation. In the initial development phase the
national government was leading, also in terms of financial contribution. The current phase focuses on
maintenance, public outreach and involving stakeholders (project manager heritage). This transition of phases
allowed for an integral approach to the NHW, connecting its program to other spatial and societal challenges.
Additionally, a societal shift occurred as well, leading to more societal collaboration and a focus on experiencing
heritage (PU, 2016).
The role of the RCE has not changed significantly since 2014, when the provincial governments were handed over
the responsibility for the NHW program. Prior to that the RCE was a member of the Liniecommissie, afterwards
the RCE continued their involvement because the UNESCO-nomination was reaching its final phase (RCE). The
NHW as a national project was initiated around the ’90 with a strong national involvement. The Panorama
Krayenhoff, as a top-down vision contributed to the initial development phase. On itself, a starting vision is very
important and could be applied to other large-scale heritage structures as well. However, it is not like that
nowadays, there will be as strong national government involvement in an initial development phase of a large-
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scale heritage structure (RCE). SBB acquired former defence areas after the abandonment and around 2009 they
increased their efforts by appointing a program leader for the NHW development. Since then they are a
permanent partner in the development of the NHW (SBB). The decentralisation of the restauration funds from
the national government to the four provincial governments raised concerns for a national organisation like SBB:
“Decentralization has become more difficult for a national actor, such as SBB. Before that you only had to deal
with a few actors, and now you have to deal with 12 provinces that all have different regulations about restoration
tools.” (Interview SBB, 2018
With respect to the development process of the NHW, a complex process with multiple actors that requires
collaboration. That has not changed much with the retreat of the national government; at most, it has become
more difficult (SBB).
In conclusion, the decentralisation of the NHW program to the provincial governments is considered a positive
transition as the province is more capable of connecting to local actors –and developments. For the RCE it has
not changed that much, due to their continuous involvement in the UNESCO-nomination dossier. SBB signalled
a fragmentation of provinces in terms of (grant) mechanisms and policy priorities.
Policy program: NHW and SvA.
The policy program NHW & SvA captures the shift in society and in the role of the provincial government.
Furthermore, it functions as framework that enables collaborating actors to give substance in the executing.
The department of culture & heritage of the province Utrecht drafted the provincial cultural & heritage policy
2016-2019 (‘cultuur –en erfgoednota Alles is NU’) which include four main themes (military heritage, agricultural
heritage, cultural landscape and estates) with the main ambitions and interests. This policy program was formally
adapted by the provincial executive council. However, the NHW in Utrecht required a more comprehensive policy
program, due to the upcoming nomination as UNESCO world heritage (project manager heritage).
The NHW program of the province of Utrecht is based on the three key elements as formulated in Panorama
Krayenhoff as well as in the Pact van Altena; strategic landscape (inundation lands), water management (canals,
locks) and military fortifications (forts, casemates). The NHW as heritage is strongly connected to the landscape,
recreation and economic development. The initial development phase of the NHW involved major investments
in restorations and large-scale developments. The current phase is more focused on integral area developments,
increasing the societal usages and maintenance of the NHW. Changes in society have stimulated this shift
towards more collaborative effort of connecting all actors (PU, 2016). Because of this societal shift more
fortification owned by SBB were made accessible to the public that previously were closed for nature
conservation purpose (SBB). The integral approach of the NHW program connects closely to the policy program
of Natuurmonumenten. Focusing on the relationship with the landscape and the opportunities to tell a joint
storyline. An important aspect is the vision document of Natuurmonumenten regarding the NHW fortifications.
It emphasizes the position and key values of the organisation and it supports decision-making process
(Natuurmonumenten).
The current motto of the provincial government states ‘Verbinden, versterken en verzelfstandigen’ (connecting,
strengthening and self-dependency). The policy program NHW of the province Utrecht is more a framework that
needs to be given substance by all the actors who collaborate (PU, 2016). The ambitions are leading for the
provincial government; there is no longer a rigid connection of projects to financial funds. The connecting role of
the province is supplemented with a flexible policy program and supported by the formal regulations of the
spatial ordinance (PU, 2016).
In conclusion, an extensive policy program has been developed for the NHW as an extension to the general
heritage policy of the provincial government. The NHW policy program provides a framework, based on the
former Panorama Krayenhoff, which supports the developments and actors who are collaborating in the NHW
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program. It reflects a societal shift in which more actors are involved and in which experiencing heritage has
become more important. The flexible policy program connect to the coordinating and connecting role of the
provincial government.
Spatial ordinance and spatial vision
The UNESCO-nomination has led to the firm embedding of the NHW program in the spatial planning regulations
(RCE). The spatial vision –and ordinance describe the key characteristics of the NHW (project manager heritage,
spatial policy manager, policy document)
The spatial planning policy chain starts ate the department of OCW that co-signed the SVIR that includes heritage
as important factor. Because of this, the NHW is stated in the Barro, which transpires to the obligation of
provincial governments to include the NHW in their spatial vision –and ordinance, and eventually determines the
zoning plans of a municipality. The legal chain involves the Heritage Act (former Monuments Act) that is focusing
on national appointed monuments and protection of cityscapes. The status as a national monument has
important consequences in terms of availability of resources (RCE).
Additionally, the future UNESCO-nomination requires a firm legislative embedding of spatial planning regulation.
Therefore, the Barro is applied, as it requires the provincial government to describe the core values of the NHW
and include them in the provincial spatial ordinances and vision. The spatial vision of the province of Utrecht
describes the NHW as a coherent structure as part of the cultural landscape. There are three characteristics
mentioned in the spatial vision: coherent structure of fortifications, dikes, canals and inundation fields. A green
and predominantly calm character. Finally, an open character (project manager heritage; PU, 2016, 23). The latter
raises concerns as it leaves room for interpretation. An ‘open’ character is ambiguous as the current landscape
is far from open. Currently, the steering mechanisms at the disposal of the program manager NHW are
insufficient. This policy gap might cause conflicts with the increasing economy and subsequent developments in
the landscape. It requires a constant balancing of spatial development in relation to the UNESCO requirements
and limitations (program manager NHW). The spatial policy of the province is stated in the provincial spatial
vision, to which a spatial ordinance is connected. The key elements of the cultural –and heritage policy are
transferred to the spatial vision. It is a rather abstract document that provides guidance on key elements without
determining the specific local usages. The meaning, values and opportunities of the NHW are included in the
spatial vision (spatial policy manager).
In conclusion, there is a firm alignment of the national regulations (Barro) to the provincial regulations (spatial
vision –and ordinance) and municipality (zoning plans). The description in the spatial vision –and ordinance does
however leave room for interpretation, which raises concerns for the program manager NHW. Contrary to this,
the spatial policy manager stressed the importance of an abstract description in provincial policies.
Environmental and Planning Act
The upcoming EPA will be an even more general describing document in comparison to the current spatial vision.
The focus is on an integral approach to planning, including all sectoral interests. However, it will be challenging
for the provincial government in the future EPA to maintain the level of steering strength as the EPA are even
less detailed (spatial policy manager). Neither of the other interviewees or the policy document referred to the
EPA.
6.2.2

Protection regimes

Spatial protection regimes
Generally, a certain spatial protection is believed to be necessary. Although the aim of the protection is
important. As is the availability for other spatial domains (nature, recreation).
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In general, a certain protective status is required for large-scale heritage structure, although it should also be
inviting to other developments that consider certain qualities. For municipalities to be able to safeguard certain
qualities it is important that these be stated in provincial vision –and ordinances (project manager heritage). The
aim of policy development concerning large-scale heritage is important whether a protection regime can be of
use. For example when the goal is to conserve a heritage structure a protective instrument like the national
monuments can be of use. If the goal is to redevelop an area in order to enhance the liveability, a protective
instrument might frustrate recreational potential. The latter might lead to a risk of depletion of the heritage
structure in the future (RCE).
The current level of protection is sufficient, according to the spatial policy manager. In potential conflicts
between nature, culture and agriculture developments, it is important to have a certain amount of advantage
between them. It is not up to the provincial government to give a detailed description and protection. There are
sufficient rules, regulations and instruments at the province disposal. It is important to go through a thorough
areal process that considers both the protection of the NHW as well as the development of it (spatial policy
manager). The monumental status and protection is sufficient to deal with the individual objects, it does not
include the surrounding landscape (program manager NHW). The protection on different levels and through
different perspectives is considered beneficial for the overall protection. For example there is legislation
regarding nature (Natura2000) and heritage, there is provincial and municipal protection and the UNESCOrequirements (Natuurmonumenten). The protection regime for the NHW is there, and it protects certain
qualities. It does require value assessments prior to certain developments within the NHW areas to determine
what can be done and what not (SBB). The policy document elaborates on the spatial protection regime for the
NHW as a whole. It is a collaborative effort of the provinces and municipalities to provide for spatial protection,
besides the status as national monument (PU, 2016).
In conclusion, spatial protection regimes are deemed necessary to a certain extent. RCE stressed the importance
of the need for a protection regime in relation to the goal of the development. Furthermore, a protection regime
should allow other spatial demands to take place as well. Natuurmonumenten valued the layering of different
levels of protection, ranging from municipal levels to Natura2000 and UNESCO. The policy document elaborates
on the spatial protection regime established in collaboration with municipalities and other provinces.
Nature protection regime
The NHW areas partly overlap with nature conservation areas and therefore experience protection through
nature conservation regimes and landscape regulations.
The surrounding landscape of the NHW is protected while it is overlapping with other nature conservation
regulations, like ‘Natuur Netwerk Nederland (NNN)’ and ‘Nationale Landschappen’. So the NHW landscape is
protected through provincial and national regulations of nature conservation and landscape (program manager
NHW). Most of the fortifications are part of NNN instead of Natura2000. The focus of Natuurmonumenten has
always been nature conservation, so this can potentially lead to conflict with heritage ambitions. A balance is
important, to be able to allow people to experience heritage while at the same time maintaining the natural
values of an area (Natuurmonumenten).
In conclusion, the landscape surrounding the NHW fortifications –inundations fields- are partly protected by
nature conservation regimes (i.e. NNN) and landscape regulations. The policy document indicates no references
to nature protection regimes in relation to the NHW.
UNESCO-protection regime
The UNESCO status is important as it allows for and requires alignment of different spatial-heritage policies and
regulations. However, there is a discussion about the balance between conservation and development.
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The UNESCO-status is important as it ensures the legal and administrative embedding of the NHW. Additionally,
it should provide opportunities to conserve the NHW though developments that can support the value and
quality of the NHW (RCE). The requirements of a world heritage site by UNESCO include a certain (legal)
protective status –monumental status- that can strengthen the spatial regulations (RCE). It is important that the
requirements for the UNESCO-nomination connect to the different national and provincial policy regulations
(spatial policy manager, project manager heritage). The requirements for UNESCO-nomination has had an effect
on the way governments dealt with the NHW in terms of protection (spatial policy officer):
“...UNESCO has a nomination process that has been going on for years. And you can actually see that the
protection that UNESCO will give, cast its shadow forward. As a province or regional authorities, you do not want
to do things that could possibly thwart the nomination.” (Interview spatial policy officer, 2018)
The NHW provides an incentive for the whole spatial-heritage policy domain to align its policies and efforts to
embed the NHW (project manager heritage). Natuurmonumenten considers the spatial protection that is a result
of the UNESCO-nomination process positive. UNESCO does not dictate the detailed protection; it provides an
extra layer besides the national and provincial legislation regarding nature conservation and heritage.
However, the UNESCO-nomination leads to discussion about the ways of protecting the NHW. The surrounding
landscape –inundation fields and open landscape- are not protected through heritage regimes but through
nature conservation –and landscape regulations. The spatial demands are high in the densely build central part
of the Netherlands. This requires cautious and thorough developments that cannot include a lockdown of the
landscape. The extension of the Beatrixssluis in Nieuwengein is an example that reflect this discussion. Here
several casemates of the NHW were relocated in order to make way for the extension of a lock. The casemates
were relocated as ‘objects trouve’, this eventually supported to the story of the NHW, even while it was outside
its original historic context (program manager NHW). The newly allocated casemates required a buffer zone
made out of nature/water areas that protected it from a future business park. The existing plans to develop a
business park would have had a negative impact on the nomination process (spatial policy manager). The
example shows the search for balance between protection the NHW as a heritage structure while at the same
time allowing other spatial developments (program manager NHW; Natuurmonumenten; spatial policy manager;
project manager heritage).
In conclusion, the UNESCO nomination resulted in alignment of the different national, provincial and municipal
policies and regulations. However, in a high-dynamic country like the Netherlands it is important to be able to
conserve and develop in a thorough way. There is discussion about the balance between protection the NHW
(objects/surrounding landscape) and allowing developments that acknowledge the quality and values of the
NHW (program manager NHW; Natuurmonumenten; spatial policy manager; project manager heritage).
6.2.3

Conclusion

The decentralisation of the NHW program to the provincial governments is considered a positive transition as
the province is more capable of connecting to local actors and developments. SBB raises concerns, as how they
have to deal with different individual provinces in relation to projects and funding. The NHW policy program
provides a framework, based on the former Panorama Krayenhoff, which supports the developments and actors
who are collaborating in the NHW program in Utrecht. It reflects a societal shift in which more actors are involved
and experiencing heritage has become more important. The flexible policy program connects to the coordinating
and connecting role of the provincial government.
There is a firm alignment of the national regulations to the provincial regulations and municipal instruments. The
description in the spatial vision –and ordinance does however leave room for interpretation, which raises
concerns for the program manager NHW. Contrary to this, the spatial policy manager stressed the importance
of an abstract description in provincial policies. Spatial protection regimes are deemed necessary to a certain
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extent. RCE stressed the importance of the need for a protection regime in relation to the goal of the
development. Furthermore, a protection regime should allow other spatial demands to take place as well.
Natuurmonumenten valued the layering of different levels of protection. The landscape surrounding the NHW
fortifications –inundations fields- are partly protected by nature conservation regimes (i.e. NNN) and landscape
regulations. The UNESCO-nomination resulted in alignment of the different national, provincial and municipal
policies and regulations. However, in a high-dynamic country like the Netherlands it is important to be able to
conserve and develop in a thorough way. There is discussion about the balance between protection the NHW
(objects/surrounding landscape) and allowing developments that acknowledge the quality and values of the
NHW (program manager NHW; Natuurmonumenten; spatial policy manager; project manager heritage).
6.3

RESOURCES

The available resources amongst the actors in the case are explained, based on two themes and several subthemes. First, financial resources with a distinction between grants and co-financing. The second theme discusses
knowledge and expertise as resource amongst the actors.
6.3.1

Financial resources

Grants
The NHW program has their own program funds which is used in a flexible way over the 5 year period (policy
document; program manager NHW). Through integral area developments, additional funding becomes available
(spatial policy manager, project manager heritage). Co-financing is a general requirement, as stated by SBB and
Natuurmonumenten.
The grant mechanism is as flexible as the policy framework. There is a total budget of €13.5 million for the period
2015-2019 with a division of 20% process funds and 80% to grants. The balance between the grant and the
provincial’s interest is carefully considered with each application. The financial contribution can differ between
a loan, guarantee or a deposit. The annual budgets fluctuate because the provincial government wants to be able
to adjust to market changes. There is €0.5 million additional funding for the interprovincial collaboration (PU,
2016 41). The NHW program budget has a rough division between process resources and grant resources. This
was in line with the new method of the provincial government who no longer wanted organisations to aim for
projects with designated grants (program manager NHW). The grant mechanism is considered a closing
mechanism for a whole process. Organisations approach the provincial government for advice or a sparring
session prior to the grant application. The former grant mechanism allowed organisations to come up to the
provincial government only for the funding at the end of a process. Currently it is a joint effort in which all actors
collaborate and contribute. By jointly starting a process it sometimes, lead to a contribution in the form of a
project manager or the LinieExpert Team as non-financial resources. This relates closely to the role of the
provincial government as a facilitator and stimulator (program manager NHW).
The department of spatial planning in Utrecht has no specific funds for the NHW. The NHW program has its own
funding. However, there are budgets for integral area developments that include parts of the NHW (example of
extension of Beatrixsluis and relocation of casemates). For this integral approach, it is important that the NHW
program is aware of the spatial developments throughout the province, so they are able to connect their interest
to local developments (spatial policy manager).
“The moment we invest based on area development, it is important that other actors do things as well and that
we are not the only ones to invest in the area (...) You have to find it important together, and how much you
contribute depends on your goals and what budgets you have for it.” (Interview spatial policy officer, 2018)
This is acknowledge by the program manager NHW who stressed that the current funding is not directly aimed
at heritage but combined in integral area developments (program manager NHW). The integral area
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development funds consist of two ways of financing. There are process related funds that include business cases,
vision making or external organisations. The other, more complex and substantive funds are investment related.
Here a precondition is that it needs to address more than one provincial ambition and there need to be other
(paying) actors as well for a broad support (spatial policy manager). An example can be a municipality who has
limited financial funds but can contribute administrative efforts and civil servant resources (spatial policy officer).
The NHW program has its own funding, so there is no designated funding through the cultural heritage
department of the province of Utrecht (project manager heritage).
Nature conservation and heritage funding in the Netherlands has been decentralised to the provincial
governments. An organisation like SBB needs to apply for provincial grants in the case of maintenance or
restoration projects. Often the grants do not exceed 50% of the total sum, and for the other half, additional
funding is required. The grants for nature conservation do not include heritage, so those projects require
separate grant applications (SBB). There is general funding for nature maintenance and for maintenance of
building. However, this is not sufficient. The redevelopments of the fortification are a way to increase income.
Each redevelopment case requires additional funding and a good review of the feasibility of the business case.
Heritage has to deal with an extensive unprofitable part that requires support, mainly the provincial government
(Natuurmonumenten). The RCE does not have a specific budget for large-scale heritage structures in the
Netherlands. However, their policy program Erfgoed & Ruimte provided funding for several NHW related
projects. With regard to the UNESCO-nomination there is designated funding available to support the process,
as well as organisational resources (RCE).
In conclusion, the flexible grant mechanism is in line with the provincial policy program and their role as facilitator
and connector. They require collaborative efforts of actors prior to grant applications. The spatial planning
department contributes financially through integral area developments in which the NHW is taken into
consideration. Both Natuurmonumenten and SBB rely on the provincial government for funding due to lack of
substantive resources of their own. Heritage is a difficult and expensive domain that has an unprofitable part
that requires governmental support. The policy document elaborate son the financial aspects of the NHW
program and the grant regime of the provincial government.
Co-financing
Co-finance is a requirement for provincial grants and the percentages can differ for individual projects (program
manager NHW; Natuurmonumenten; SBB).
Co-financing is a general requirement for grants of the NHW budget. There is no fixed percentage, which depends
for each project. (Program manager NHW). There is a requirement for co-financing, often 50% of the total sum.
Especially the development projects of fortifications require a large sum; therefor it is important for
governmental actors to contribute in this initial phase. After the initial grants, it becomes more feasible to be
self-sufficient with an entrepreneur and a revenue model (Natuurmonumenten).It requires a constant awareness
and effort by SBB to gather the external funds. In relation to political changes, it is important to be aware of new
funds and their requirements and time limits (SBB).
In conclusion, the societal organisations stressed the need for co-financing and the need for a constant
awareness of funding opportunities. The policy document confirms the statements about co-financing
requirements.
6.3.2

Knowledge and expertise

The provincial government has a toolbox of non-financial resources at their disposal, mainly expertise and their
network capacity. The societal actors SBB and Natuurmonumenten stressed their local knowledge and expertise.
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The provincial government has access to a toolbox of instruments that can be used to facilitate and support
actors in the NHW program. They have area brokers at their disposal who can develop and support local
processes by gathering the different interest and local energy. The policy framework as well as the spatial
regulations and planning procedures are embedded in the provincial policy. Municipalities are supported in their
efforts to protect the NHW locally in zoning plans for example. The LinieExpert Team is a tool that actors can
apply for advice. A multidisciplinary team supports processes, provides innovative insights and functions as a
network. Organising network events and sharing knowledge is also considered an asset of the provincial
government (PU, 2016).
The local network and knowledge is an important asset of SBB. Knowing what is happening and what the needs
are makes you a valuable actor for governments (SBB). The digital cultural atlas (CHAT) is a program that is
available as non-financial resource for the partners as well as for civil servants of governments. It is a continuous
project of adding information of the NHW in the program (project manager heritage). The expertise in
redevelopments (processes) of fortifications is a skill that Natuurmonumenten has acquired. Furthermore, the
expertise of its cultural heritage experts and storytelling are mentioned (Natuurmonumenten).
In conclusion, the provincial government’s toolbox has different resources. The LinieExpert Team with expertise
and innovative strength. Area brokers and project manager to support area developments. In addition, a network
capacity to share knowledge and experiences amongst the actors in the NHW program. The societal actors SBB
and Natuurmonumenten relate to their expertise and knowledge of the local network and local needs.
CONCLUSION
The flexible grant mechanism is in line with the provincial policy program and their role as facilitator and
connector. They require collaborative efforts of actors prior to grant applications. The spatial planning
department contributes financially through integral area developments in which the NHW is taken into
consideration. Both Natuurmonumenten and SBB rely on the provincial government for funding due to lack of
substantive resources of their own. Heritage is a difficult and expensive domain that has an unprofitable part
that requires governmental support. The societal organisations stressed the need for co-financing and the need
for a constant awareness of funding opportunities.
The provincial government has multiple tools (resources) available from the toolbox. The LinieExpert Team with
expertise and innovative strength. Area brokers and project manager to support area developments. In addition,
the network capacity of the provincial government to acquire and share knowledge and experiences amongst
the actors. The societal actors SBB and Natuurmonumenten stressed their local knowledge and expertise.
6.4

DISCOURSE

The discourses of the actors that are involved in this case are explained using the following themes; the scope of
heritage, the scale of heritage and the ambition of heritage in relation to spatial planning.
6.4.1

Scope of heritage

Most respondents state the coherent structure of fortification, water management works and the surrounding
landscape as important value. All respondents express the storyline of the Dutch fighting with –and against water
as important immaterial value.
The UNESCO nomination expresses the international value of the NHW as it is a unique structure that combines
the landscape and water management for military defence purposes. The fortifications are valued in their
coherency with the water management’s structures (SBB; spatial policy manager; RCE). The material valuation
has been done through the national monuments list that includes the fortifications (RCE). Additionally, their
visibility in the current landscape is important as well (spatial policy manager). The NHW has a value as a spatial
establishment factor of importance for businesses and residents. It provides a background of the historic
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development of Utrecht and it tells the story of the defence of the Netherlands (project manager heritage). The
material value of the fortifications is in its rough appearance, which is appealing to people (Natuurmonumenten).
The storyline of the Dutch and their dealing with and against water is the main immaterial value of the NHW. It
is part of our cultural heritage and relates to all water defence structures in general (Natuurmonumenten; spatial
policy manager; RCE; SBB).
“Playing with water is so deeply embedded in our culture, that it is almost immaterial heritage. There is an
incredible value to it, also in a spatial manner.” (Interview Natuurmonumenten, 2018)
It closely relate to the key characteristics of SBB. Conservation of the real estate, experiencing by the public and
utilizing heritage through exploitation. The societal involvement has increased over the years, resulting in more
fortifications made accessible for recreational purpose. Also through the collaboration with societal partners i.e.
schools and volunteers (SBB). Moreover, it concerns current challenges that the Netherlands faces with regard
to climate change. The story easily relates to water management, the historic meaning and the experience value
of it (RCE). The appreciation of the NHW increases while you experience it. The more you know about it and
experience it. It is important to get people to connect with the NHW (program manager NHW):
“The value only increases, both in material and immaterial sense, when people know it, see it and experience it.”
(Interview program manager NHW, 2018)
In conclusion, the UNESCO nomination explains the international value of the NHW with its coherent structure
of fortifications, water management works and the surrounding landscape. The spatial policy manager states the
NHW as a spatial establishment factor. Furthermore, the intrinsic value of the buildings on their own and
appealing in their roughness is stressed by Natuurmonumenten. All respondents stress the storyline of the
historic dealing with water in the Netherlands for military purposes and water management as an important
immaterial value of the NHW. The program manager NHW explains the importance of experiencing the NHW as
a way to increase the appreciation and value.
6.4.2

Scale of heritage

The integration of other spatial domains is important with regard to the scale pf the NHW (policy document;
program manager NHW; Natuurmonumenten). Alignment between different levels of government and polices is
also important (project manager heritage; SBB; spatial policy manager).
The policy regarding planning practice in Utrecht has shifted from point development (fort) towards area
development that includes nature or recreational developments. Heritage is seen as an opportunity planning in
an integral approach (PU, 2016). The approach to the NHW is integral, which includes a broader spectrum then
heritage alone. The other domains are just as important, like nature or recreation.
“We approach him in an integral way and that means it is not only heritage. (...) Everything that comes along in
that landscape is important to us.” (Interview program manager NHW, 2018).
In the context of the upcoming EPA, the NHW program is considered an example of an integral approach. The
NHW program is administratively placed at the heritage department, but is explicitly not a heritage program
(program manager NHW). Natuurmonumenten has several fortification in possession, and is relatively small
compared to SBB for example. However, their vision on the NHW fortifications has an integral approach to the
fortifications and how they fit in the landscape and if there are opportunities to connect to other challenges
(Natuurmonumenten).
The organisational structure of SBB considers the different levels. The local, provincial -and national level. The
coherency between them is a task for the program team. It is sometimes challenging for a local entrepreneur in
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a fort to be aware of the international efforts for the UNESCO-nomination. The provincial government and SLO
supports this effort (SBB). The provincial government aims at the larger scale, province wide. However, it is also
necessary to consider the local level to make the NHW visible. It requires switching between the different levels
of scale (spatial policy manager). It is important to be aware of the alignment with national and municipal polices.
Changes on a national level in terms of regulations might affect a provincial government and requires alignment
with municipalities. This relates to the upcoming development of the EPA (project manager heritage).The outline
of the NHW consist of a coherent ensemble of surfaces (inundation areas), lines (canals) and point (fortifications).
This structure with several elements in it determines the spatial tissue (RCE).
In conclusion, the integral approach to heritage in general and the NHW especially is important in relation to the
scale. Combining other spatial challenges from other domains enlarges the scale and connects to the vision of
the upcoming EPA. Furthermore, the alignment and switching between different levels of government is stated.
For the NHW is important to have the national, provincial and municipal levels aligned in terms of policy and
regulations. The different scales require switching, between a local entrepreneur and the international UNESCOnomination.
6.4.3

Ambitions of heritage

The existing landscape is explained by the presence and redevelopment of the NHW (program manager NHW;
Natuurmonumenten). The NHW can also be of inspiration for future spatial and societal challenges (RCE; project
manager heritage). SBB has not been questioned about this theme.
Initially the NHW serves as a notice to restrict developments in favour of protecting the heritage of the NHW.
However, there has been a shift in this discourse. Nowadays the NHW is used to explain the open and green
landscape surrounding Utrecht. It is a unique storyline that provides spatial establishment value and recreational
value. Even though it is thoroughly protected from drastic developments, it can be used to enhance the liveability
and diversity of the province (program manager NHW).
“We owe a lot of landscaping to the NHW/SvA. The fact that we have green so close to the Randstad is simply
due to the NHW/SvA.” (Interview Natuurmonumenten, 2018).
The existing landscape is based on the NHW presence. For example, certain ponds are maintained as part of the
NHW, just as the open green landscape in the province (Natuurmonumenten).
Generally, the RCE has contributed to a project involving around the landscape as a spatial establishment factor
for attracting higher educated residents. Moreover the RCE works on using the NHW to inspire other spatial
developments, for instance water challenges. A map was published that showed the historic handling with water
in relation to the current water challenges. Another societal challenge that heritage is facing, is the energy
transition in relation to climate change. There are opportunities for heritage to contribute to the energy
landscape. However, the interviewee is reluctant as it might raise concerns as it encounters the heritage qualities
that require protection (RCE). The NHW can be defining and inspiring future spatial developments. Although
parts of the NHW are to be conserved, like the landscape surrounding the fortifications, it is necessary to connect
the NHW to future spatial challenges.
“...by not using the NHW as something to be conserved with a ‘kaasstolp’ on top, you can also say that it is a
source of inspiration for future developments.” (Interview project manager heritage).
Eventually, by connecting the NHW to future societal challenges, a broader support is achieved and maintained
(project manager heritage). In spatial planning and spatial quality, it is about three core qualities; user value,
future value and experience value (spatial policy manager).
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In conclusion, the historic meaning of the NHW in relation to the current landscape is often stated as a function
of heritage in relation to the spatial domain. For example, certain ponds and the open green landscape are due
to the NHW. For future spatial –and societal challenges, it might prove to be a source of inspiration. The NHW
program can connect to other policy domains (energy landscape, water management) although the characteristic
heritage qualities need to be conserved.
6.4.4

Conclusion

The scope of heritage, as viewed by the interviewees involves the UNESCO nomination that highlights the
international value of the NHW with its coherent structure of fortifications, water management works and the
surrounding landscape. The spatial policy manager stressed the value of the NHW as a spatial establishment
factor. Furthermore, the intrinsic value of the buildings on their own and appealing in their roughness is stressed
by Natuurmonumenten. All respondents view the storyline of the historic dealing with water in the Netherlands
for military purposes and water management as an important immaterial value of the NHW. The program
manager NHW explains the importance of experiencing the NHW as a way to increase the appreciation and value.
Combining other spatial challenges in an integral manner enlarges the scale and connects to the vision of the
upcoming EPA. Furthermore, the alignment and switching between different levels of government is stated. For
the NHW is important to have the national, provincial and municipal levels aligned in terms of policy and
regulations. The different scales require switching, between a local entrepreneur and the international UNESCOnomination.
The views of the respondents regarding the ambition of heritage in spatial planning are as follows. The NHW
provides both historic explanation of the spatial domain as well as opportunities for the future. The historic
meaning of the NHW in relation to the current landscape -ponds and the open green landscape- is often stated.
The NHW program can inspire and connect future spatial –and societal challenges to other policy domains
(energy landscape, water management).
6.5

CONCLUSION AT CASE LEVEL

The role and methods of the provincial government have transformed with the decentralisation of the NHW
program from the national government to the four provincial governments. The former role of the province as a
leading actor accompanied with a budget has changed. Currently the role –and methods of the provincial
government aims at stimulating and facilitating the actors who are part of the NHW program. Moreover, they
are important in the connection between local initiatives in the NHW and the UNESCO-nomination. There are
numerous actors involved in the NHW program, as it is a large heritage structure. The (semi) governmental
organisations in Utrecht are formally collaborating, as is stated in the Pact van Ruigenhoek. The decentralisation
to the four provinces and their common goal of the UNESCO-nomination created a need for interprovincial
collaboration mechanisms. It is formally secured in the Pact van Altena. It includes the issues that require
interprovincial collaboration, and what is the responsibility of the individual provinces. There is a Liniecommissie
and a Linieteam, which are formal collaboration mechanisms with a strong administrative presence. There are
ambitions to increase the collaboration of societal actors, especially regarding the themes that are formulated
in the Pact van Ruigenhoek. Although Natuurmonumenten signed the pact, there is not a formal collaboration
mechanism yet that includes societal actors
The former national vision for the NHW, Panorama Krayenhoff, still provides the foundation for contemporary
policies. The province of Utrecht developed an extensive policy program for the NHW after the decentralisation.
This policy program NHW is considered a flexible document that provides the ambitions and a framework for the
actors in the NHW program to relate to and give substance to. The policy document reflects the increased societal
involvement and joint effort in developing the NHW. The UNESCO nomination resulted in alignment of the
different national, provincial and municipal policies and regulations. The NHW is stated in the provincial spatial
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vision –and ordinance. However, the UNESCO-nomination also led to discussion about the level of protecting in
relation to the room for developments. The NHW is also partly protected through nature conservation regimes
and landscape regulations. The layering of different sorts of protection on different levels is considered positive
by Natuurmonumenten.
The NHW program has access to a program budget with a flexible grant mechanism. The latter is in line with the
flexible provincial policy program and the role of the province as facilitator and connector instead of the (former)
distributer of grants. A grant application can no longer be done at the end of a process; it is required to refer to
the provincial government at the beginning of a process to find out what kind of support is needed. Non-financial
resources are a toolbox with area brokers, teams of experts or network capacity. The cultural heritage and spatial
planning departments do not contribute financially. Although through integral area development it is possible to
contribute to NHW projects. The societal actors depend on provincial grants for the unprofitable parts of their
heritage redevelopments. They do not have, or have limited funds financial resources at their disposal; they do
have heritage expertise and local knowledge and networks at their disposal.
The UNESCO nomination highlights the international value of the NHW with its coherent structure of
fortifications, water management works and the surrounding landscape. All respondents stress the storyline of
the historic dealing with water in the Netherlands for military purposes and water management as an important
immaterial value of the NHW. Combining other spatial challenges in an integral manner enlarges the scale and
connects to the vision of the upcoming EPA. For the NHW is important to have the national, provincial and
municipal levels aligned in terms of policy and regulations. The NHW provides both historic explanation of the
spatial domain as well as opportunities for the future. The historic meaning of the NHW in relation to the current
landscape -ponds and the open green landscape- is often stated. The NHW program can inspire and connect
future spatial –and societal challenges to other policy domains.

72

CHAPTER 7

COMPARATIVE ANALYSES

The outcomes of the three distinctive case studies will be presented in this chapter. The main similarities and
differences will be explained. The four dimensions –actors, policy regulations, resources and discourse- provide
the main framework. The themes –and sub-themes that are derived through the iterative analysis process are
used as an extension of this framework for thorough comparative analyses.
7.1

ACTORS AND COLLABORATIONS

GOVERNMENTAL ACTORS
All three cases experience a shift in the role and working methods of the provincial government. The former topdown leading role is replaced by a coordinating and facilitating role. The focus is on a collaborative process to
meet a more bottom-up and societal-driven development. The Atlantikwall and Zuiderwaterlinie cases explicitly
show that the provincial governments are an equal actor, based on a network approach method. However, there
are contradictions in this new role. The Atlantikwall and Zuiderwaterlinie show examples of situations in which
the provincial government included projects against the will of the network. Additionally, this equal role raises
concerns as they still have the political decision-making ability and the role as distributer of grants. With respect
to other governmental actors, the RCE is project-based involved in the development of the Atlantikwall and
Zuiderwaterlinie, while they are more strongly involved in the case of the NHW due to the UNESCO-nomination
process. The municipalities in general are an important partner as they have a substantive formal task in the
spatial planning system. In the Atlantikwall, they are an actor in the collaboration mechanism without a financial
contribution. In the Zuiderwaterlinie, they are explicitly included in the collaboration mechanisms while they are
financially contributing to the development of the Zuiderwaterlinie as a whole. In the NHW, they are part of the
formal collaboration mechanisms.
SOCIETAL ACTORS
Throughout the three cases, there is a strong focus on -and involvement of- societal actors. The bottom-up nature
of the three cases is mentioned, as well as the increased societal attention to heritage. However, there are
differences in terms of their formal involvement in collaboration mechanisms. The societal actors in the
development of the Atlantikwall participate in the collaboration mechanism, actively or as an agenda-member.
The Zuiderwaterlinie approaches the societal actors for input and they have signed a letter of intent as part of a
strategic alliance. The NHW formulated ambitions to increase their efforts to include societal actors in the formal
collaboration process. The nature conservation and landowning organisations in all cases refer to their primary
focus of nature conservation but heritage is increasingly becoming more important. All cases, with their
corresponding heritage structure, provide a theme that these organisations can relate to in their policy
documents and activities. Natuurmonumenten in the case of the Atlantikwall and Staatsbosbeheer in the case
of the NHW stated their concerns regarding the fragmentation of spatial-heritage policy between the different
provinces because of the decentralisation. As national operating societal organisations, they encounter different
priorities and funding mechanisms in each province. In the case of the Zuiderwaterlinie Natuurmonumenten
stressed their limitation to meet all the collaboration demands from governments.
COLLABORATION BETWEEN ACTORS
The case of the Atlantikwall uses an open collaboration mechanisms for all relevant (governmental and societal)
actors to join. There is a high level of self-dependency while they can draft project lists and propose a distribution
of the grants. The Zuiderwaterlinie does have a formal collaboration mechanism that includes paying
governmental actors. There is no formal collaboration mechanism for societal actors, other than the strategic
alliance. It is the ambition for a later phase to include more societal actors. The NHW has formal collaboration
mechanisms for the governmental actors within the province. There is not a collaboration mechanism for societal
actors. However, there is the ambition to include more societal actors in the formal collaborative mechanisms.
With regard to interprovincial collaboration, the Atlantikwall and the Zuiderwaterlinie have limited collaboration
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due to provincial policy autonomy and lack of priority of neighbouring provinces. The case of the NHW has
intensive interprovincial collaboration because of the decentralisation of the NHW program. It is formally
embedded in a pact and a collaborative mechanism. The UNESCO-nomination and a joint vision are stated as
main reasons to collaborate. In terms of collaboration on a European level, there are difference between the
cases. The case of the Atlantikwall has shown that there are initiatives on a European level that have initiated in
the province of Zuid-Holland (Bunkerdag). Moreover, the opportunities to increase European funding are
currently being explored. There is also an enormous potential for more European collaboration due to the size
of the Atlantikwall itself. In the case of the Zuiderwaterlinie there has been attempts made in the past to
collaborate with Belgium on specific heritage structures that related to the Zuiderwaterlinie. Currently there are
no European ambitions, other than to positon the Zuiderwaterlinie on an international level as a unique heritage
structure. The NHW is in the process of being nominated as a world heritage site by UNESCO, which transcends
the European level.
7.2

RULES AND REGULATIONS

POLICIES AND REGULATIONS
The policy programs concerning the Atlantikwall provides a clear and extensive framework of the large-scale
heritage structure, including a financial overview. It is a useful document for other actors to relate to. In the case
of the Zuiderwaterlinie, the policies provide a basic storyline for the large-scale heritage structure and a more
general framework. A more detailed policy program is to be developed in the future. In case of the NHW, the
policies provides a flexible policy document with a framework of ambitions for other actors to give substance to.
The policy document reflects the role and methods of the provincial government. The Atlantikwall and
Zuiderwaterlinie policies both lack the formal embedding of the large-scale heritage structure as a whole in their
spatial ordinances. Individual locations or object are includes, as monument for example. However, both cases
mention the heritage structure in the spatial vision and the CHW, which provides attentive value. The NHW has
a strong policy alignment of the heritage structure from national regulations to the provincial vision –and
ordinances to local zoning plans. The policy document of the NHW is a flexible framework that requires other
relevant actors to give substance to.
SPATIAL PROTECTION REGIMES
Both the Atlantikwall as the Zuiderwaterlinie do not provide spatial protection for the large-scale heritage
structure as a whole. There is no consensus amongst the actors in both cases whether or not there should be a
firm protective status on the entire structure. It is not considered that much of a problem or there are concerns
as a protective status might interfere with other spatial demands. Both cases have parts of the entire structure
that are protected through nature protection regimes or individual objects through a monumental status. The
case of the NHW however, has included the heritage structure as a whole in their spatial protection regime. The
surrounding landscape is partly protected through nature conservation regulations and all individual buildings
have a monumental status as well. The UNESCO-nomination requires a stronger level of protection. However,
there is discussion about the balance between protection and developing it. The integration of these large-scale
heritage structures with nature and landscape in all cases provides opportunities for more complementary levels
of protection that acknowledge the integral approach in spatial planning.
7.3

RESOURCES

GRANTS
The case of the Atlantikwall has provincial funding for the designated policy program. The collaborating actors
can propose a division of these funds for individual projects. The Zuiderwaterlinie case has funding through the
province as well as paying (semi)governmental actors. The funds are not open for application by individual actors.
The available funding is distributed according to a project list, drafted by the paying members of the steering
group. Additionally, it only involves projects that benefit the heritage structure as a whole. The NHW has a
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program budget that is divided into process and investment funds. Actors can apply for these grants upfront, if
they have a project that connects to the program. All cases show a shift in the grant mechanisms that coincides
with the changing role of the provincial government. It becomes more of a collaborate effort to distribute the
grants. The case of the Atlantikwall allows the platform to draft a list, while in the case of the Zuiderwaterlinie it
is up to the steering group to develop a project list for funding.
CO-FINANCING
All cases have a co-financing requirement for provincial grants. In all cases, the societal actors stressed their
dependency of governmental grants. However, there are differences amongst the provinces in terms of the
requirements. The co-financing requirements of the case of the Atlantikwall provides an opportunity for societal
actors to monetize their volunteer labour into a co-financing budget. In all cases, the provincial government
stated the use of integral area development funds as additional way of funding large-scale heritage development.
KNOWLEDGE AND EXPERTISE
In terms of non-financial resources, the cases have shown similar outcomes. Both the Atlantikwall as well as the
Zuiderwaterlinie have a provincial executive organisation at their disposal. These independent organisations are
hired to execute parts of the provincial policy program and to facilitate and advice actors if requested. The NHW
has a similar tool at their disposal, the LinieExpert Team that can be requested for advice and support by the
participating actors. In general, all cases have shown a provincial government that facilitates in terms of
traditional grants but increasingly through knowledge, administrative capacity and external expertise.
Furthermore, network capacity and the ability to share and gather experience and information is mentioned in
all cases as resource of the province. The societal actors in all cases refer to their local knowledge, expertise and
contacts as main non-financial resource.
7.4

DISCOURSE

SCOPE OF HERITAGE
The scope of the actors on what to include in heritage expanded beyond the material valuation and focused on
the immaterial value of heritage. The Atlantikwall focuses on the immaterial values of the large-scale heritage
structure. It provides identity and it allows the past to be experienced. The Zuiderwaterlinie and the NHW
elaborate on the coherent ensemble of material objects, as well as the immaterial values that include the
storyline of water management and the surrounding landscape. The outcomes of all cases referred to the value
of their heritage structure being the coherent structure in relation to the landscape.
SCALE IN HERITAGE
In terms of how the actors in the cases viewed the level of scale, the Atlantikwall and the NHW uses the integral
approach in spatial planning as a way to enlarge the scale. Connecting to other spatial challenges or policy
domains. Additionally, the size of the heritage structure creates a Europeans reference. The Zuiderwaterlinie
focusses more on the different fortifications in relation with each other. Local individual interest as well as the
positioning of a national heritage structure. Moreover, the NHW also relates to the policy -and regulation
alignment across the different levels of government as a matter of scale.
AMBITION OF HERITAGE
There are no major differences in how the actors in the cases view the ambition of heritage in relation to spatial
planning. In all cases, governmental actors refers to the Belvedere motto ‘Behoud door ontwikkeling’ when
mentioning heritage in relation to spatial planning. The Atlantikwall case stressed that heritage can drive spatial
development, provides identity and can be a spatial; establishment factor. The outcomes of the case of the
Zuiderwaterlinie refer to that heritage can function as a blueprint for spatial developments and can be source of
inspiration. The outcomes of the NHW case relate to heritage that provides historic explanation of the landscape,
and provides opportunities and inspiration for future spatial challenges.
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CHAPTER 8

DISCUSSION

The outline of the discussion chapter is based on the sub-research questions. They will be answered separately
and discussed in relation to the theoretical framework, research objective and other scientific research.
Sub-research question 1 - How do the actors involved collaborate in the development of large-scale heritage
structures?
The research findings have shown a shift in the role of the governmental actor. In all cases, the provincial
government has positioned itself as an equal partner and facilitator in a collaborative process. Moreover, all
cases show an increase in societal involvement and bottom-up initiatives, which results involvement of societal
actors. The latter closely relates to what Nuissle & Heinrichs (2011) describe as the changing relationship
between state, market and society in relation to the theoretical concept of governance. Moreover, it relates to
the multi-actor aspect of governance, described by Van der Zouwen & Van Tatenhove (2002). There is a more
diffuse balance between the various state-market-society actors in the cases. The collaboration mechanism that
have been developed in the cases by the provincial government differ in terms of the balance between
governmental and societal actors, as well as in decision-making ability of the participants. The cases in NoordBrabant and Utrecht have a more governmental driven collaboration mechanism. Raats (2016) argues that the
actors in the NHW program are institutionalised in government-driven collaborations between national
government, different provincial governments and municipalities confirm the government-driven collaboration
in the NHW. There is an internal focus between these actors which results in limited awareness of societal
dynamics (Raats, 2016). Zuid-Holland has a high level of self-dependency of the collaboration mechanism
(Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall). Actors jointly propose project lists accompanied by a proposed division of provincial
grants in an open platform. The changing role of the government, as well as of the societal actors, can lead to
friction as occasionally both refer to their former position and working methods. For instance, the societal actors
expect that the provincial government will take the lead in certain situations, and the provincial government
introduces projects that frustrate the collaborative process. The lack of actual decision-making ability is criticised
by the platform in Zuid-Holland, this is connected to what Stoker & Chhotray (2009) refer to as one of the key
drivers for increased governance, the process of democratization in which citizens participate in decision-making
processes. With regard to the democratization process, this research identified differences amongst the three
cases in terms of balance between governmental and societal actors. This relates to the level of democratization
that differs between the provincial governments and their collaboration mechanisms. All three cases stressed
the importance of a collaborative process with broad support. The democratization process did increase the
participation of actors but concerns are raised about whether it enhanced their actual decision-making ability
throughout the process. Nuissl & Heinrichs (2011) reflect on the democratisation process as they consider it a
pitfall of participatory planning and critique of governance as a concept. They argue the inclusion of societal
actors can be at the expense of accountability and even undermine the democratic process. This research showed
that in two cases despite a high level of societal collaboration, the final decision-making process is still a political
one. So, the democratic legitimacy and political accountability as argued by Nuissl & Heinrichs (2011) are still
ensured. However, it then raises concerns about what the actual influence is of the societal actors.
The results of the research show different contextual approaches to the topic of decentralisation.
Natuurmonumenten and Staatsbosbeheer, as national operating organisations, stressed the fragmentation of
the different provinces in terms of their individual policy programs, priorities and funding mechanisms. The
governmental actors in the three cases refer to the restauration funds that have been decentralised from the
national government to the provincial government. In the case of the NHW, it is clear that the national
government stepped back and transferred the responsibility of the entire NHW program to the provincial
governments. However, the research outcomes of all cases refer to the multi-level governance concept of Van
der Zouwen & Van Tatenhove (2002). The interaction between the different levels of government is clearly
present in the cases. The case of Zuid-Holland has a bottom-up character with a firm involvement of the
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provincial government. Moreover, there is a strong focus on the European scale of the heritage structure.
However, it lacks a national effort, which holds back the developments. In the case of the NHW, there is an
intense collaboration amongst the different levels of government; from a national effort to four provincial
governments and the local municipalities. The UNESCO-nomination on an international level complicates this
process of multi-level governance. In general, the retreat of the national government and decentralisation to
lower government levels is witnessed in the cases, although in different forms. Spaans (2006) and Gerrits et al.
(2012) describe the Dutch planning practices experienced the transition from government to governance around
the 1980’s. Olesen (2014) refers to the neo-liberalisation of planning practices important factor of this transition.
Moreover, decentralisation of responsibilities to lower levels of governments and the abandonment of national
planning policies relates to the neo-liberalisation in planning practices. In general, the outcomes of this research
are supporting this. However, the retreat of the national government and the lack of a national actor and vision
is also criticised in the cases of the Atlantikwall and the Zuiderwaterlinie. Both governmental actors and societal
actors stressed the need for a national actor and/or vison on the large-scale heritage structures. The research
outcomes also relate to the multi-level governance theory of Van der Zouwen & Van Tatenhove (2002). The
interaction between the different actors on different levels of government can be witnessed in all cases. Although
the decentralisation has emphasized the lower levels of government, there remains a demand for national
involvement. In the case of the NHW, the involvement of the national government is firm, due to the national
nomination for the UNESCO world heritage site. The national government officially does the application for
UNESCO world heritage. The RCE, provincial governments and municipalities do the execution of the application
itself. The alignment between the different levels of government, as stated in the research outcomes, is in line
with the research into multi-level and multi-actor governance of Van der Zouwen & Van Tatenhove (2002).
Sub-research question 2 – What formal rules and regulatory planning frameworks are influencing the
development of the large-scale heritage structures?
The research outcomes show differences in the amount and type of policies -and regulations that are affecting
the developments. All cases have a provincial policy program that provides a storyline and framework. The
policies have a certain level of flexibility to invite actors to join and to give substance to it. This is contrary to the
idea of dominant rules of the game that determine the process and roles of actors as stated by De Boer (2010).
The conceptual model of De Boer (2010) considers the rules of the game as the formal policies and regulations
that provide a framework for policy-making and describe the division of responsibilities between actors. The
dominant rule of the game determines the process and options of the actors. Although there is a level of flexibility
in the provincial policy programs, the formal regulations like the spatial ordinance and zoning plans remain
dominant in terms of what is allowed and what not.
The research outcomes show various means and levels of protection for the large-scale heritage structures. For
instance, the NHW has an executive policy program specifically aimed at the NHW while the other two cases
have a more general policy outline of the heritage structures. In terms of planning regulations the spatial vision
–and ordinance are important. All cases have included their heritage structure in the provincial spatial vision,
which formalises their commitment and provides attentive value to other spatial developments. The legally
binding spatial ordinance does not include the heritage structure as a whole in the cases of the Atlantikwall and
the Zuiderwaterlinie. The case of the NHW is included in the spatial ordinance. The main reason is the protection
requirements of the UNESCO-nomination. Moreover, the UNESCO-nomination required a firm alignment
between the different policies and regulation on different levels, from the ‘Barro’ to the municipal zoning plans.
All cases referred to the partial overlap between the heritage structure and nature conservation areas and the
subsequent influence of nature conservation regulations. Nature conservation –and landowning organisations in
all cases referred their organisations policy on heritage. Natuurmonumenten and Staatsbosbeheer have
formulated policy for heritage in general and in the case of the NHW specifically for the fortifications.
This research has focused on the provincial government level with subsequent policies and regulations. However,
national and international- rules and regulations of different domains affect all cases in varying degrees. This
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creates a complex mixture of national legislation, provincial policies, nature protection regulations, national
monuments regulations and UNESCO-requirements. This is contrary to the research of De Boer (2010) who used
the policy arrangement approach to analyse the national legislation on heritage conservation.
Sub-research question 3 – What resources are used in the development of large-scale heritage structures?
The research outcomes show that the societal actors have insufficient funds to maintain their heritage. They are
either depending on economic revenue models for individual locations, or relying on governmental grants
(provincial grant schemes and restauration funds). On the other hand, they can offer a network of local contacts
and knowledge that provides societal support that legitimizes the provincial government’s policy efforts. The
value of societal support, facilitating, supporting and stimulating local energy initiatives is the stated by the
provincial government in all cases. The research of Liefferink (2006) describes the resource dimension in relation
to power and actors. The mutual dependency of actors in a network refers to power relations. The lack of
(sufficient) financial means of societal actors combined with partially unprofitable heritage drives their
dependency of governmental grants.
The former role of the provincial government as a top-down distributer of grants has changed. Although they are
still responsible for financial grants, they search for alternative forms of support and for all cases, co-finance is a
requirement. This search for alternative forms of financial support is research by De Haas & Aalbers (2014). They
showed three ideal governance models in the nature policy domain based on the policy arrangement approach.
The government as policy maker with subsequent grants, the government tailors the resources to the needs of
the applicants or the final model that focusses on social capital and financially independency. When discussing
these three models in relation to this research it is clear that all three cases refer to the use of resources as a
tailored approach that meets the needs of individual actors (Enabling State model). It can be financial support,
as well as network capacity or expertise if required.
Sub-research question 4 – What heritage discourse(s) are present amongst the actors?
The discourses that are present in the different cases are based on the scope, scale and ambition of heritage.
The scope of the actors in the cases refers to the valuation of heritage and what is to be included. The immaterial
value is stressed in all cases as being important, for instance the storylines that supports and fuel the physical
heritage structure. An integral approach to heritage as a way to enlarge the scale of heritage is mentioned in all
cases. Moreover, the case of the NHW stressed the importance of policy –and regulatory alignment between the
(inter)national, provincial and municipal levels. The Belvedere program and its motto ‘Behoud door ontwikkeling’
is mentioned in all cases in relation to the ambition of heritage in spatial planning. The large-scale heritage
structures are considered able to guide and inspire spatial developments. Moreover, it can be an important
spatial establishment factor to provide regional distinction. De Boer (2006) argues that heritage is becoming an
integral aspect of spatial planning practise. There is increased attention to heritage on a local and regional level
because of the decentralisation in the heritage domain.
These outcomes are related to the sector, factor and vector approaches to heritage as stated by Janssen et al.
(2017). Note that these three approaches are in indefinite order and can be present simultaneously. All cases
include individual objects that are national monuments and therefore have a firm protective status to conserve
their value. In the case of the NHW, all fortifications are listed national monuments and the whole is currently
nominated for UNESCO world heritage site, which comes with strict conservation requirements. These are all
examples that relate to the sector approach in heritage that focusses on conserving the past for future
developments, as argued by Janssen et al. (2017). The decentralisation of grants for the restauration of national
monuments to the provincial government strengthened their formal role as government with corresponding
financial framework. The collaboration mechanism (platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall) of the province ZuidHolland is essentially considered a sectoral platform, which led to the ambitions of the government to focus on
other spatial domains in the future.
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Simultaneously, the factor approach is witnessed in all cases. The Belvedere program is often mentioned by
respondents and in policy documents, as is the focus on integral developments in which heritage is to be taken
into consideration. The case of the NHW is a clear example of where the use of heritage in broader spatial
developments is witnessed. Research by Raats (2016) elaborates on the NHW as an example of heritage being
redeveloped, used in area-developments and as an integral approach of heritage in planning practices in the
Belvedere policy (Raats, 2016). However, there is discussion with UNESCO regarding the level of protection. It
discloses a potential conflict in terms of discourse. While the UNESCO-requirements are more focused on
conservation and protection, is the discourse of the NHW program more focused on partial protection and partial
development that is based on the heritage values. The potential value of heritage in spatial developments is
formalised in the policy documents and spatial vision –and ordinance, CHW or an area development program, as
an outcome/formalisation of the Belvedere program.
The vector approach by Janssen et al. (2017) refers to the use of immaterial heritage values, like experiences,
storytelling and increased socialisation of heritage. All cases provide examples of storylines that are used to fuel
the heritage structures. The Dutch fighting with –and against water in the NHW, the Zuiderwaterlinie as cultural
border between North and South and the Atlantikwall as a European wide defence structure. The theory of
Janssen et al. (2017) describes an increase of societal involvement when it comes to determining and
experiencing heritage. All cases have shown outcomes that acknowledge that. However, in the case of the
Atlantikwall and Zuiderwaterlinie there were concerns raised with regard to the diversity of what a large-scale
and bottom-up heritage structure had to offer. The increased societal involvement can lead to more of the same,
which makes a large-scale heritage structure less divers and attractive. The latter might come into conflict with
the differentiated heritage creation that is attributed to the vector approach by Janssen et al. (2017). In terms of
the competitiveness, there are divergent outcomes in the research. All cases include governmental actors who
value the large-scale heritage structures as spatial establishment factor that stands out and attracts residents.
This confirms the arguments in the research by Olesen (2014) who stated that competitiveness is increasingly
becoming important in a neo-liberalisation of spatial planning. Strategic planning has resulted in a competitive
positioning on a global, European and regional scale. The research outcomes show the use of heritage as a spatial
establishment factor that differentiates between regions. The magnitude of the heritage structures (physical
size), the (international) military character of the Atlantikwall and the NHW, and the unique stories behind the
water defence structures (UNESCO) make these heritage structure distinctive and a strong factor in the spatial
competition at a regional/national level.
All cases have characteristics of the three theoretical approaches to heritage. This outcome is important for
spatial planners because the different discourses relate to different ways of dealing with heritage. All three
discourses require different instruments and actions by a spatial planner, on different levels. For example, the
protection of monuments is a matter that involves the RCE on a national level. While the stories and identity of
a heritage site require societal engagement and communities to collaborate. The distinction that has been made
in this research between the sector, factor and vector approach is valuable as each approach has a different
impact on for instance policies or the planning process.
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CHAPTER 9
9.1

CONCLUSION

RESEARCH OBJECTIVE & MAIN RESEARCH QUESTION

The following paragraphs will elaborate on the overall outcomes and the subsequent answer to the mainresearch question. The main objective in this research was to explore the impact of the shift in governance in the
heritage domain in relation to the spatial development of large-scale heritage structures. For this research
objective, the following main-research question was drafted.
What is the influence of decentralised policy arrangements on the spatial development of large-scale heritage
structures?
During the research, it became clear that the decentralization of responsibilities to lower governments had a
limited effect on the governmental actors interviewed in the cases. The decentralization of the restauration funds
for national monuments and the abandonment of the national NHW program were perceived positively by the
relevant provinces. For national operating organizations like Natuurmonumenten and Staatsbosbeheer, the
decentralization raises concerns with regard to fragmentation of policies and grant mechanisms amongst the
different provinces. In general, there remains a demand for the national government to be involved in these
large-scale heritage structures. In the case of the NHW, there remains a strong national government involvement,
also due to the UNESCO-nomination. Research by Raats (2016) connects to this outcome as it argues that the
NHW has always been, and still is a project that is largely driven by governmental actors. The case of the
Atlantikwall however shows a demand for a national government, or organization, to coordinate the efforts and
to provide guidance by means of a national program or vision on large-scale heritage structures. It proves to be
difficult for provincial government to collaborate without a joint goal. The main outcome of the NHW case was
the need for a joint goal (UNESCO-nomination in their case) that would require collaboration. This stresses the
importance of an overarching (inter)national vision or goal that would require collaboration amongst all levels
and actors. This is confirmed by research of Raats (2016) who states that the collaborative effort to develop the
rather abstract vision Panorama Krayenhoff had an enormous ensemble value and resulted in broad political and
societal support. Moreover, Raats (2016) argues that the coherency of the NHW –which is considered a collective
governmental value- is maintained using the UNESCO-nomination as an instrument. Overall, the demand for
increased national government/RCE involvement relates to the scale of the heritage structure involved. The
Atlantikwall, as a European-wide structure, showed a stronger demand for coordination and vision than the case
of the Zuiderwaterlinie, which is more focused on the provincial level. The NHW with its UNESCO-nomination for
world heritage site, experiences also more national government/RCE involvement.
The different administrative levels within the cases affect the coherency of the heritage structure, both in a
positive and negative manner. For instance the NHW, which has UNESCO-nomination, crosses four provinces and
a multitude of municipalities. This seemingly complex, multi-level case exhibits a strong coherency. There is a
vision (Panorama Krayenhoff) and formalized collaboration mechanisms on the various administrative levels.
Again, the UNESCO-nomination requires actors to collaborate for a common goal. The levels of collaboration and
coherency can be related to the continuously governmental effort that has been put into the NHW over the
years. A more negative effect of the different levels involved in a case can be witnessed in the Atlantikwall. The
heritage structure is also crossing five provinces and a multitude of municipalities. However, there is no coherent
collaboration mechanism between the provinces, it is fragmented. It lacks something similar to a UNESCOnomination and there is no priority of the national government/RCE. In the case of the Zuiderwaterlinie, which
also has a connection with two provinces (Zeeland and Gelderland), there is a call for the national
government/RCE to develop a vision on military heritage, and water defense structures in particular. Overall, the
presence of different administrative levels can be a factor that leads to fragmentation. The policy autonomy of
the provinces does lead to fragmentation if the policy priorities differ, like the case of the Atlantikwall and
Zuiderwaterlinie. The presence of a common goal, vision or the policy priority on the appropriate administrative
level seems to be more important when it comes to collaboration.
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All three provincial governments referred to their changing role to a coordinator, facilitator and stimulator of
spatial developments. The changes involved a more equal playing field in which the provincial government was
one of the actors with their own interest. However, this changing role also led to conflicts in the political domain.
The provincial government stepped back as former top-down decision-maker and distributor of grants. They
remain an actor with substantial means at their disposal and the provincial delegates continue to have the final
decision-making ability. In other words, they are an actor with their own interests in a process that they also
facilitate. Here friction arises. The research outcomes confirm the statements of Spaans (2006) regarding the
shift from government to governance. The role of the provincial government is changing from leading tot
facilitating and is accompanied by decline in available funding. (Spaans, 2006). The changing role of the
government, the focus on network collaboration mechanisms and the inclusion of societal actors in the policymaking process all refers to the shift from government to governance as stated by Van der Zouwen (2006).
Another interesting outcome is the demand for coordination by both the provincial government and the RCE as
national agency. The provincial government has transformed to this facilitating and coordinating role, while the
RCE on a national level is reluctant to increase their role due to lack of political legitimacy.
Spaans (2006) argued that a changing role of government is followed by an increase of participation by the
societal domain. This research shows that there is involvement of the societal domain in contemporary heritage
development. All cases experienced bottom-up movements of local projects in which individual elements of the
large-scale heritage structure were developed. With the government stepping back, it is up to the societal actors
to increase their efforts. It remains a challenge for societal actors to acquire the necessary resources. There is a
lack of funding within the organizations, so they depend on governmental grants and external funding. The
changing role of the provincial government also led to a more open policy framework in all cases. It is a flexible
document that provide guidance on the main themes and leaves room for local interpretation. The factor
approach to heritage has been firmly rooted in the formal policies. All cases describe the ‘Behoud door
ontwikkeling’ motto of Belvedere. Additionally, the policy regulations in the researched cases also included
references to the vector approach to heritage regarding identity and meaning of the place and the immaterial
value of heritage. So, the development of the different approaches to heritage has also been formalized in
policies. The different approaches to heritage are underlined by transformations of the Dutch political and
governmental system. The outcomes of this research show high levels of collaboration, bottom-up initiatives and
societal energy. This is closely related to the current participatory society with a reluctant and retreating
government (Janssen et al., 2017).
The way the large-scale heritage structure is developed from a spatial point of view differs per case. The case of
the NHW clearly connects heritage to spatial developments. There is a firm protection regime that prevent
unwanted developments involving the fortifications and its surrounding landscape. Moreover, the NHW program
transformed the landscape, based on heritage and used its spatial, economic and recreational potential. This
mixture of both sector-based conservation and factor-based area transformation is an example that closely
relates to the research of Janssen et al. (2017). He argues that in contemporary planning practice the different
approaches to heritage coexist. It is a matter of selecting the right approach based on the context. However, this
can lead to friction (Janssen et al., 2017). The latter is the case in the NHW in which the debate between UNESCO
and the NHW program team evolve around the level of conservation and room for development. The other two
cases show the ambition to increase the connection between the heritage structure and other spatial challenges,
but for now focus more on the development of the heritage structure itself. For example, it is the ambition of
the province of Zuid-Holland to expand the scope of the, sectoral, platform Erfgoedtafel Atlantikwall beyond
heritage and focus more on the connection with spatial developments. The case of the Zuiderwaterlinie is
currently focusing on the overarching positioning of the heritage structure. The connection to spatial
developments requires further development. The different time spans of the cases provide a possible
explanation for this as the NHW program has been running longer than the other two policy programs.
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What is important for large-scale heritage structure is a joint goal or vision for all the actors to relate to and what
can function as a requirement for collaboration. Besides a vision or a goal for the structure as a whole, it is
important to switch between levels of scale. Individual, local projects or actors should be able to relate to the
heritage structure as a whole. The division of the structure into sub-areas can be of help. All cases have divided
their large-scale heritage structure. Either based on different provinces/different themes (NHW), geographical
clusters (Zuiderwaterlinie) or thematically/geographically clusters (Atlantikwall). This administrative division of
the large-scale heritage structures into smaller clusters is interesting as it might relate to the societal involvement
that requires a local demarcation in order to use the local initiatives and societal energy. Perhaps a large-scale
heritage structure as whole is more difficult to relate to as local community.
The effect of provincial heritage arrangement on the spatial development of large-scale heritage structures
depends on how the four dimensions of the policy arrangement concept are interrelated. The alignment between
the four dimensions is important. Are the actors and collaboration mechanisms supported by policy documents,
are they facilitated in terms of resources in accordance with the working method and are the discourses in
accordance with each other? The analytical framework of this research combined four dimension, which are
interrelated. If one of the dimensions changes, the others are affected. This can be witnessed in the different
cases. The research showed a change in balance between the actors involved. The provincial policy document
also transferred to a more flexible framework. The changes in resources were less eminent. The joint distribution
efforts in Zuid-Holland and the government-driven distribution in Noord-Brabant are quite different. However,
in all cases the provincial governments use knowledge, experiences, networks and experts to support the societal
initiatives rather than contribution only financially.
9.2

LIMITATIONS OF THE RESEARCH

During the data collection phase of the research, on various occasions in each case, interesting follow-up
interviews were suggested that were not included in the scope of the actor’s categories. For example,
municipalities were often mentioned as interesting actor to include. The same is for water authorities, which
were mentioned occasionally. In addition, societal actors were suggested during interviews, for instance local
historic associations or entrepreneurs. Expanding the scope by including additional actors per category would
have broadened and strengthened the research. Municipalities would have provided an interesting
governmental perspective. They are responsible for the local implementation of policies and regulations in for
example zoning plans. Moreover, they have been handed additional responsibilities in the decentralization
process as well. Finally, the increasing fusions of small municipalities can also have an influence on the
collaboration involving large-scale heritage structures. The latter is an upscaling on a local governmental level.
Furthermore, water authorities, as semi-governmental organizations, are a valuable as the heritage structures in
the Zuiderwaterlinie and NHW are closely integrated with water infrastructure in the Netherlands. The additional
societal actors would have been a stronger reflection of the broad societal involvement in the large-scale heritage
structures.
The research model is predominantly a qualitative design that includes explorative case study research. The
limited coverage of the research topic in scientific research was the reason for a more explorative approach to
develop casuistic. Moreover, the case study research allowed for a more detailed and in-depth research into the
topic. However, future research should include a quantitative research method to increase the representation
of the different interviewee categories. For this research, within the different cases, the interviewees were
divided into a governmental or societal category. The amount of interviewees per case per category was limited
to three per category, per case. The size of the heritage structure has an effect on the amount of actors involved
and thus the amount of potential interviewees. If combined with the previous paragraph that referred to the
inclusion of more categories, it becomes clear that more interviews from additional categories could have
provided more relevant information for this research.
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The selected cases for this research all had the characteristics of a large-scale, cross-border and multi-actor
structure, as described in the methodological chapter, paragraph 3.1.1. However, there are also differences
between the cases that might influence the level of comparison and subsequently result in case-dependent
research outcomes. For instance, the level of scale of the Atlantikwall as a heritage structure on a European level
(geographically), while the Zuiderwaterlinie is limited to the province of Noord-Brabant and the NHW on the
other hand runs through four different provinces. Moreover, the origin of the heritage differs amongst the three.
The Atlantikwall has a contested origin in WWII, while the NHW is a product of Dutch ingenuity with water.
Although there are differences among them, the multi-level and multi-actor characteristics are present in all
three of them. The collaboration between the different categories of actors –government and societal- is present
in all cases. The changing balance between government and societal actors, followed by a changing role of the
actors can be clearly witnessed in all cases.
The scale of this researched focused on the level of provincial governments and their collaboration mechanism,
among others. The individual interactions and collaboration processes were only research to some extent. The
democratizing process, as part of the theoretical concept of governance and discussed in the previous chapter,
would require a more in-depth analysis of the different actors in the different collaboration mechanisms. This
would increase the knowledge about the actual decision-making process in the changing balance between state,
market and society. This topic is in the current participatory society increasingly relevant.
The quality of this case study research is described in the methodological chapter, section 3.4. It is important to
critically reflect on the issues of credibility, transferability, dependability and conformability. These have formed
the criteria for the quality of this research. The credibility of the research might be influenced due to the
researchers choice to member check the interview transcripts instead of the research drafts. In an effort to
reduce the influence and biases of the interviewees, the member checking was performed on the raw transcripts.
However, the interpretation of the data by the researcher might be influenced by the researchers own biases,
which can affect the credibility of the research. About the second criterion, transferability, this research used
case studies, which are on itself context specific. The three cases are comparable but as is discussed in the
previous paragraphs, but also have differences that can affect the transferability of the outcomes to other cases.
Moreover, the use of semi-structured interviews allowed for digression and possible differences between the
interviews. Although it is in line with the explorative character of this research and the context dependency of
case studies. More rigid instead of semi-structured interview questions would have avoided the digression but
at the same time limit the depth and context of the different cases. In respect of the confirmability, all the notes,
transcripts and original documents have been stored for future reproduction. In relation to the researcher’s
biases and objectivity, the researcher has both hobby interest and previous research experiences with the topic.
This enabled a more thorough understanding of the topic and aided the search for the appropriate interviewees.
9.3

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

This research explored –amongst others- the different collaboration mechanisms present in the different cases.
There appeared to be differences in the level of collaboration and the decision-making ability of the actors. There
is increased involvement of societal actors in policy development but the final decision-making ability remains
exclusively a political one. This requires further in-depth research into the democratization process as driver of
the shift to governance. For instance by using the perspectives of Arnouts et al. (2012) who identified five
innovative types of governance in the Dutch nature policy domain that relate to the changing balance of statemarket-society. Moreover, Veldpaus (2015) refers to the process orientation of the Historic Urban Landscape
Approach (HUL) in relation to heritage management. A more open and all-inclusive approach in which everything
and everyone is involved. The HUL can be considered an interesting approach as it focusses on the process and
the ability of actors to participate and decide on heritage management. Although the HUL provides interesting
process steps to be taken into consideration, it also acknowledges that the distribution of power and (decisionmaking) responsibilities remains unclear.
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This research focuses on large-scale heritage structures in the Netherlands of a military nature. The
transformation of military heritage and defense landscape are gaining importance in the Netherlands
(Verschuure-Stuip, 2016). Occasionally throughout the interviews, concerns were raised about the origin of the
heritage playing a role in the development of it. Especially the case of the Atlantikwall raised concerns about its
war related origin. It raised an interesting topic for further research whether or not the political decision-making
process is influenced by its origin. This touches upon the origin of heritage in relation to its development, rather
than the scale and the shift to governance. The discourse –views and narratives- of actors can be a starting point
to research whether a contested nature of heritage plays a role for the actors involved. Especially the identity of
a place and the storyline are increasingly important in the heritage domain. Research by Carr (2010) showed the
connection between war, heritage, politics and identity in war-related heritage on the Channel Islands. If the
storylines and narratives are less appealing, contested or absent, it might influence a development. Moreover,
increased socialization of heritage adds even more weight to the storylines, narratives and meaning of society
regarding its heritage.
The absence of the municipality in the scope of this research is elaborated on in the previous section. The
municipality is also considered an important level of government in the Dutch planning system. Therefor it can
be interesting for further research into their role in the development of large-scale heritage structures. They deal
with heritage on a local level, on the level of zoning plans for instance. Moreover, they are closer connected to
society then the provincial government, which is important due to the increasing societal involvement in heritage
development and experience. There are many municipalities involved when it concerns a national or provincewide heritage structure. How do the municipalities collaborate, amongst themselves and with other levels of
government? An interesting line of inquiry might be the municipalities that are merging and thus increasing in
size in general in the Netherlands due to decentralization of responsibilities to lower levels of government. There
is an ongoing debate about whether or not merged municipalities have a stronger administrative power
(Castenmiller & Peters, 2013). The latter argues that collaboration is rather difficult in a new merged municipality.
Therefore, an interesting topic for further research is how this process of merging municipalities affects the
collaborative power of municipalities in the development of large-scaler heritage structures.
The main research question focuses on the development of large-scale heritage structures in the spatial domain.
However, during the research one of the respondents mentioned an interesting perspective. By reversing this
formulation, an interesting perspective emerges. How do large-scale heritage structures restrict spatial
developments? Especially in the case of the NHW, which is firmly protected in the spatial domain, it might provide
new insight on how a heritage structure can restrict or frustrate other spatial demands. For example, the energy
landscape or climate change adaptation measures.
9.4

SOCIETAL RECOMMENDATIONS

General societal recommendations are given, as well as recommendations specified to the different cases.
It is the policy autonomy of the different provincial government if and how they develop large-scale heritage
structures within their territory; this research provides a structured exploration -and comparison. The
experiences (roles, method and collaboration mechanisms) of the individual provincial governments with their
handling of large-scale heritage structures can be interchanged. Between the three cases as well as other
provincial government who want to develop policy for their large-scale heritage structures.
The context of this research includes the shift from government to governance, resulting in shifts of
responsibilities and changes in balance between state-market-society. This research attempted to provide
experiences of how this, rather abstract, shifting balance functions in practice. For governmental actors it can be
of value in their dealings with bottom-up initiatives and increasing societal involvement in heritage. For societal
actors it might provide interesting experiences of societal organizations in similar situations.
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Another societal recommendation is the need for a national effort on the topic of large-scale (military) heritage
structures. Although the national government has refrained itself from national prescriptive polices, there is still
a demand for national efforts when it comes to these military heritage structures. Throughout the interviews, it
became clear that many actors, both governmental and societal, envision a more active role or increased policy
priority of the national government. This to provide guidance or a vision to relate to. The increased attention to
military heritage in the Netherlands, as explained by Verschuure-Stuip (2016), as well as the amount of largescale military heritage structures present in the Netherlands (chapter 3, figure 7) should be accompanied by a
national effort. This is not to be confused with the traditional top-down approach of the national government
determining the course of action. It is about providing a long-term vision and framework for local governments
and societal organizations to relate to in their daily practices.
An overall recommendation for the provincial governments is to be aware of the interrelation between the four
dimensions of a policy domain; actors, resources, rules and discourse. Policy makers need to focus more on this
interrelationship. For example between the working method (i.e. network approach) and the designated
resources (grant scheme). Or the different views towards heritage in relation with the appropriate protection
regime. Changes in one of the four domain of the PAA affect the others. Discrepancies between the alignments
of the four dimensions are to be avoided.
CASE I: PROVINCE OF ZUID-HOLLAND, ATLANTIKWALL.
The Atlantikwall differs from the other cases in terms of the European scale. This requires more collaborative
efforts, on a national level and between the different provincial governments. This interprovincial collaboration
might require a national (European) vision to relate to. Here the experiences of the Zuiderwaterlinie with the
‘inspiratieatlas Zuiderwaterlinie’ or the NHW with the former Panorama Krayenhoff can be of use. A more
comprehensive vision on a national or European scale would reflect the magnitude of the heritage structure. The
province of Zuid-Holland, as precursor, can be of value in this process. Its experiences and working methods can
be of value for other provincial governments dealing with the Atlantikwall. Although already mentioned by the
interviewees, there is potential with the Atlantikwall remains in connection with spatial developments. The focus
should be on the integration of multiple spatial challenges. There are connections with nature development,
water retention and recreational infrastructure. The tangible remains of the Atlantikwall, and the way it shaped
the coastal landscape can be more of an inspiration for spatial developments.
CASE II: PROVINCE OF NOORD -BRABANT, ZUIDERWATERLINIE
The current collaboration is predominantly government-driven. Although there is an alliance of actors who
signed the letter of intent, stating their commitment, there is room for a more formal involvement of the societal
actors. For a bottom-up and collaborative process it is important to have broad support and collaboration within
society. Collaboration mechanisms in which both governmental actors are represented as well as a broad
spectrum of the societal organizations. Moreover, the aim of such a collaborative mechanism is to be selfdependent and responsible for a collaborative process. Here, the platform Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall can function
as an example. It allows for the different categories of actors to collaborate. Although the current phase of the
developments in the Zuiderwaterlinie is focusing on the overall positioning of the structure with firm
administrative strength and resources, it is still important to include the societal actors in this formal decisionmaking process from the initial start of the project. The Zuiderwaterlinie positions itself on a (inter) national level.
However, there is limited collaboration with the neighboring provinces/countries. From an historic perspective,
the Zuiderwaterlinie relates to various other defense structures (Staats-Spaans, Oosterfrontier). So, a renewed
effort to collaborate with the province of Zeeland and/or Belgium might support the (inter)national positioning
of the Zuiderwaterlinie. The Zuiderwaterlinie profits from its connection to the NHW, but it can also create
profitable connections with other, similar, defense structures in the region.
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CASE III: PROVINCE OF UTRECH T, NIEUWE HOLLANDSE WATERLINIE
For the case of the NHW in the province of Utrecht, the following recommendations are drafted. Although this
case differs from the other two in terms of the UNESCO-nomination and firm governmental collaborations, it can
take advantage of experiences from the other cases. For example, the collaboration mechanism that is used in
the case of Zuid-Holland. This allows for a mixture of governmental and societal actors to jointly propose projects
and subsequent funding. This would represent the increasing societal involvement in the NHW and the active
role of societal as requested by the provincial government. The focus on the self-dependency in the platform
Erfgoedlijn Atlantikwall can be an example of how the actors in the case of the NHW can operate. It would
connect to the retreating government and increasing involvement and responsibilities of societal actors.
9.5

CONSIDERATIONS FOR SPATIAL PLANNING

With the completion of this research, it is important to reflect on how the outcomes relate to spatial planning as
a profession and to the role of the spatial planner.
First, the interrelationships of different aspects of a policy domain are important to take into consideration. The
policy arrangement approach proved to be a useful concept to analyse a spatial-heritage domain of the different
provinces. The four dimensions –actors, resources, rules, discourse- provide this interrelationship. It is important
that the actors involved are enabled by adequate resources, guided by policy regulations and are aware of their
different views and narratives. For spatial planning, it is important to be aware of the fact that changes in one of
these dimensions results in a shift of the others. For example, increased participation in a spatial project might
lead to new discourses and a need to change the type of resources. The PAA is a useful way for a planner (policy
maker) to analyse and comprehend the complexity of a policy domain.
The increasing societal involvement in the spatial heritage domain and network approaches of the provincial
governments are changing the dynamics for spatial planners. The role of a planner might transform to a more
facilitating role, with a stronger emphasize on the process instead of the content. There are increasing numbers
and types of actors participating in a process. For successful collaboration between the various actors to be
achieved, it is important to have a shared vision to work towards to. In other words, finding the common ground
as to why collaboration is needed is important.
The value of heritage in the spatial domain has transcended the Belvedere period, which focussed on heritage
as an integral part the considerations for spatial developments. Nowadays heritage is closer related to society as
it provides identity and meaning to the living environment of people. With regard to the formal rules and
regulations heritage has been firmly stated. Now it has become more integrated in society. This might raise
concerns if different societal groups are increasingly appropriating heritage. Especially if the nature or narrative
of the heritage is contested. The latter is also argued by Janssen et al., (2013) who refers to one of the outcomes
of the Belvedere program is different societal groups are increasingly appropriating that heritage.
Large-scale heritage structures can provide enormous value to the spatial domain. Not only due to their physical
appearance and attractiveness in the landscape, but also as a mean to tell stories and meaning to a place. The
outcomes of this research refers to the socialization of heritage and the increase of attention to the military
landscape. In a context of a shifting balance between state-market-society and the well know participatory
society it becomes even more important for spatial planners to relate to the societal dynamics.
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APPENDICES

OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS IN RELATION TO DATA COLLECTION METHODS.
I.

Sub-research question 1:

How do the actors involved collaborate in the development of large-scale heritage
structures?

Sub-research question 2:

What formal rules and regulatory planning frameworks are influencing the
development of large-scale heritage structures?

Sub-research question 3:

What resources are used in the development of large-scale heritage structures??

Sub-research question 4:

What heritage discourse(s) are present amongst the actors?
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II.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE ATLANTIKWALL (1941-1944)
ATLANTIKWALL

History
(Ambachtsheer & van Harmelen,
1995; Beukers, 2014; Rellensmann,
2009; Tzalmona, 2011)







Functional characteristics
(Forty, 2002; Rolf, 2014; Rolf &
Sakkers, 2005)







Spatial structure
(Ambachtsheer & van Harmelen,
1995; Rellensman, 2009)






Spatial development



(Erfgoedhuis Zuid-Holland, 2016;
Rellensmann, 2009; Tzalmona, 2011)





Stakeholders






The Westwall (1936-1945) at the French-German border was
the predecessor of the Atlantikwall (Neue Westwall).
Construction of the Atlantikwall ordered on 14 December
1941 by the German occupation forces.
Construction of the bunkers by engineering organization
Todt, P.O.W. forced laborers and local building companies.
Multi-purposely build; defense against invasion from the
west, reduced the amount of troops at the wester front.
Engaged in an act of war with the D-Day invasion on June 6
1944 in France and in November 1944 in Walcheren in the
Netherlands.
North-South routing; stretching along the coastline of
Western Europe (Norway till French-Spanish border) for over
5000km, of which approx. 350km Dutch coastline.
Approximately 2.000 concreted bunkers (heaviest version)
constructed in the Netherlands.
Multitude of supporting military objects; anti-tank objects,
trenches, shelters, gun positions and inundation fields.
Ensemble of interconnected fortifications with smaller
defenses in between.
Geomorphological and nautical conditions determined the
allocation of the fortifications.
Reuse of existing military structures as foundation.
Coastal zone of the Netherlands heavily affected and
changed by Atlantikwall.
Destruction of dwellings, landmarks and nature to enable the
construction of the fortifications and a clear line of fire.
Initial response to cover or demolish the majority of the
fortifications. Both physically and emotionally.
Limited reuse of fortifications by the national military
organizations.
Remerged attention to the historic value of the Atlantikwall
around 1990; opening of first museums in the Netherlands.
Increased attention to the story and historic value of the
Atlantikwall by government agencies in the Netherlands early
2000.
5 provinces
o Province of Groningen
o Province of Friesland
o Province of Noord-Holland
o Province of Zuid-Holland
o Province of Zeeland
5 Water authorities
Societal organizations, foundations and associations
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III.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE ZUIDERWATERLINIE (1701-1952)
ZUIDERWATERLINIE

History
(Alliantie Zuiderwaterlinie,
n.d. (a); PNB, 2016;
SBMB/MB, 2015)











Functional characteristics
(PNB, 2016)






Spatial structure



(PNB, 2016; SBMB/MB,
2015)





Spatial development



(Janssen, 2016; SBMB/MB,
2015)






Stakeholders



(Alliantie Zuiderwaterlinie,
n.d.(b))



Initial construction of water defense structures in West-Brabant
started during the 80-year war (1568-1648).
Menno van Coehoorn developed a chain of water defense structures
in the Netherlands in the 17th century. From Sluis in Zeeland, via
Nijmegen up north to Groningen.
These so-called Zuiderfrontier and Oosterfrontier were designed to
protect Holland, the central part of the Netherlands. The
Zuiderfrontier is nowadays called Zuiderwaterlinie.
During the 18th and 19th century, the defense structure was subject to
different occupancy and conditions. The independence of Belgium
creates a renewed focus on the southern borders of the Netherlands.
During WW I and WW II the defenses of the Zuiderwaterlinie were
put on alert but never used in action.
The Zuiderwaterlinie has been officially dismantled as a military
defense structure in 1952.
The Zuiderwaterlinie stretches from east to west across NoordBrabant. From Bergen op Zoom towards Grave (approx. 200km).
There are 11 fortified cities along the Zuiderwaterlinie with smaller
defense structures and inundation zones between them.
Existing canals, dikes and water works for agriculture and peat
extraction have been used for inundations.
The Zuiderwaterlinie is divided into 5 clusters, each with their own
characteristics based on the landscape and history.
Geomorphological, water management and natural conditions have
been used to develop the defense structures.
Cultural boundary between the northern and southern part of the
Netherlands. Clay vs. sand. Catholic vs. Protestants.
Large parts of the former inundation fields have been transformed
into nature conservation areas as part of the former EHS.
The layering and adaptation of military structures throughout
centuries by the different military occupants (French, Spanish, Dutch).
Military heritage is increasingly recognized as important cultural value
of Noord-Brabant.
The positioning and branding of the Zuiderwaterlinie as a whole
connects the existing fortifications.
The Zuiderwaterlinie transformed from sectoral protection of its
existing fortifications to a factor in area developments.
The Zuiderwaterlinie is increasingly used as a source for inspiration
and as driver in spatial developments.
The story of the Zuiderwaterlinie connects to the current societal
demands of experiencing heritage and be engaged with it.
1 province: Noord-Brabant. Connections to Gelderland (NHW), ZuidHolland (Stelling van Willemstad) and Zeeland (Staats-Spaanse linie).
Strategic alliance of 25 actors.
o 16 municipalities
o 4 water authorities (single administrative cooperation)
o 8 societal / semi-governmental organizations.
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IV.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE NIEUWE HOLLANDSE WATERLINIE (1815-1963)
NIEUWE HOLLANDSE WATERLINIE

History
(Verschuure-Stuip,
2014,2015,2016; Will, 2002)








Functional characteristics
(Beukers, 2014;
NPNHW,2017b; Luiten et al.,
2004; Verschuure-Stuip, 2016;
Will, 2002)








Spatial structure



(Verschuure-Stuip, 2014,2016;
Will, 2002)






Spatial developments
(Luiten et al., 2004;
Verschuure-Stuip, 2014,2016;
RCE 2016)







Stakeholders



(Verschuure-Stuip, 2016; RCE,
2016)






Constructed in 1815-1885 as commissioned by King William 1 of
Orange of the Netherlands.
Predecessors of the line are leading back to 1672.
Single purposely build: to withstand external attacks on the central
part of the Netherlands.
Continually enhanced until World War II.
Never engaged in an act of war.
Officially dismantled in 1963
North-south routing: total length of 85 km, approximately 3-6km
width (when inundated) and approximately 50.000ha of
inundation area.
Meadows for inundation.
Waterworks: sluices (95), dikes and canals.
Fortified cities (5) Fortresses (30 large, 25 small), group shelters
(700) and Machine gun casemates (80).
Ensemble of various fortifications that are connected by
inundation meadows and small defences.
Allocated at transition zone between high and low parts of the
Netherlands.
Incorporating existing spatial tissue: polders, fortifications and
infrastructure.
Spatial legislation that limited the urban expansion of the city of
Utrecht (Kringen wet)
Current impact on landscape: fortifications, water works.
Combining geomorphological conditions with the cultural
landscape
Large scale redevelopments between 1980-2014
Exemplified as a “preservation through development” project,
referring to the Belvedere Memorandum.
Designated as a National Landscape in 2005, including a protective
status.
Designated as a National monument in 2009.
96 clusters of inter-related objects are designated as a national
monument. Resulting a line-wide coverage.
4 national ministries
o Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and fishery
o Ministry of Traffic, Spatial Planning and Environment
o Ministry of Education, Culture and Science
o Ministry of Traffic and Water Management
4 provinces:
o Province of Noord Holland
o Province of Gelderland
o Province of Utrecht
o Province of Noord Brabant
5 water authorities
Multiple (heritage) organizations
Project agency “Nieuwe Hollandse Waterlinie”
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V.

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL (NL)

Introductie
Datum, locatie, interviewer, geïnterviewde
Achtergrond van de onderzoeker en de Wageningen Universiteit
Doel en context van het onderzoek benoemen.
Toestemming vragen voor de audio opname en het gebruik van de data voor onderzoeksdoeleinden.
Introductievraag: achtergrond, functie en werkzaamheden van de geïnterviewde
Partijen
1. Op welke manier bent u betrokken bij de beleidsvorming rondom deze grootschalige
erfgoedstructuur?
2. Werkt u samen met niet-overheidspartijen aan de ontwikkeling van deze grootschalige
erfgoedstructuur?
Is deze samenwerking gericht op een inhoudelijk invulling of op procesmatige ondersteuning?
3. Werkt u samen met andere overheidspartijen aan de ontwikkeling van deze grootschalige
erfgoedstructuur?
Hoe werkt u samen met de nationale overheid/ RCE?
Hoe werkt u samen met de (overige) provincie?
Hoe werkt u samen met gemeentelijke overheden?
Formele beleidsregelingen
4. Kunt u omschrijven hoe de ruimtelijke structuurvisie/ ruimtelijke verordening van de provincie
doorwerkt in de praktijk?
5. Wat is de invloed van een ruimtelijk beschermingsregime op een grootschalige erfgoedstructuur?
6. Kunt u omschrijven hoe het provinciale erfgoedbeleid van de provincie doorwerkt in de praktijk?
7. Bent u bekent met informele contacten tussen partijen die betrokken zijn bij de ontwikkeling van de
grootschalige erfgoedstructuur?
Kunt u deze contacten, en de waarde hiervan, beschrijven?
Hulpmiddelen
8. Wat voor een financiële middelen heeft uw organisatie tot zijn beschikking voor de ontwikkeling van
deze grootschalige erfgoedstructuur?
Zijn er voorwaarden verbonden aan eventuele financiële steun?
9. Welke kennis of middelen heeft u verder nog tot uw beschikking?
Discourse/visie
10. Hoe zou u de erfgoedwaarde van de grootschalige erfgoedstructuur omschrijven in materiele en/of
immateriële zin?
11. Op welke ruimtelijke schaalniveau wordt deze grootschalige erfgoedstructuur benaderd door uw
organisatie?
12. Wat is volgens uw organisatie de functie van de grootschalige erfgoedstructuren in ruimtelijke
ontwikkelingen?
Afsluiting:
Heeft u nog laatste toevoegingen, op of aanmerkingen die u wilt delen?
Zijn er nog belangrijke personen, organisaties of documenten die van belang kunnen zijn voor dit
onderzoek?
Heeft u nog feedback over het verloop en de kwaliteit van dit interview?
Mogelijkheid om transcript door te nemen voor eventuele correcties.
Dankwoord
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