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Abstract
The concept of adaptive reuse provides opportunities to preserve valuable elements in our landscape.
In the recent years, the need for active dialogue with local parties in adaptive reuses processes has
increasingly gained attention in the Dutch heritage management practice. While the merits of including
local parties are increasingly recognized, different actors in the heritage management field seem to
struggle in their search for ways to facilitate this public involvement. The goal of this research is to
explore the possible role of public participation in the valuation of cultural heritage with the practice of
adaptive reuse. The possibilities of public participation are studied through the lens of the vectorapproach to heritage and are checked with existing or upcoming heritage management policies. Through
literature review, a dual case study and practitioner interviews, this research illustrates that the concept
of public participation should be understood from its dynamic nature. Government officials, heritage
experts and local parties are advised to explore the myriad of possibilities and look beyond traditional
beliefs about public participation. However, at the same time, it is highlighted that project- and processspecific characteristics should also be taken into consideration when searching for the best way to
integrate local values and knowledge in the decision-making process. Lastly, this research recognizes
the potential that different heritage management policies have in stimulating a development towards
more integral and co-creative decision-making processes. At the same time, it does highlight the
responsibilities of actors in the field to translate the policies’ intentions into executable actions.
Keywords:
cultural heritage, heritage management, adaptive reuse, public participation, vector-approach
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Summary
The concept of adaptive reuse provides opportunities to preserve valuable elements in our landscape.
Within the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, close collaboration between the heritage management
sector and the spatial planning sector is desired to find a suitable purpose that can be embedded in its
surroundings. In recent years, the need for active dialogue with local parties in the process of adaptive
reuse has increasingly gained attention in the Dutch heritage management practice. According to
Janssen, Luiten, Renes & Rouwendal (2014), this need to involve local parties seems to be based upon
the belief that insight into local interests, opinions and knowledge is required in order to enrich the
heritage management process and ensure better integration of cultural heritage in society. In scientific
literature of Janssen et al. (2014), this fairly new perspective on cultural heritage and heritage
management is labelled as the ‘vector-approach’ to heritage management.
While the benefits of including local parties within heritage management are increasingly recognized in
the Netherlands, actors in the heritage management field seem to struggle in their quest for the
facilitation of public participation. Up until now, government officials, spatial planners and heritage
experts are still seeking ways to ensure satisfactory public involvement for both the process initiators
and the parties involved. One way to realize sufficient public participation could be implementing
guidelines on the concept within legislation and policies. Here, the upcoming Dutch Environment and
Planning Act, as well as the European Faro Convention and UNESCO’s Historic Urban Landscape
approach, seems to provide opportunities to capture guidelines on adequate public participation within
the Dutch heritage management practice. To understand how public participation within adaptive reuse
of cultural heritage can be envisioned in light of these policies and the distinguished vector-approach to
heritage, insight into possibilities needed to be obtained.
The goal of this research is to explore the possible role of public participation in the valuation of cultural
heritage within the practice of adaptive reuse. The possibilities of public participation are studied through
the lens of the vector-approach to heritage and are checked with existing or upcoming heritage
management policies. In order to explore possibilities for public participation, a literature review, a dual
case study of two adaptive reuse processes and interviews with several heritage management
practitioners were performed. The dual case study consisted of interviews with a variety of stakeholders
connected to the adaptive reuse of a former church in Sas van Gent or the area-wide redevelopment of
the Binckhorst (The Hague).
The results of the case study interviews have shown that the notions that are connected to the vectorapproach to heritage management are unequally recognizable in the studied decision-making
processes. While beliefs about local knowledge and local values were found in almost every interview
with participants, these beliefs were not to the same extent explicitly integrated into the decision-making
process. Moreover, both adaptive reuse cases have illustrated a high level of citizen involvement,
although in somewhat different forms. From the case study findings, it became clear that participants’
beliefs about the ideal forms of public participation would at times go beyond the popular and ‘traditional’
perspective on participatory processes. With this, this research questions if the applied scientific
literature is nowadays still always the appropriate lens to adopt when researching the concept of public
participation. It is argued that certain scientific sources might need a reconsideration, in which
possibilities of self-organisation of individuals or communities are also taken into account. In order to
stimulate progress towards a more transdisciplinary approach, public parties should be regarded as
stakeholders that need to be included more extensively.
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While the case studies have emphasized that the concept of public participation should not be regarded
as a ‘one size fits all’ matter, different participatory processes do seem to experience overlap in barriers
to obtain integral and transdisciplinary decision-making processes. In line with this, the practitioner
interviews highlight a desire for exploring the benefits of general heritage management policies, as these
policies could help remove such common barriers and explore possibilities for development. Although
the three studied policies are active at different scale levels, each policy was found to stimulate
integration of local values and, correspondingly, civic involvement within heritage management
processes. Through the practitioner interviews, it became clear that the effectiveness of the policies is
highly dependent on the different actors in the heritage management fields. Within the practice of
heritage management it is advised that government officials, heritage experts and local parties
collaborate in exploring how the intentions that are mentioned in the policies should be shaped into
executable actions. The practitioner findings have emphasized the need for parties to actively explore
possibilities within the policies, to avoid that the intentions of more integral and co-creative decisionmaking processes turn into empty promises.
This research has illustrated that there is not one specific form of public participation that should be
applied to heritage management processes such as adaptive reuse. The dual case study has shown
that different types of decision-making processes might need different forms of public participation. It is
advised that stakeholders explore the myriad of possibilities and also dare to look beyond the traditional
beliefs about public participation. This research has highlighted that the sedimentation approach as
applied by Janssen et al. (2014) upon the concept of heritage management is also applicable to the
highly dynamic concept of public participation. While new forms of public involvement can be
distinguished within both practice and policies, these new forms do not fully replace the appliance of
traditional forms for certain adaptive reuse processes. This research concludes that whether adaptive
reuse processes already entail explicit attention for local values or not, it is always deemed favourable
to shape public participation conditions in such a way so that there’s room for local input to the extent
that is desired by the different parties involved. While the conditions are partly depending on the
participating stakeholders of a decision-making process, policies should also play their part by tying in
with what is retrieved from practice. By connecting to developments in the heritage management field
and adapting policy content to relevant insights into distinguished possibilities and limitations that are
obtained in conversation with actors, these policies have the potential to further set in motion the shift
towards more integral and co-creative heritage management processes.
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1. Introduction
A landscape can be viewed as an accumulation of different layers of history. Over time, multiple
generations of society have used and reused historical objects and structures (Baarveld, Smit &
Hoogerbrugge, 2014). In the current landscape, traces of these past uses are still visible (Stobbelaar,
Janssen, Van der Heide & Spek, 2014). Physical elements in the landscape are able to tell a story about
the cultural, economic and/or social activities of previous times. Some of these elements can be
considered cultural heritage, which implies they are valued as meaningful for present and future
societies and should thus somehow be conserved (Alferink, 2017). In our always changing society,
various developments have led to the discontinuity of certain activities. Due to this, numerous heritage
buildings or sites can no longer sustain their original function (Mısırlısoy & Günçe, 2016). Decisionmakers are looking for ways to preserve these cultural heritage sources and explore new purposes in
order to avoid deterioration or possible demolition of these meaningful elements (Rijksdienst voor het
Cultureel Erfgoed, 2019c). Here, the concept of adaptive reuse, in which cultural heritage is designated
a new purpose, provides a possibility for this. Adaptive reuse is a way to redevelop heritage buildings
into usable places, while at the same time preserving their cultural significance (Bullen & Love, 2011).
The practice of adaptive reuse is considered a more sustainable approach to spatial regeneration, since
conserving the existing fabric of heritage buildings or sites removes the need for demolition and
rebuilding (Aigwi, Egbelakin & Ingham, 2018). In the process of providing cultural heritage with new
purposes, close collaboration between the heritage management sector and the spatial planning sector
is required to find a suitable destination that can be embedded in its surroundings (Janssen, Luiten,
Renes & Stegmeijer, 2017). To enable this collaboration, a renewed perspective on the role of cultural
heritage in spatial development processes should be adopted by society.
For quite a long time, the management of heritage in the Netherlands was primarily focused on the
conservation and restoration of historical buildings and landscapes (Veldpaus, Pereira Roders &
Colenbrander, 2013). The main goal of the heritage sector was to protect valued tangible traces of
history against destruction and other spatial developments that threatened the existence of the
monuments or townscapes (Janssen et al., 2017). Around the 1970s, this dominant approach in the
Netherlands started to develop alongside international trends in the field of heritage management. The
general attitude towards heritage evolved from the traditional material heritage conversation approach
into a much more dynamic approach, in which cultural heritage became regarded as intertwined with its
surroundings (Baarveld, Smit & Hoogerbrugge, 2014). Janssen et al. (2017) spoke of an increasing
recognition that visible traces of the past could also be seen as an integral part of our contemporary
landscape. In the context of cultural sustainability, heritage management increasingly came to be about
the preservation of historical elements for our contemporary society as well as for future generations
(Auclair & Fairclough, 2015). On an international scale, this change towards a more landscape-based
and future-oriented approach is represented by the Historic Urban Landscape approach (UNESCO,
2011). With this changed perspective on cultural heritage, a new understanding of the possible potential
of cultural heritage in urban development arose (UNESCO, 2011). These developments evoked a new
relationship between spatial development and heritage management, with heritage becoming more
integrated into spatial plans and projects (Janssen et al., 2017). In line with this, a renewed perspective
on heritage management concerning the parties involved in development processes that included
cultural heritage was required, as the interest and opinion of non-experts was increasingly recognized
(Janssen, Luiten, Renes & Rouwendal, 2012). This involvement of non-experts, such as citizens and
other local parties, in cultural heritage management is officially recognized through the European
Commission’s Faro Convention, which possible implementation is being explored by the Dutch Heritage
Agency through the Faro programme (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed, 2019b). The desire for
involvement of public parties is however not limited to the heritage practice and can be found in all fields
of environmental management. Moreover, in the upcoming Dutch legislation on the management of the
environment, room for implementing the topic of public participation in legal documents is provided. This
legislation, known as the ‘Environment and Planning Act’ (or in Dutch: ‘Omgevingswet’), is meant to
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unite and simplify all laws and regulations concerning the environment, including rules on land use and
environmental conservation, but also the protection of cultural heritage (Bulles, Cartigny & Bollen, 2018).
In this new Environment and Planning Act, special attention is put on the topic of public participation.
The act aims to stimulate collaboration of different actors in managing the environment. In the
Environment and Planning Act, participation is described as a necessity for exploring different interests
and truly considering these interests in the decision-making process (VNG, 2019). According to Stenfert
& Graaff (2019), the provided notion on the concept of participation is especially intended at the ‘less
evident’ participating parties such as citizens and local entrepreneurs. By involving these parties early
on in the process, this act aims to improve the quality and the speed of the decision-making process, as
well as ensuring that participants experience the process as fair (Boeve & Groothuijse, 2019).
Because the new Environment and Planning Act promises to bring together all types of environmental
disciplines, the question of how to facilitate this public participation is also highly relevant for the
management of cultural heritage. Whereas the designation and the maintenance of cultural heritage are
still included in the Heritage Act, the management of cultural heritage in our living environment, for
example in the case of possibilities for adaptive reuse, is now a part of this Environment and Planning
Act (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed, 2019a). The increased recognition for public participation in
this act could thereby also open up space for effective participative processes in cultural heritage
management and heritage practices such as adaptive reuse. Besides the upcoming Environment and
Planning Act, participation processes within the Dutch heritage management sector might be affected
by the above mentioned Historic Urban Landscape approach and the Faro Convention, two relevant
policies existing in the international sphere.

1.1 Relevance of the research
1.1.1 Societal relevance
Many different arguments from various perspectives can be given to state the importance of appropriate
management of cultural heritage in the spatial planning sector (James, 2016). In the context of adaptive
reuse, defining the exact value of cultural heritage and finding suitable new purposes is a very complex
task. The variety of actors involved with heritage each have their own opinion on what makes cultural
heritage valuable and how it should be dealt with (Baarveld, Smit & Hoogerbrugge, 2014). To fully utilize
the potential of cultural heritage in spatial development projects such as adaptive reuse,
acknowledgement of the values that local parties relate to heritage is needed. Participation of public
actors in the management of cultural heritage could assure that multiple perspectives are taken into
account (Janssen & Beunen, 2012). Currently, the acknowledgement of public participation in the
Netherlands can be found in almost all sectors dealing with the management of our environment.
According to Daamen & Verdaas (2019), the necessity of adequate public involvement in spatial
developments has nowadays become obvious, as citizens should be seen as an integral part of the built
environment in which these developments will take place. At the same time, there seems to be a call for
citizen involvement coming from the community themselves (De Nijs, Levelt & Majoor, 2020).
Up until now, government officials, spatial planners and heritage experts are still seeking ways to ensure
satisfactory public participation for both the process initiators and the involved parties. One way to do
this is by official implementation of public participation in legislation. Here, the upcoming Dutch
Environment and Planning Act1 seems to provide an opportunity to capture guidelines on adequate
public participation. With its goals to improve the decision-making process and ensure a more
satisfactory participation for public parties, the Environment and Planning Act is said to stir up a change

1

Originally, the Environment and Planning Act was supposed to enter into force in 2017. After multiple delays, the act is now
(at the time of writing this thesis) planned to enter into force in 2022. While the act is not formally active yet, many governmental
institutions are already preparing for this legislation and have used the past years as a trial period.
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in the interaction between citizens and governments (Raad voor de Leefomgeving en Infrastructuur,
2015). However, it is still unclear what exactly should be expected from the act in terms of citizen
participation, as no clear picture of what successful citizen participation should look like is given (Tan,
Levelt & Stapper, 2019). Currently, it is expected that the lack of guidelines on how to facilitate adequate
public participation will not necessarily ensure meaningful participation processes (Stenfert & Graaff,
2019). Therefore, a study on possibilities of public participation in environmental management is
required. In this research, specific focus will be put on the topic of public participation within the domain
of cultural heritage management and the practice of adaptive reuse. Insights into these possibilities are
needed in order to gather understanding of how public participation could be envisioned in light of the
new Environment and Planning Act, as well as the related international policies, and thereby provide
lessons on the optimal conditions to be shaped within adaptive reuse processes.

1.1.2 Scientific relevance
In the field of cultural heritage management, the exact definition of heritage is constantly debated upon
(Duineveld & Kolen, 2010; Janssen, Luiten, Renes & Rouwendal, 2014). Multiple researchers have
described how cultural heritage has nowadays become landscape-based, more future-oriented and how
it has become increasingly integrated in spatial developments (Janssen et al., 2014; Vakhitova, 2014;
Veldpaus, Pereira Roders & Colenbrander, 2013). To provide some clarity on the concept of cultural
heritage, researchers created a conceptual framework, identifying different interpretations of heritage
management in spatial planning context and dividing them into three main approaches (Janssen et al.,
2014). In their paper, it is described how these three approaches, labelled as ‘heritage as sector’,
‘heritage as factor’ and ‘heritage as vector’, arose in The Netherlands post World War II and how they
now exist side-by-side (Janssen et al., 2014). Due to the short history of the latest approach, this vectorapproach is not yet strongly institutionalised in Dutch planning practice (Janssen et al., 2017). According
to Janssen et al. (2017), this latest perspective requires a transdisciplinary approach in spatial
developments concerning cultural heritage, with the involvement of both expert and layman knowledge.
Janssen et al. (2014) emphasised the need for active dialogue with local parties to add knowledge and
value, thereby ensuring better integration of cultural heritage in society. This call for an active dialogue
is closely related to the increased recognition of the possibilities of public participation in heritage
management processes such as adaptive reuse. Although the approach is nowadays said to be still
mostly its experimental phase, it is regarded as a valuable addition in spatial developments concerning
heritage management (Janssen et al., 2017). Therefore, the vector-approach invites for more explorative
research on how this new kind of thinking could be used as a lens in the planning practice and what
possible role public participation could take in this type of heritage management.

1.2 Problem statement
As envisioned by the new Dutch Environment and Planning Act, a change in interaction between public
parties and project initiators (such as local governments) should take place in the coming years. In line
with this change in interaction, a shift in the practice of public participation is required in all fields of
environmental management, including the field of heritage management. In order to facilitate such a
shift, the possibilities of public participation in spatial developments require a more thorough
understanding and exploration. In the field of heritage management, the heritage as a vector-approach
of Janssen et al. (2014) has already opened up space for the topic of public involvement by stressing
the importance of the social values of cultural heritage. Although nowadays the importance of these
values, as well as the need for active dialogue and a more transdisciplinary approach, seems to be
increasingly acknowledged, the vector-approach is not yet fully integrated in the Dutch planning practice.
Research on possibilities of public participation in the practice of adaptive reuse of cultural heritage
should therefore provide understanding on how public participation within spatial developments
concerning cultural heritage could be envisioned in light of the upcoming Environment and Planning Act
and international heritage management policies.
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1.3 Research objective
The objective of this research is to explore the possible role of public participation in the adaptive reuse
processes of cultural heritage in the Netherlands. A preliminary research question thereby can be: What
are possibilities of public participation in the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage applying the perspective
of the heritage as a vector-approach?

1.4 Reading guide
This section will provide an overview of the construction of the remaining chapters of this research.
Chapter 2 will dive into relevant theories and concepts concerning the topics of cultural heritage
management and public participation. Based on the explored theories and concepts, a conceptual
framework will be built. From this conceptual framework, the main research question and the specific
research questions will be derived. In chapter 3, a description of the applied methodology will be
provided. In this chapter, the character of this study, as well as the data collection and data analysis
methods is given. Chapter 4 entails the results of the data collection and data analysis, and presents
the findings of the literature review, dual case study and practitioner interviews. In chapter 5, the findings
presented in the previous chapter are discussed. Moreover, this chapter discusses the applied
methodology. Chapter 6, the last chapter of this research, draws conclusions on the finding through
providing an answer on the main research question.
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2. Theoretical framework
In this chapter of the research, the relevant theories and concepts for the conceptual model will be
elaborated upon. First, the concepts of cultural heritage and heritage management are described. After
this, the three approaches of heritage management (Janssen et al., 2014) will be outlined, with an
emphasis on the vector-approach. Following up, this research will further dive into the topic of adaptive
reuse, as well as the variety of existing heritage values. This part will act as a bridge to the second part
of the theoretical framework, which elaborates on the topic of public participation. In this part, the concept
of public participation will be discussed. Moreover, national and international policies that have a
possible influence on the relationship between public participation and adaptive reuse are described.
This chapter will result in a conceptual framework, in which the explored concepts will be brought into
relation with one another. Finally, the main research question and the specific research questions that
will be derived from this conceptual framework will be presented.

2.1 Cultural heritage
In scientific literature, quite broad definitions to describe the term cultural heritage can be found. A
general and uniform definition seems to be missing and is constantly debated upon (Duineveld & Kolen,
2010; Mooij, 2017; Janssen et al., 2014). A quite comprehensive definition of cultural heritage that fits
with most scientific literature was provided by the Dutch heritage law of 2015. This law stated that the
term cultural heritage encompasses “sources inherited from the past, both material and immaterial, that
over the course of time have been created by mankind or the interaction between mankind and the
environment. These sources are identified as both a reflection and expression of constantly evolving
values, beliefs, knowledge and traditions, thereby providing a frame of reference for today’s society as
well as future generations” (Rijksoverheid, 2015, p. 34 - translated by author). In this definition, the term
‘sources’ encompasses a broad range of material sources, ranging in scale from small monuments to
extensive landscapes, as well as immaterial sources such as practices, traditions and/or knowledge.
Although the definition of the Dutch heritage law does provide us with some understanding of cultural
heritage, it is important to underline that the cultural heritage concept is anything but static. In fact,
Janssen et al. (2017, p. 1654) described that the concept of heritage is a “highly malleable concept that
is constantly in flux and whose substance and meaning are continuously being redefined by society”.
The malleability of the concept allows for different interpretations of cultural heritage. In recent years, a
sort of discursive shift in the practice of cultural heritage can be distinguished, which has broadened the
concept of heritage (Sykes & Ludwig, 2015). Whereas the definition of cultural heritage as found in the
heritage law of 2015 framed heritage as “simply” a (material or immaterial) source, other authors recently
decided to dive more into the complexity of the concept by framing cultural heritage as a process. In her
paper on heritage management, Vakhitova (2014, p. 218) defined cultural heritage as “a continuously
recreated social process, which has multiple interpretations - changeable, heterogeneous, and hybrid that are transmitted to later generations through traditions and artefacts which coexist with the new
contributions of coming generations and in-line with present-day values”. Another author, Smith (2006),
described heritage as a cultural practice in which values and understandings are constructed and
regulated. According to her, heritage should therefore be understood within the discourses that are
constructed about it (Smith, 2006). Sykes & Ludwig (2015, p. 16) summarized this contemporary view
on cultural heritage as a new understanding of heritage, in which heritage is “understood to be a socially
constructed, multi-valued and multi-layered concept”.
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2.1.1 Heritage management
In this research, the concept of cultural heritage is inextricably linked to the physical environment in
which the sources from the past are identified. Therefore, the main focus is put on the question of how
cultural heritage is dealt with in its specificity of time and place. In order to understand how cultural
heritage is practised in a spatial context, the management of cultural heritage has to be discussed.
The concept of heritage management describes the practice of dealing with cultural heritage in spatial
developments. Here, the activity of heritage management is about the verb “to manage” in its broad
sense. Contrary to former discourse in the practice of heritage, heritage management is nowadays not
limited to the topics of maintenance and conservation of historical sources (Veldpaus, 2015). In this
perspective of the practice of cultural heritage, the description of heritage management seems highly
overlapping with the concept of heritage planning. Kalman (2014) described heritage planning as “the
application of heritage conservation within the context of planning” (p. 4). He continued to describe the
objective of heritage planning to be the management of change, aiming to retain the significance of a
certain historical place within the context of spatial developments.
For this thesis, the “management of change” objective is adopted as a contemporary description of the
expertise of dealing with heritage. This objective counters the more traditional view of heritage
management in which focus was mainly on the past and on preserving valuable historical sources. On
the contrary, the objective adopted in this research puts emphasis on the resilience of cultural heritage.
Multiple scholars have underlined that contemporary heritage management is as much about the
present and the future as it is about the past (Auclair & Fairclough, 2015; Veldpaus, Pereira Roders &
Colenbrander, 2013). Nowadays, cultural heritage management is said to focus on the question of what
resources of the past should be transmitted to the future and in what context, condition and distribution
this transmission should take place (Auclair & Fairclough, 2015).

2.1.2 Heritage management & Spatial planning
Since this research has put the practice of heritage management in the context of spatial developments,
an exploration of the dynamics between the practices of heritage management and spatial planning
cannot be excluded. In this part of the research, the work of Janssen et al. (2014) will be adopted as a
framework to explore the treatment of cultural heritage in the context of the Dutch planning system. This
framework was created to provide insight and understanding of the continuously changing role and
purpose of heritage management in relation to the context of spatial planning in the Netherlands since
the end of World War II. The authors classified three approaches on the treatment of cultural heritage
in relation to spatial planning. They underlined that although these approaches became popular in
historical sequence, they have not chronologically substituted each other over the years. To explain this
perspective, the authors adopted the ‘sedimentation’-perspective of Van der Steen, Scherpenisse & van
Twist (2015) as can be found in figure 1.
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Figure 1 - Comparison of perspective on timeline of approaches: Different approaches over time (depicted as
different patterns) as chronologically following each other as opposed to sedimentation (in Van der Steen,
Scherpenisse & van Twist, 2015)

This perspective describes that new approaches in governance do not replace other existing
approaches, but are instead superimposed over previously existing approaches. When applying this
model to the topic of heritage management and spatial development, sedimentation implies that all three
approaches as distinguished by Janssen et al. (2014) are still visible in the current heritage management
sector. Figure 2 gives an overview of these three approaches by showing the relationship between
spatial developments and cultural heritage that belong to each approach.

Figure 2 - The evolution of the Dutch heritage–planning nexus. (in Janssen et al., 2017)
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The oldest approach as distinguished by Janssen et al. (2014) is called the heritage as a ‘sector’
approach. This approach is labelled with the term ‘sector’ since it considers the fields of heritage
management and spatial planning as completely separated from one another. In the sector-approach,
cultural heritage is regarded as valuable cultural and historical sources in the landscape that need to be
protected against spatial and socio-economic developments. Through statutorily listing certain historical
objects as different from the present, these sources obtain legislative protection against modernization
of the landscape. As a consequence of this protection, cultural heritage is detached from its
surroundings and from the spatial developments imposed by spatial planning.
In the 1970s, a change in discourse on the role and purpose of cultural heritage took place. During these
years, it was increasingly acknowledged that not all valuable sources in the landscape could be
protected against spatial developments. Moreover, recognition grew on the possibilities of cultural
heritage to become an asset in spatial developments. Due to these changes, a new approach to heritage
management and the relation between heritage and spatial planning was desired. Janssen et al. (2014)
distinguished this approach to cultural heritage as heritage as a ‘factor’. In this approach, cultural
heritage is regarded as one of the possible factors able to enrich the quality of the developed landscape.
In this discourse, heritage management has become less separated from the field of spatial planning
and could now be seen as partly integrated in the field of spatial planning. In spatial development
projects, cultural heritage is no longer automatically separated and protection against all changes.
Instead, following this approach, heritage experts enriched the spatial development process by sharing
knowledge on the possible economic and cultural values of cultural heritage.
The most recent approach to cultural heritage is said to have emerged at the beginning of this century.
In this approach, cultural heritage is fully integrated into spatial developments. This approach, labelled
by Janssen et al. (2014) as heritage as a ‘vector’, regards cultural heritage as an inspiration or
guidance for spatial planning processes. The discourse of this vector-approach has again widened the
scope of heritage in spatial developments, by emphasizing the importance of social values of heritage.
The approach manages this through focusing on the immaterial parts of heritage such as traditions and
stories, thereby taking into consideration the various historical layers of the place and the multiplicity of
experiences of heritage by different members of society. In this approach, the provision of knowledge
on the role and purpose of cultural heritage is not limited to heritage experts and spatial planners.
Instead, for understanding and using these historical layers and the multiplicity of meanings of heritage
in the context of spatial developments, involvement of local parties in the development process is
considered highly relevant. With this, spatial developments plans concerning cultural heritage emerge
not just out of economic or cultural benefits, but could also be inspired by the values and knowledge
from non-experts.
Over the years, the discourse adopted in the vector-approach has gained popularity in the field of
heritage management. In the Netherlands, multiple non-judicial government programmes and
documents such as the 2009 policy letter ‘Modernisation of Monuments Care’ and the 2011 policy
document ‘Character in Focus’ illustrate this modernised perspective on cultural heritage and its role
and purpose in spatial developments. On a larger scale, the vector-approach that views heritage as
guidance for spatial developments is depicted in the Historic Urban Landscape approach of UNESCO.
The international aim of this approach is largely overlapping with the purpose and ideas of the vectorapproach as distinguished by Janssen and his colleagues. UNESCO (2013, p. 5) described that the
Historic Urban Landscape approach “seeks to increase the sustainability of planning and design
interventions by taking into account the existing built environment, intangible heritage, cultural diversity,
socio-economic and environmental factors along with local community values”. Comparable to the
vector-approach, the Historic Urban landscape approach also mentions the ideas of actively involving
people in heritage preservation efforts (2013). Although this contemporary discourse on heritage is thus
represented on a local as well as international scale, the heritage as a vector-approach is often still
absent in practice. In contrast with the sector-approach and the factor-approach on cultural heritage, the
vector-approach is hardly embedded in Dutch legislation (Janssen et al., 2017). According to Janssen
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et al. (2017) this lack of institutionalisation could be explained due to the short history of the approach,
thereby implying that the vector-approach is nowadays still largely in its experimental phase.

2.1.3 Cultural heritage & adaptive reuse
As mentioned before in this research, the management of cultural heritage in the face of spatial
developments has known different forms over the course of history. Whereas the most traditional sectorapproach protects a heritage source from surrounding spatial developments, the more recent
approaches, on the contrary, explore the possibilities of the cultural heritage in these developments.
With the emergence of a new discourse linked to the factor-approach, it became increasingly recognized
that some cultural heritage sources did not have to be completely protected from developments. A more
flexible approach to heritage management was applied to the sources that for some reason could no
longer easily sustain their original function (Janssen et al., 2017). The management applied to these
cultural heritage sources followed the idea that preservation of heritage sources could also benefit the
quality of a place, thereby widening the scope of heritage management. With this, the discourse on
heritage started to shift towards a culture of profit (Janssen et al., 2017). Through various practices,
such as the practice of adaptive reuse, cultural heritage sources were employed to foster spatial
developments.
Adaptive reuse is described to be the process of changing the use of an obsolete or unused building
while conserving the existing fabric of the building (Aigwi, Egbelakin & Ingham, 2018). By preserving the
existing fabric of the building but designating a new purpose for the place, adaptive reuse enables old
buildings to adapt to contemporary needs while also retaining their cultural or social significance
(Mısırlısoy & Günçe, 2016). Whereas the practice of adaptive reuse can be applied to any sort of
building, this research will focus on its purpose for historical objects that have obtained the status of
cultural heritage. In the heritage management sector, adaptive reuse provides opportunity to maintain
the different values that heritage encompasses. Through the preservation of cultural heritage, sources
of our historical or current landscape that are deemed valuable for future generations can continue to
exist in the landscape (Mısırlısoy & Günçe, 2016).
In most literature the description of adaptive reuse is limited to the reuse of a certain building. However,
this thesis will take on a broader notion of adaptive reuse. Although adaptive reuse is about conserving
the physical structures of cultural heritage in the face of spatial developments, the focus in this thesis is
not primarily on the material object itself. Instead, attention is put on the meanings and roles the object
has obtained in its surrounding environment. This perspective puts the preservation of cultural heritage
in a different light, as the changing of a function has an impact outside the object as well.
Whereas the practice of adaptive reuse could thus be framed as the preservation of cultural heritage, it
could also be seen as a catalysator of change. Even though adaptive reuse does preserve the physical
structures of cultural heritage, the practice also removes the original function of heritage in its
surrounding landscape. With this, the practice of adaptive reuse of cultural heritage can become a
sensitive topic to those who experience attachment to source and/or its original function and fear that a
new function might harm the valuable cultural heritage or the surrounding environment somehow.
Because of this, authors in the field of cultural heritage highlight the importance of putting adaptive reuse
in a broader perspective. Bullen & Love (2011), for example, stated that the practice of adaptive reuse
should not be regarded as limited to the conservation of physical aspects such as architectural and
historical values only. Instead, they mention that adaptive reuse could also include the conservation of
social and cultural values. Janssen et al. (2017) described this as the acknowledgement of the so-called
use-value of a cultural heritage source, thereby putting emphasis on the purpose of heritage sources in
their surrounding landscape. This view on adaptive reuse and cultural heritage in its broad sense seems
to be in line with the most recent vector-approach to heritage, as it highlights the relation of the heritage
source with its surroundings. Moreover, the recognition of different existing values that this heritage
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source can encompass fits with the discourse on cultural heritage management practices as the
managing of different values and meanings (Fairclough, 2012). Scholars in the field of cultural heritage
and the practice of adaptive reuse highlighted the importance of finding an appropriate new purpose for
a heritage source, in which the cultural heritage remains embedded in its surroundings and the various
existing values of the source are taken into account (Mısırlısoy & Günçe, 2016).
Understandings on the embeddedness of heritage sources and the different values a heritage source
can encompass are thus increasingly found in literature on adaptive reuse processes. Although these
understandings can be highly related to the vector-approach on heritage, one cannot speak of a sole
existence of the vector-approach in the practice of adaptive reuse. Just as in the heritage management
sector in general, the practice of adaptive reuse seems to experience a sedimentation process, which
implies the different approaches to heritage management co-exist (Janssen et al., 2014).

2.1.4 Cultural heritage & value pluralism
In contemporary planning practices concerning cultural heritage, the three different approaches to
heritage seem to co-exist. Instead of there being one “right” approach to deal with cultural heritage, each
approach with its supporters frames the role and purpose of heritage in their own context, according to
their interests and perspectives on the important values of heritage. This idea of framing heritage is in
line with the earlier mentioned description of cultural heritage as a practice of constructing and regulating
values and meanings (Smith, 2006). In the construction and regulation of heritage, a wide range of
differing perspectives on the values of the heritage source can be distinguished (Sykes & Ludwig, 2015).
The presence of many different stakeholders with a wide range of perspectives on the values of cultural
heritage calls for value-based approaches to heritage management (Fredholm & Olsson, 2018). In these
value-based approaches, the challenge for experts in the heritage management sector becomes the
addressing and regulating of the existing value pluralism (Vakhitova, 2014). However, identifying,
addressing and measuring heritage values is acknowledged to be a task with high complexity (Jones,
2016). In order to obtain more insight in this complexity, this thesis will first have to explore the
relationship between the “value” concept and the heritage management sector.
The term value refers to both actual and potential characteristics and qualities that people bestow on
something (Vakhitova, 2014). In heritage management, heritage values are thus about what
characteristics and qualities certain individuals or groups associate with a certain heritage source
(Dastgerdi & De Luca, 2018). Gibson & Pendlebury (2009, p. 1) clarified that a value should therefore
not be seen as an intrinsic quality of the source; the “fabric, object or environment is the bearer of an
externally imposed culturally or historically specific meaning, that attracts value status depending on the
dominant frameworks of value of the time and place”. This quote highlights the dynamic nature of values,
showing that values are able to change over time depending on what our society regards as valuable
(Dastgerdi & De Luca, 2018).
Although it is acknowledged by many authors that a heritage source does not have one universal value,
there does not exist a single framework that contains all important values that can be given to a heritage
source (Baarveld, Smit & Hoogerbrugge, 2014). Over the course of time, it was increasingly recognized
that cultural heritage sources do not only hold the traditional core values such as the historic value of a
building, but also hold certain values for society (Vakhitova, 2014). Moreover, recognition grew that
values of heritage could also be intangible values, based on memories, local knowledge or traditions
(De Wilde, 2014). In the literature on heritage values, different authors have used different separations
to understand the existing values of heritage. By applying the framework of Janssen et al. (2014) earlier
in the theoretical framework, this thesis has mainly highlighted four values until now, namely the
historical, cultural, economic and social value of heritage. Other scholars, however, mention different
values such as an existence value, a symbolic value or a recreational value (Baarveld, Smit &
Hoogerbrugge, 2014; Dastgerdi & De Luca, 2018).
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Although many different values can thus be distinguished, the core message of scholars in the field of
cultural heritage is that different stakeholders will attach different sets of value to a certain heritage
source. Dastgerdi & De Luca (2018, p. 35) stated that these “values can only be understood with
reference to social, historical and even spatial contexts through the lens of the person who is defining
and articulating the value, why now and why here”. In order to obtain a comprehensive set of information
on the existing values of cultural heritage, consultation with the different parties such as the public seems
to be an essential part of heritage management when framing it as the managing of value pluralism
(Janssen & Beunen, 2012). Berman (2016, p. 25) highlighted this importance by claiming that “the
planner’s professional knowledge by definition lacks the local-human perspective, and public
participation is the path to overcoming this deficiency”.
In conclusion, the organisation of public participation processes is expected to provide opportunities for
the heritage management sector, including the practice of adaptive reuse. Participatory processes are
seen as a way to increase both the understanding and management of the variety of values that cultural
heritage could encompass.

2.2 Public participation
The term public participation, often also known as citizen participation, encompasses a broad range of
meanings. Although definitions of public participation might differ across the many authors and fields of
expertise that deal with the concept, public participation is based on the idea of the public taking part or
becoming involved in a certain activity. In literature on public participation, opinions differ on the question
if public participation entails participation of everybody or the participation of certain stakeholders that
are believed to be representatives of the public (Uittenbroek, Mees, Hegger & Driessen, 2019). In the
upcoming Environment and Planning Act, the concept of participation is described as “The involvement
of stakeholders in the early stages of the decision-making process with regard to a project or activity”
(Rijksoverheid, 2019 - translated by author). Here, a stakeholder thus refers to any person or group
(such as citizens, an organised community or local entrepreneurs) that has certain interest or stake in
the decision-making process (Bryson & Quick, 2016). By being regarded as a stakeholder,
representatives of the public can become involved in multiple activities concerning the public policy,
ranging for formulating and creating policies to transmitting and implementing them (Niemeyer & Spash,
2001).

2.2.1 Public participation history in heritage management
As described by Janssen et al. (2017), the developments that have taken place in the treatment of
cultural heritage in relation to spatial planning can be viewed as responses to transformations of the
Dutch government’s regime, as well as societal and economic challenges. Whereas the sector-approach
strongly reflects the traditional top-down Dutch welfare state approach, the emergence of the factorapproach strongly points at the development of a more market-based spatial planning, with increasing
influence of private parties. The most recent approach, in which heritage is regarded as a vector, can
be seen as a reflection of bottom-up approaches and the idea of a so-called “participation society” that
gained popularity since the economic crisis of 2008.
The understanding of the benefits of implementing public participation in the management of heritage
can therefore mainly be found in this latest approach. New understandings of cultural heritage that also
included immaterial aspects of cultural heritage put focus on the social value that heritage could carry
(Janssen et al., 2017). According to Jones (2016), this social value relates to the significance of cultural
heritage to communities. It encompasses concepts on a community or individual’s relation to a certain
place or heritage source, such as a sense of identity, sense of belonging, place attachment as well as
memories or spiritual associations. With this new focus on these social values, a new perspective on
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the parties that need to be involved in cultural heritage management is also evoked. Vakhitova (2014),
for example, framed local communities to be the carriers of immaterial heritage, such as traditions and
practices. She continued that, therefore, local communities should be seen as those who produce,
maintain and protect the cultural heritage. This new perspective on the role of communities in relation
to cultural heritage seems to be in line with the increasingly recognized need to involve local actors in
the heritage management through participation processes.

2.2.2 Public participation in policies
According to Buckwalter (2014), the first step in generating successful participatory processes is the
formal empowerment and the instrumental empowerment of the public. This step refers to the shaping
of favourable conditions to ensure citizens’ access to these processes, as well as ensuring citizens’
capacity to participate. Although the exact conditions for successful public participation has to be shaped
on the project-level, governments can have a guiding role in ensuring the success of participation
through their public policies. Currently, in the Netherlands, the national government is expected to exert
influence on participatory processes in cultural heritage management through two new types of policies:
the Environment and Planning Act and the Faro programme which might lead to ratification of the Faro
Convention. Moreover, on an international scale this Faro Convention, as well as UNESCO’s Historic
Urban Landscape approach have an impact on public involvement in heritage management.
2.2.2.1 National sphere: Environment and Planning Act
In 2015, a proposal for a new Dutch environmental legislation system was accepted by the Dutch
cabinet. The aim of this legislation, known as the ‘Environment and Planning Act’ (or in Dutch:
‘Omgevingswet’), is to unite and simplify the scattered laws and regulations into one comprehensive
and integral policy document concerning the management, conservation and development of the Dutch
landscape. In 2022, the Environment and Planning Act is expected to be put into force. In the field of
cultural heritage, the arrival of the Environment and Planning Act also leads to some changes
concerning the legislation on heritage. Although the designation and the maintenance of cultural heritage
will remain part of a separate law, called the Heritage Act, the management of cultural heritage in our
living environment, for example in the case of possibilities for adaptive reuse, will be integrated in the
Environment and Planning Act (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed, 2019a).
One of the important pillars of the Environment and Planning Act is the topic of participation. The act
aims to stimulate collaboration of different actors in managing the environment, thereby emphasising
the importance to also involve less evident parties such as citizens or local entrepreneurs in spatial
development processes (Stenfert & Graaff, 2019). Through active involvement of these kinds of parties,
multiple interests can be explored and taken into consideration in the decision-making process. The
Environment and Planning Act aims to improve the quality of the decision-making process by stimulating
early involvement of all parties. With this focus on involvement of different stakeholders early on, the
new Environment and Planning Act follows the objectives of the Aarhus Convention, that states that
participation should be provided when all options are still open, in order to facilitate effective public
participation (Dieperink, 2016). In this way, participation can take place in all stages of a planning
process, including the stages before the formal decision-making as well (Boeve & Groothuijse, 2019).
Whereas the Environment and Planning Act clearly states the necessity for public participation early on
in the process, it also acknowledges that adequate public participation has no “one size fits all”
application (Daamen & Verdaas, 2019). Due to this, project initiators such as local governments are left
with the freedom to design their own participation strategy (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed,
2019e). At the same time, some authors fear that the lack of guidelines on how to facilitate adequate
public participation could result in inadequate participation processes (Stenfert & Graaff, 2019).
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2.2.2.2 International sphere: Faro Convention
The developments surrounding the topics of public participation and active involvement of different
stakeholders in environmental issues are definitely not limited to the Netherlands. On European level,
the aim for a greater involvement of the private sector and civil society in decision-making is also
recognized by the European Commission (During, 2014). On this scale, several laws and policies on
the issue of cultural heritage management and participation can also be found. Back in 2005, multiple
European countries signed a treaty on the topic of the value of cultural heritage for society. This treaty
of the Council of Europe, called the Faro Convention, can be regarded as a frame of reference for the
sector of cultural heritage management. By particularly focusing on the rights and responsibilities of
citizens in heritage management, the convention is said to promote “a wider understanding of heritage
and its relationship to communities and society” (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed, 2019d).
According to Fairclough (2012) the convention differs itself from earlier heritage conventions through its
people-centred perspective. Instead of focusing on the material heritage itself, the Faro Convention put
focus on the ascribed values cultural heritage could encompass (Jones, 2016). Currently, the Faro
Convention has been ratified by nineteen different states. Although the Netherlands has not ratified the
treaty, the Dutch government is currently researching the possibilities following ratification by
implementing the so-called Faro programme. The outcomes of this programme are said to be used as
an advice on the ratification of the Faro Convention itself, as well as an implementation plan for the
facilitation of public participation in the Dutch heritage sector (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed,
2019b).
The principles of the Faro Convention can be seen as a response to the professionalization of the
heritage management sector in the 20th, which is said to have created a larger gap between heritage
and ordinary people. The aim of the Faro Convention is to reduce this gap and shift the focus of heritage
management to both the needs and knowledge of communities (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed,
2019d). The convention emphasises that management of cultural heritage is not only the domain of
experts. It encourages other parties such as communities that are somehow connected to cultural
heritage to become involved as well in the defining and managing of heritage and heritage values
(Fairclough, Dragićević–Šešić, Rogač–Mijatović, Auclair & Soini, 2014).
Through following the principles of the Faro Convention as incorporated in the Faro Programme, Dutch
professionals in the heritage sector, as well as policymakers and citizens themselves, are encouraged
to explore possibilities for public participation and public initiatives, in order to make public participation
an obvious part of the practice of heritage management (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed, 2019d).
2.2.2.3. International Sphere: Historic Urban Landscape Approach
On an even larger scale, the United Nation also influences the discourse on heritage through the
UNESCO organisation. In 2011, UNESCO introduced a recommendation on heritage management,
called the Historic Urban Landscape (HUL) approach. This approach can be regarded as a reflection of
the earlier mentioned developments in the heritage sector, in which the concepts of heritage became
more embedded in its surroundings. The Historic Urban Landscape approach identifies the landscape
as the result of a historical layer of various cultural and natural values (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel
Erfgoed, 2018). According to the approach, the various existing values should be gathered and used as
a point of departure in the management of the (historic) environment (James, 2016). In order to obtain
an understanding of these values, the Historic Urban Landscape approach recognizes a need for civic
engagement in the management to realize successful heritage management (Rijksdienst voor het
Cultureel Erfgoed, 2018).
Instead of functioning as a new policy or guideline, Ginzarly, Houbart & Teller (2018) described the
approach to deliver “a toolkit for the implementation of an integrated value-based landscape approach
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for the management of cultural heritage” (p.3). Therefore, public participation in heritage management
is stimulated through the use of various civic engagement tools, which are all aimed at empowering
citizens to become involved in the management of their historic landscapes. (UNESCO, 2011).
2.2.2.4 Faro Convention & Historic Urban Landscape approach
Both the Historic Urban Landscape Approach and the ideas of the Faro Convention have adopted a
broader understanding of heritage. In both cases, the scope has widened from being limited to historic
buildings or areas to the acknowledgement of multiple existing values linked to all actors present in the
heritage landscape. Whereas both approaches to heritage recognise the importance of civic involvement
in heritage management, they do seem to differ slightly in the role they envision for heritage and public
participation. In the case of the Historic Urban Landscape approach, the goal is to facilitate urban
development that is in respect of inherited traditions and values of different cultural contexts (UNESCO,
2011). In order to reach this goal, multiple critical steps are distinguished, one of those being the
organisation of participatory planning. In this case, participatory planning is framed as a tool to obtain
understanding of the existing values, as well as to reach consensus on which values to protect. When
comparing this to the Faro Convention, a similar goal of development (focused on social, economic and
political progress) is reached for. According to the Faro Convention, cultural heritage contributes to
human development and our quality of life, which is why it should be used to support the construction
of a better society (Fairclough, 2012). In this description, it can be found that the Faro Convention thus
defines cultural heritage as a means to reach the envisioned development. Hereby, the organisation of
participatory processes in heritage management is encouraged as these processes should direct the
focus of heritage management to the needs and knowledge of communities (Rijksdienst voor Cultureel
Erfgoed, 2019d).

2.3 Conceptual model
In the theoretical framework of this research, multiple concepts surrounding the topic of public
participation in the practice of adaptive reuse of cultural heritage were found to be relevant. Derived
from this literature review, the process of heritage valuation became a central concept. In figure 3, the
conceptual model of this research can be found.

Figure 3 - Conceptual framework
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In order to understand the possibilities of public participation in the process of adaptive reuse, the
practice of heritage valuation in these processes needs to be understood. Therefore, the main research
question of this thesis becomes:
What are possibilities of public participation in the valuation of cultural heritage within the practice of
adaptive reuse applying the vector-approach to heritage?
To answer this research question, the concept of heritage valuation and its relationship with the other
relevant concepts should be researched as well. Therefore, several specific research questions that aim
to guide this research are set out. The first three research questions aim to explore a different
relationship (represented by an arrow) that can be found in the conceptual model. The last specific
research question will dive into the combination of these relationships.
SRQ 1: How could the vector-approach to heritage management be understood in relation to heritage
valuation within the practice of adaptive reuse?
This first specific research question aims to understand the possible relationship between heritage
valuation processes and the vector-approach as a current discourse within heritage management
practice. It is recognized that the heritage management sector does not consist of a single approach,
but should rather be seen as a sedimentation of different approaches. Therefore, this research question
will focus on the specific characteristics of the vector-approach to heritage management and how these
could be understood in relation to the phenomenon of heritage valuation. These characteristics are
based on both the understanding of heritage and the shape of heritage management processes, viewed
from the vector-approach. Variables belonging to the understanding of heritage are the
acknowledgement of intangible heritage, as well as the social layering that are related to heritage. Other
variables on the understanding of heritage are the acknowledgement of the narrative dimension of
heritage and the ability of heritage to guide spatial developments. Variables belonging to the shape of
the heritage management process are the transdisciplinary nature of heritage valuation, with clear
emphasis on the involvement of non-experts.
SRQ 2: What is the influence of public participation on heritage valuation within the practice of adaptive
reuse?
The second specific research question comprises the participation of citizens in heritage valuation
processes. This specific research question will investigate in what way public participation could exert
influence on heritage valuation processes. It is worth noting that public participation can be arranged
through many forms, with different levels of influence for citizens and different methods for their
involvement. As there does not exist one form of “public participation”, the different characteristics of
public participation will have to be taken into account in order to gain understanding on the influence on
heritage valuation in adaptive reuse. In order to research the broad concept of public participation, the
concept is divided into reasons for public participation, forms of public participation and the influence of
public participation.
SRQ 3: What could be the influence of national and international policies on heritage valuation within
the practice of adaptive reuse?
The third specific research question will explore the external influence of both national and international
policies that concern the relationship between public participation and adaptive reuse. On a national
scale, the upcoming Environment and Planning Act could act as a moderating variable possibly
influencing the relationship between public participation and heritage valuation and/or the relationship
between adaptive reuse and heritage valuation, as the act could exert influence on the way public
participation should be shaped in practice. On an international level, the Faro Convention and the
Historic Urban Landscape approach could also adopt this moderating role, as both try to influence the
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processes of public participation, heritage valuation and the field of adaptive reuse in general through
their guidelines. Through researching the influence of these (upcoming) policies, an expectation for the
future possibilities can be made.
SRQ 4: What is the influence of the relationship between these factors on heritage valuation within
the practice of adaptive reuse?
The last specific research question aims to connect the different relevant concepts, through exploring
the internal relationship between them. It is important to research this interrelationship, as the earlier
mentioned relationships and concepts should not be regarded as completely separate from one another.
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3. Methodology
This chapter of the research elaborates upon the methodology used for this research. First, the character
of this study is outlined. Second, the different methods of data collection are explained. After this, the
method of data analysis is given. The chapter closes off with an explanation of the validity of this
research.

3.1 Character of study
Based on the explorative purpose of the research objective and the research question of this thesis,
research with a qualitative nature has been carried out. Creswell (2014, p. 4) defined qualitative research
as “an approach for exploring and understanding the meanings individuals or groups ascribe to a social
or human problem”. Within this qualitative research design interpretive research has been used to study
the topic of public participation in the practice of adaptive reuse of cultural heritage.
According to Walsham (2006, p. 320), the interpretive approach is based on the notion that “our
knowledge of reality, including the domain of human action, is a social construction by human actors”.
The interpretive approach thus adopts the idea that there is no single reality, and that the world we live
in is interpreted and understood in multiple ways by different actors (Putnam & Banghart, 2017). The
interpretive approach aims to make sense of the different constructed realities, through exploring these
different interpretations and understandings. Against this background, the approach itself differs from
positivist approaches, whose main goal is to test a certain theory. Although researchers in the
interpretive approach are not against this deductive theory-testing, they rather adopt a combination of
the inductive and deductive approach (Schwartz-Shea & Yanow, 2012). Like deductive approaches, the
interpretive approach begins with a certain concept. This concept is used as the starting point for the
exploration of different interpretations and understandings. Through this exploration, new or richer
understandings about the concept can be derived.
The interpretive approach was considered a suitable approach for this research because of two main
reasons. First, exploration of different interpretations and understandings on the role of public
participation was deemed necessary to gain in-depth knowledge of the possibilities for public
participation in adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. Second, the combination of the inductive and
deductive nature of the interpretative approach fitted the research objective, as it aims to explore
possibilities of the pre-defined concept of public participation in the setting of adaptive reuse of cultural
heritage. The results that have been derived from this exploration could thereby be regarded as an
addition to existing theory.

3.2 Methods of data collection
According to Putnam & Banghart (2017), interpretive scholars should employ multiple methods of data
collection, in order to gain thorough insights about participants’ meanings and understandings of a
certain phenomenon. In this research, a mixed-method approach has therefore been chosen. The data
collection phase consisted of both desk research and field research. Desk research was performed
through the data collection method of literature review, which was mainly applied during the creation of
the theoretical framework. This method was complemented with two field research methods, which were
the analysis of two case studies through interviews and the execution of practitioner interviews. The
combination of both desk and field research was chosen, as practical knowledge was expected to
complement the knowledge gained from desk research. Knowledge generated from field research could
be put against literature findings, in order to explore a possible gap between theory and practice. At the
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same time, with this combination, relevant insights gained during fieldwork could be provided with a
theoretical interpretation.
For each specific research question, suitable data collection methods were distinguished. Table 1
provides an overview of each specific research question and the data collection methods that have been
applied to answer these questions.
SPECIFIC RESEARCH
QUESTIONS

DATA COLLECTION
METHOD

DATA TO BE
GENERATED

SRQ 1: How could the vectorapproach to heritage
management be understood in
relation to heritage valuation
within the practice of adaptive
reuse?

1. literature review
2. case study interviews

1. relevant theory
2. transcriptions

SRQ 2: What is the influence of
public participation on heritage
valuation within the current
practice of adaptive reuse?

1. literature review
2. case study interviews

1. relevant theory
2. transcriptions

SRQ 3: What could be the
influence of national and
international policies on
heritage valuation within the
practice of adaptive reuse?

1. literature review
2. practitioner interviews

1. relevant theory
2. transcriptions

SRQ 4: What is the influence of
the relationship between these
factors on heritage valuation
within the practice of adaptive
reuse?

1. literature review
2. case study interviews
3. practitioner interviews

1. relevant theory
2. transcriptions
3. transcriptions

Table 1 - Specific research questions along with the data collection method and the data to be generated

In the next part of this chapter, these different data collection methods will be described more in detail.

3.2.1 Literature review
The performance of desk research through literature review was deemed necessary, as it provides a
first understanding of the different concepts and relations between the concepts that are relevant for this
research. Moreover, literature review has given insight into the current (scientific) discourse on public
participation in heritage management. The literature that has been explored consists of both scientific
articles on the relevant concepts, as well as an exploration of relevant documents. The insights gained
through performing the literature review have partly helped develop a theoretical framework. This
theoretical framework was later used as the starting point for the explorative field research that will be
performed. Although the theoretical framework was created before field research has been carried out,
this research could be described as an iterative process, since new interesting scientific articles and
policies documents were explored throughout the field research period as well. When needed, these
relevant documents or articles have been interwoven with the field research findings. As the literature
review was used to explore the theoretical relation between each concept and the process of heritage
valuation, this data collection method was deemed suitable to answer all specific research questions.

3.2.2 Case study
The second method of data collection has been the analysis of two case studies. The case study
method, an often used method in the field of spatial planning, provides means to obtain in-depth,
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context-dependent knowledge of real-life practices (Flyvbjerg, 2006). In this research, the choice for
analysing multiple case studies, instead of single case study, was based on the possibility of gaining
insights in different contexts. The multiple case study method seemed a very suitable method of data
collection for the interpretive research approach, as it allowed relevant concepts to be studied in different
contextual realities.
Following Flyvbjerg (2006) in his description of the case study method, the main aim of the case study
was not necessarily to generalize knowledge on what public participation and heritage valuation
processes will or should look like in future adaptive reuse projects. Rather, the aim has been to let the
context-specific knowledge that has been collected during the case research contribute to the existing
knowledge on the topic of public participation in heritage valuation within adaptive reuse of cultural
heritage. Although generalizing knowledge was not the aim of this study, it was deemed important to
select cases that fit the aim of this research well. Therefore, possible cases were found through
purposeful sampling, in which cases have been reviewed based upon their suitability for this research
(Creswell, 2014). In the first stage of the case selection process, possible cases were searched for
through online research on adaptive reuse projects, as well as getting in touch with companies and
individuals that were expected to have information about possible cases, such as the Rijksdienst
Cultureel Erfgoed. During this process, it soon turned out that gathering multiple options for the case
study was quite difficult. Many of the suggested cases had to be excluded before the final selection
process, as it turned out that sufficient information on the specific case could not be provided in time.
Nonetheless, during this exploration process, a first seemingly suitable case was found. The suitability
of this case for the research was tested through a list of selection criteria. The criteria for this case
selection were based upon requirements that the researcher deemed important for finding suitable
cases. In the selection process, the most important task was finding cases that could provide enough
relevant data within the context of this research, which is the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage.
Moreover, in order to explore the concepts as distinguished in the conceptual framework and the specific
research questions, it had to be possible to connect the relevant concepts to the chosen cases. Lastly,
pragmatic arguments on time and availability played a substantial role in determining the suitability of a
case.
By meeting each of these requirements, the area development of the Binckhorst in The Hague, which
will be introduced later in this chapter, became the first case for this research.
When the first case was established, the exploration for the next case continued. For this case, it was
decided to search for a case that seemed complementary to the case of the Binckhorst, implying that
the second case would have some clear contrasts with the first case. This choice was based on the idea
that it would be beneficial if the chosen cases would provide information from very differing adaptive
reuse contexts. With this, although the timeframe of this research would limit the number of possible
cases to explore, some insight in the wide range of adaptive reuse processes of cultural heritage in the
Netherlands could still be given. After some more online exploration and email contact, two possible
options for a second case were found. As the search for a second case took longer than estimated in
the time planning, it was decided to end the search for possible cases and make a decision based on
the possible options available at that moment. The final choice between both suggested cases was
made based on the availability of data and the case selection criteria as mentioned above. With this, the
second case chosen became the adaptive reuse project of the former Cuyperskerk in the town of Sas
van Gent. Due to the given timeframe of this thesis, it was decided to quit the search for more cases
after the second case was established.
In the next part of this chapter, both cases will be introduced through a general description of both
projects. After this description, it will be explained why the cases were deemed interesting when being
put next to one another. In figure 4, the location of both cases within the Netherlands is visualized.
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Figure 4 - Location of both cases in the Netherlands (own image)

Case 1: Binckhorst
The Binckhorst is a neighbourhood of roughly 130 hectares in the south-eastern part of The Hague. For
many years, the Binckhorst area was mainly known as an inner-city industrial area. Besides various
businesses and offices, the area also contains water ways, a cemetery and castle. The presence of the
different elements in the area have made the Binckhorst into a diverse neighbourhood with a rich history.

Figure 5 - Location of Binckhorst (own
image)

Figure 6 - Bird’s eye view on Binckhorst (Gemeente
Den Haag)

In 2009, following the expected demographic growth of the city, the municipality of The Hague started
to plan big changes for the Binckhorst, aiming to transform the industrial area into a mixed-use
residential area. Due to the economic crisis, many of the plans created for the area were cancelled,
leaving the Binckhorst in a state of oblivion (Schwarz, Knoop & Van Asseldonk, 2019). During this
economic crisis, national legislation (the Crisis- en Herstelwet) stimulated on-going development of the
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area through the principles of organic area development. With this legislation, the transformation of the
Binckhorst was tackled with more flexible procedures, more bottom-up approaches and the absence of
a fixed end result. In the first years of the Binckhorst, this approach led to opportunities for young
companies and other initiatives to settle in the area. At the same time, the legislation that aimed to
stimulate the economy created possibilities for large-scale projects to be developed. In The Hague, this
led to the development of an important road for the accessibility of the city. This road, called the
Rotterdamsebaan, was planned to cross the Binckhorst area. With the start of the development of the
Rotterdamsebaan and the economy slowly recovering, the Binckhorst became an interesting area for
many project developers. During this period of economic recovery, the municipality of The Hague
decided to put certain pieces of land in the Binckhorst for sale, in order to invite initiatives for the
transformation of the area. Several project developers were quick to react and reserved the rights to
develop dwellings. In total, an amount of 5000 dwellings is currently planned for the Binckhorst, of which
a part is already developed. In 2018, regulations and demands concerning the area development of the
Binckhorst were officially captured in municipal documents. In 2019, originating from the Crisis- en
Herstelwet, the Binckhorst continued to develop into a pilot for the upcoming Environment and Planning
Act as the “Omgevingsplan Binckhorst” was put into force. This Omgevingsplan labelled the Binckhorst
as an area to experiment with the upcoming legislation and its corresponding effect on the decisionmaking processes.
In line with these developments, other societal groups also closely followed the development plans of
the Binckhorst. Already in 2011, an initiative called I’M BINCK was created as a place for stakeholders
such as local entrepreneurs, (future) citizens and other people interested in the development of the area.
As an independent party, this group tried to get involved in the development plans, in order to be able
to contribute to the quality of the area, while at the same time raising attention for the social interest. I’M
BINCK can be described as a network platform, where participants share knowledge and discuss topics
concerning the area. In 2017, I’M BINCK organised certain sessions in which various stakeholders
gathered to discuss the current values of the neighbourhood. As a result of these sessions, the strengths
and values of the area were discussed and captured in an official document called ‘Kernwaarden
Binckhorst’ . The aim of capturing these values was to highlight the uniqueness of the neighbourhood
and to stimulate the idea of letting the characteristics of the area be able to inspire future developments.
After the creation of this document, I’M BINCK presented it to the municipality of The Hague, with the
aim to let the core values work as building blocks in the area development. Besides this, the municipality
was also handed an overview of valuable objects, created in collaboration with the Foundation for
Industrial Heritage of the Hague (Stichting Haags Industrieel Erfgoed).

Figure 7 - Monumental industrial halls at
Orionstraat (own image)

Figure 8 - The wharf with a view on the asphalt
plant (own image)

Although this first case might not seem suitable for this research when reasoning from the traditional
view on adaptive reuse of heritage, there are multiple arguments for why this case was chosen anyway.
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First of all, the area-wide development can actually be regarded as a form of adaptive reuse, as the
former industrial area will be changed into a mixed-use residential area. Second, in this case, the
concept of cultural heritage seems to be found in both its tangible and intangible sense. Through I’M
BINCK and their sessions on existing heritage values, as well as their provision of a list of valuable
objects in the area, the concept of heritage seems to be addressed in its broad sense.
The choice for the Binckhorst as a suitable case stemmed mostly from insight gained on the processes
of valuation that have taken place in the area and which are currently still adopted as a way to guide
future development of the area. Although these processes are not specifically focused on valuation of
heritage, the valuation processes in the Binckhorst do take into account the diverse existing values of
the area – of which heritage is an undeniable part. Another criterium for this case selection is the
presence of public participation processes. In the Binckhorst redevelopment in general, as well as in the
valuation processes that have taken and are taking place, the topic of involving inhabitants and local
entrepreneurs is clearly found considering the presence of I’M BINCK.
Case 2: Cuyperskerk (Sas van Gent)
Sas van Gent is a small town in the south-western part of the Netherlands, located near the border with
Belgium. The town is a part of the municipality of Terneuzen and has around 4000 inhabitants. Sas van
Gent has a rich history due to its relation to the Belgium city of Ghent. The town was built in the 16th
century to provide Ghent with a connection with the Westerschelde. In the 19th century, the construction
of the Ghent-Terneuzen canal, which flows through Sas van Gent, made the town an interesting place
for industrial companies to settle.

Figure 9 - Location of Sas van Gent (own image)

Nowadays, located within the Zeeuws-Vlaanderen, the town is part of a region that experiences a
demographic decline in the recent years (Rijksoverheid, 2018). Demographic decline, as well as other
societal changes, are often accompanied by spatial changes in the landscape, as certain functions deal
with a decreasing demand from society. In Sas van Gent for example, the town’s church (de
Cuyperskerk) had to be closed at the end of 2012, as a result of a nation-wide decline in church visitors
and related difficulties in financing the maintenance of such monumental buildings. After the
Cuyperskerk was closed, the town had to decide what to do with this religious heritage object. In order
to protect the monument from possible demolition, a foundation called ‘Stichting behoud Cuyperskerk’
was formed by several inhabitants of the town, who all aimed to somehow preserve the monument.
Together, they decided that with some renovations, the church could be adapted to a new function to
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serve the town, while at the same time many elements of the Cuyperskerk could be preserved. After
several years of collecting enough money to restore the monument and deciding about the new function
of the church, the Cuyperskerk is now adapted into a multifunctional building called Markt4. Currently,
the former church consists of a central market, several working spaces for start-up companies, a
restaurant and an event space.

Figure 10 - Cuyperskerk exterior
(Wikipedia)

Figure 11 - Cuyperskerk adapted interior, new function
as Markt4 (Herbestemming.nu)

This adaptive reuse project of the Cuyperskerk was mainly chosen as a second case as it seems to
serve an example of a successful adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. As the adaptive reuse of the
Cuyperskerk was completed in 2019, information could be gathered on the full adaptive reuse process.
In contrast with the Binckhorst case, in advance it was a bit more unclear if different values of the
heritage source had explicitly been stated during the decision-making process, or that these values
might have implicitly influenced the adaptive reuse process. Here, the case study interviews aimed to
explore the possible presence of some sort of conscious or unconscious heritage valuation process.
Besides this, the exact influence of the public in the adaptive reuse of this cultural heritage also had to
be discovered through interviews. Nonetheless, as the foundation that aimed to preserve Cuyperskerk
was set up by different inhabitants of Sas van Gent, it seemed already evident that a certain form of
public participation had taken place.
3.2.2.1 Case comparison
Although comparison of both cases is not the goal of the case study, it was deemed interesting to
highlight some contradictions between both cases. Obtaining some insight in the different characteristics
of both cases were deemed helpful for the researcher to interpret the findings, as external factors could
possibly affect or explain the findings. Therefore, a short comparison of both case characteristics is
provided in table 2.
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BINCKHORST

CUYPERSKERK

Heritage source

Industrial area (related
to tangible and
intangible sources)

Church building (tangible
source)

State of project

On-going

Finished

Type of decision-making
process

Multi-disciplinary

Mono-disciplinary

Location

The Hague (± 545.000
inhabitants)

Sas van Gent (± 4.000
inhabitants)

Connection to policies

Pilot Omgevingsplan

Not applicable

Table 2 - Case comparison

The differences shown in table 2 emphasize the contrast between both adaptive reuse cases. In the
Binckhorst, the heritage source entails a complete industrial area that is currently being redeveloped
into a mixed-use residential area to anticipate on the expected housing shortage that is expected in The
Hague. For this adaptive reuse case, it should be remembered that the adaptive reuse of former
industrial heritage seems to be just one of the many aspects that are being taken into account within
this large area redevelopment. This seems to be highly contrasting to the adaptive reuse case in Sas
van Gent. In this small town, the adaptive reuse of the former Cuyperskerk could be regarded as a
primary issue, in which not many other disciplines had to be involved. A last important aspect to mention
is the relation of both cases to the policies that will be explored in this research. Whereas none of these
policies seemed to have actively influenced the process in Sas van Gent, the area redevelopment of the
Binckhorst might be affected by the upcoming Environment and Planning Act which is currently being
tested through a pilot Omgevingsplan.
3.2.2.2 Case study data generation
The main source of data generated from this dual case study has been transcripts from interviews with
several individuals that are related to one of both cases. For both cases, the aim was to interview a
diverse set of participants that are or have been involved in the chosen projects, such as the project
initiator(s), representatives of the municipality, involved local parties, involved heritage experts and other
parties that are considered as relevant stakeholders within the adaptive reuse project.
The method of semi-structured interviews was considered most suitable for this goal of exploration.
While the format of semi-structured interviews could set the topic for the interview through the
formulation of certain main questions, it also allowed for open answers and additional questions to be
asked. With this, a semi-structured format ensured that different understandings and interpretations
could be explored during the interview, without losing track of consistency. Moreover, through the
creation of certain main questions, the data collected in the interviews could be compared per case
study, which was deemed useful for possible theoretical interpretations.
In order to create main questions for the case-study interviews, the relevant concepts of the research
question needed to be operationalised into measurable variables. The applied operationalisation
method will be further elaborated upon in chapter 3.3.2. An interview protocol sheet was created in
advance. It was decided to create this interview protocol sheet in Dutch, as all interviews would be held
in this language. In Appendix 1, the Dutch interview protocol sheet, as well as a translated version, can
be found. As expected, having a format with a few formulated questions formed a good base to explore
the created variables of the research questions and keep some level of consistency in the interviews.
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However, in almost all interviews, the ability to ask additional questions and reply to specific statements
also proved to be valuable, as interviewees would often mention interesting topics that were not
prepared for by the researcher.
Case-related interview participants were found through a combination of desk research and the
technique of snowball sampling. In this research, as often with qualitative data, the sample size (the
amount of interviews performed) could not be predicted in advance, as the size had to depend on the
so-called data saturation point (Kumar, 2014). Although the data saturation point was kept in mind, the
sample size also had to be decided by the number of available participants, as well as the timeframe of
this research. In total, 16 individuals have been interviewed, divided in 10 interviews for the Binckhorst
case and 6 interviews for the Sas van Gent case. All interviews were held over the course of three
weeks. Due to the international COVID-19 situation at the time of this research, interviews could not be
held in a physical setting. As an alternative, interviews were held through the phone or through using
various video call software, depending on the interviewee’s preference. The interviews took between 15
to 60 minutes, with an average of approximately 35 minutes.

3.2.3 Practitioner interviews
This data collection method was used to answer the third specific research question, which aims to
research the possible influence of international and national policies on heritage valuation. In order to
answer this question, knowledge on the distinguished policies and their relation to public participation in
adaptive reuse of heritage was needed. For this, the method of practitioners interviews was chosen. In
this research, practitioners have been framed as individuals that are somehow engaged in the heritage
management field and are to some extent familiar with at least one of the distinguished policies. These
individuals did not necessarily need to be experts in the field of cultural heritage itself, but they did need
expertise on the practice of managing cultural heritage in the face of spatial developments. It was
expected that practitioners in the field of heritage management could provide insight in the practicalities
of the relation between a policy and the practice of heritage valuation. In order to obtain a varied sample
of different interpretations and understandings on the phenomenon that is explored, a researcher should
be open to listening to multiple people that are somehow connected to the topic of research (Putnam &
Banghart, 2017). Therefore, practitioner interviews were deemed fruitful as they could provide a way to
discuss the future relationship between the policies and the topic of this research outside the casespecific context. Although this relationship could also be explored through literature review, holding
interviews with different practitioners was expected to help gather more practical knowledge on the topic,
for example through former experiences of the individuals.
With this research method, interpretations on the possible effect of the policies on the practice of
adaptive reuse, heritage management and public participation were aimed to be explored through semistructured interviews. As with the case study interviews, the format of semi-structured interviews has
set the topic for the interview through the formulation of certain main questions, but did also allow open
answers and additional questions.
For these practitioner interviews, the interview questions have been separated into two types of
questions. The first type of questions were general questions on the possible influence of the different
policies. The interview protocol sheet that has been created to research each relevant policy can be
found in Appendix 2. These questions aimed to explore the general relationship between the policies
and heritage valuation in the process of adaptive reuse. The second type of questions for the
practitioners were questions of a reflective nature. These questions were not prepared in advance, but
were improvised by the researcher whenever the topic of discussion was deemed relatable to the case
findings. Through reflective questions on case-related findings, the researcher could gain more
understanding on the relation between the specific cases and the larger general practice of heritage
management, by obtaining some understanding on the possible impact of national and international
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policies. Moreover, the reflective interview questions could act as a bridge between the case-specific
findings and the knowledge of the practitioners, thereby connecting the different information sources.
Herewith, the different relevant concepts as distinguished in this research could be connected to one
another, thereby providing insights for the fourth specific research question on the combined influence.
In all interviews, a short description of both cases was given if the interviewee was not familiar with the
particular case yet. As this second part of the practitioner interviews aimed to reflect on the case study
findings, the practitioner interviews were scheduled after the case study interviews were performed and
transcribed.
In order to assure that participants own sufficient knowledge on the phenomenon, possible practitioner
interviewees were found through expert sampling. In the expert sampling method, possible candidates
for the interviews should be known as experts in the field of expertise of this research (Kumar, 2014). In
this case, being an expert implied that the interviewed individual has a certain level of experience with
the discipline of heritage management and is experienced with at least one of the relevant policies. For
the practitioner interviews, possible candidates were identified through online research. A first list of
possible candidates was created through participation of the researcher in an online forum on heritage
participation. This forum and additional workshops were provided by the ErfgoedAcademie and were
meant for interested individuals related to the practice of heritage management and participation.
Besides contacting some of the possible participants as found in this forum, desk research and
recommendations of interviewees were also used to find suitable interviewees
During the selection procedure, attention has been paid to the formation of a diverse combination of
practitioners. Through interviewing a diverse set of practitioners, it was expected that different
understandings and interpretations could be explored. As with the case study interviews, the amount of
interviews performed was again depending on the data saturation point, as well as on the availability of
practitioners and time limitations. In total, 7 practitioners have been interviewed. Although all
interviewees can be regarded as heritage management experts, they all have somewhat different
backgrounds (ranging from governmental to consultancy agency) and fields of expertise. In Appendix 3,
an overview of the interviewed practitioners is provided. The practitioner interviews were held in the
course of seven days. As with the case interviews, these interviews could also not be held in a physical
setting and were therefore replaced by interviews via phone or video call software. These interviews
took between 20 and 60 minutes, with an average of 42 minutes.

3.3 Methods of data analysis
3.3.1 Coding
In order to review both the literature and the interviews in an orderly way, a system of coding has been
used. Before starting the interviews and the extended literature review, a first list of codes and indicators
was created based on the operationalised concepts of the specific research questions. For this,
variables of the concepts, as derived from the theoretical framework, were used. Through the adaption
of the relevant concepts into operationalised variables and their corresponding codes or indicators,
literature findings and interview findings could be better compared to one another. Below, an overview
of the used codes and an explanation of the coding process will be provided through the
operationalisation of the relevant concepts of this research.

3.3.2 Operationalisation
In the tables 3, 4 & 5, the different relevant concepts derived from the conceptual framework, have been
operationalised into measurable terms. The full operationalisation of concepts has been separated into
three parts, each belonging to one of the main concepts. In the following text, each concept
operationalisation and its corresponding explanation is provided. In each table, the left column shows
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the concept and it’s relevant characteristics for this research, as defined by the researcher. The next
column shows the variables belonging to each characteristic. The variables have not been based on a
single official source, but have been composed by the researcher through literature research on each
concept. The following column shows the operationalisation of each variable, to show how each variable
has been interpreted in this research. The last column shows the codes and indicators created through
the given operationalisation. These codes and indicators have been used as a tool during the literature
review, while also providing the base for the set of interview questions for both the case-study interviews
and the practitioner interviews.
Operationalisation: vector-approach
CONCEPT: VECTORAPPROACH
1. understanding of
heritage

VARIABLES

OPERATIONALISATION

a. intangible heritage

a. according to UNESCO (2003),
intangible heritage includes
practices, expressions,
representations and knowledge
and skills which are alive among a
community.

b. social layering of
heritage

b. acknowledgement that different
people will identify and value
heritage in different ways.

CODES/INDICATORS
•
•
•

•
•

•

2. heritage
management process

c. narrative dimension
of heritage

c. acknowledgement that different
people/groups identify heritage
with different memories and
stories.

•
•
•

d. ability of cultural
heritage as guidance
for development

d. knowledge of the past is used
as a guidance and inspiration for
future developments.

a. transdisciplinary
process of heritage
valuation

a. cooperation of actors from
multiple fields of expertise,
combined with the involvement of
non-experts, with the aim to
integrate needs, knowledge and
expertise of all parties. Involved

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Practices (customs and habits)
Expressions
Representations (depiction of a
person, idea or thing in
language)
Knowledge and skills
Individual’s or group’s
identification with heritage
source
Individual’s or group’s valuation
of a heritage source
Heritage meaning(s)
Memory/memories
Story/stories
Heritage as a tool
Inspiration
Guidance
(Spatial) development(s)
Heritage knowledge
Transdisciplinary
Collaboration
Cooperation
Dialogue
Sharing of knowledge and
needs
Integration of knowledge and
needs
Involvement of non-experts

Table 3 - Operationalisation vector-approach

In order to operationalise the concept of the vector-approach, the theory of Janssen et al. (2014) acted
as the base for distinguishing the different variables that define the vector-approach to heritage. As no
predefined operationalisation of the concept seemed to exist, the distinguished variables were created
by the researcher herself, through deducting different characteristics of the approach that were regarded
as most important. This interpretation was made based on the belief that the vector-approach in this
thesis is most defined by its changed ideas on the concept and the shifts in the heritage management
process that followed these changed ideas.
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Operationalisation public participation
CONCEPT: PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION
1. motives for public
participation (why?)

VARIABLES

OPERATIONALISATION

a. motives for public
involvement

a. reason to involve the public in
spatial development processes.
Fung (2006) distinguished three
main motives.

2. forms of public
participation (how?)

a. inclusiveness of
public

a. “the public” is defined by the
researcher as the local community
that is somehow affected by a
certain development. This local
community is represented through
local parties such as citizens and
other interest groups.
b. stage of the process in which
the public becomes involved.

b. time of involvement

c. modes of
communication

3. influence of public
participation (what?)

d. methods of public
participation
a. level of influence in
decision-making
process

b. representativeness
of public

c. type of interaction in the process
between the public and other
parties.
d. type of involvement procedure
in the development process.
a. degree and type of influence
citizens have in shaping opinions
during the process and on the final
outcomes. Edelenbos & Monnikhof
(2001) defined five levels.
b. degree to which the public
participants represent the public
as a whole.

CODES/INDICATORS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

motive(s)
reason(s)
justice
legitimacy
effectiveness
public
community
(local) citizens
local parties
interest group(s)

•

phase of process (policymaking, policy implementation,
policy evaluation, maintenance
phase)
time of involvement
means of communication
means of interaction

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

procedure(s)
method(s)
level of influence (informing,
consulting, advising, coproducing, co-deciding)
influence during process
influence on outcome
representative(ness)

Table 4 - Operationalisation public participation

The second concept to operationalise was the concept of public participation. Again, for this concept,
no single predefined operationalisation could be derived from literature. However, through an
exploration of literature on the topic of public participation, including the works of Fung (2006), Rowe &
Frewer (2000), Edelenbos & Monnikhof (2001) and Uittenbroek, Mees, Hegger & Driessen (2019), the
researcher derived three questions that were mostly brought into relation with the complex concept of
public participation, namely the why, how and what of public participation.
The why-question is about the motives that can be distinguished to facilitate public participation in
decision-making processes. It questions why public participation is seen as valuable and why it is
stimulated. For this sub-concept, the distinction created by Fung (2006) was used to operationalise the
different motives for public participation.
When it is clear why public participation is stimulated in decision-making processes, the next question
should be how the process of public participation should be designed. Therefore, the how-question is
about the way public participation is facilitated. In order to operationalise the sub-concept on the forms
of participation, literature of several authors on the forms of participation was collected and combined to
define the different relevant variables. As found in scientific literature, public participation can exist in
many different forms. Several authors, including Rowe & Frewer (2000) provided an outline of different
existing participation methods. Moreover, Fung (2006) for example highlighted the different possibilities
of the participants of public participation, as well as the modes of communication in the process.
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Furthermore, Uittenbroek et al. (2019) highlighted the time of public involvement, thereby focusing on
the different phases of a decision-making process. These authors distinguished four phases of a
planning process, namely policy-making, policy implementation, policy evaluation and/or maintenance
phase.
The what-question is about the results of facilitating public participation in decision-making processes.
For this last sub-concept, theories on the level of influence of the public in decision-making processes
and on the outcome of the process were used to operationalise the sub-concept into different variables.
Over the years, several authors have discussed the level of public influence in participatory processes.
For this research, the participation ladder of authors Edelenbos and Monnikhof (2001) served as a
reference to understand the level of influence of the public in the decision-making processes, which
relates to both the influence during the process and on the outcome of the process. Besides this,
Uittenbroek et al. (2019) related the level of influence to the representativeness of the citizens that are
involved in the decision-making process. This variable highlights that different citizens might have
different interests, which all deserve to be represented through the participatory processes.

Operationalisation policies
CONCEPT: POLICIES

VARIABLES

OPERATIONALISATION

1. Environment and
Planning Act

a. purpose of policy

a. aim of the policy in the context of
heritage valuation within adaptive reuse
b. methods or guidelines adopted by the
policy in the context of heritage valuation
within adaptive reuse
a. aim of the policy in the context of
heritage valuation within adaptive reuse
b. methods or guidelines adopted by the
policy in the context of heritage valuation
within adaptive reuse
a. aim of the policy in the context of
heritage valuation within adaptive reuse
b. methods or guidelines adopted by the
policy in the context of heritage valuation
within adaptive reuse

b. methods

2. Faro Convention /
programme

a. purpose of policy
b. methods

3. Historic Urban
Landscape approach

a. purpose of policy
b. methods

CODES/INDICATORS
•
•

•
•

•
•

words referring to aim,
purpose, goal, objective
words referring to methods,
means, guidelines
words referring to aim,
purpose, goal, objective
words referring to methods,
means, guidelines
words referring to aim,
purpose, goal, objective
words referring to methods,
means, guidelines

Table 5 - Operationalisation policies

The last concept to operationalise were the national and international policies that seemed relevant for
this thesis, which are the Dutch Environment and Planning Act, the European Commission’s Faro
Convention and UNESCO’s Historic Urban Landscape approach. In order to operationalise these
policies, the researcher has chosen to focus on both the goal and guidelines of these policies. Hereby,
the policies were specified to those parts that are of relevance for the context of this thesis. This implies
for example that this research will not focus on the goal of the Environment and Planning Act in general,
but on the goals that this policy has for the topic of public participation in heritage management.

3.3.3 Literature review
With the method of coding, scientific articles and relevant policy documents have been systematically
reviewed. Through the use of the operationalised codes or indicators, the researcher could easily
analyse the literature and explore how the different relevant concepts and their variables are mentioned
in text. In the process of analysing the literature sources, the list of used codes or indicators was open
for adaptation, for example if two codes were found to be too similar.
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3.3.4 Case-study & practitioner interviews
The data generated from both the case study interviews and the additional interviews with practitioners
consist of transcriptions of all interviews. In each transcription, the interviewee has been made
anonymous by providing this person with a personal interview code. This personal interview code will
clarify the origin of the transcription. An overview of the created interviewee codes are found in Appendix
3.
To analyse the transcriptions in a systematic and orderly way, the method of coding has been used as
a form of data analysis. During the coding process, the Dutch transcriptions were compared to the
constructed list of codes and variables, and parts of the transcriptions that fit a certain code or variable
have been labelled. After all interview transcriptions had been arranged with their suitable codes and
variables, the codes were organised according to their subjects, in order to explore the findings and
interpret the results. During this process, relevant parts of the transcriptions have been translated from
Dutch to English by the researcher.

3.4 Validity of research
In quantitative research, the quality of a research is measured through the concept of validity, which is
divided in both the internal and external validity of the research. In qualitative research, however, the
conceptualisation of validity is a bit more complex and has often been a point for discussion (Bryman,
Becker & Sempik, 2008). For example in the interpretive field of science, the traditional framework of
validity is often rejected through the assumption that an observation is not either true or false, as multiple
realities and understandings exist (Schwartz-Shea & Yanow, 2012). Because of this, it was found that
the concepts of internal and external validity could be replaced with concepts that are more suitable for
qualitative research. As a result, the concepts of credibility and transferability, as proposed by Bryman,
Becker & Sempik (2008), were applied to measure the quality of this research.

3.4.1 Credibility
Credibility of the research is about the plausibility of the findings. In this research, findings were partially
based upon the researcher’s own interpretations of the collected data. It was deemed important to
recognize this subjectivity and to be able to critically reflect on the interpretations. Besides adopting this
awareness, other methods have enhanced the credibility of the research. First of all, triangulation of
data collection methods was used. Through performing both desk research and field research, scientific
literature has been tested against findings from practice. The usage of multiple data collection methods
increased the validity of the research, as the researcher was able to rely on multiple forms of information
(Creswell & Miller, 2000). Another applied measure to increase credibility is member checking. This
method ensured that interview transcriptions were interpreted correctly by the researcher. Member
checking has been carried out by providing the interviewees with a copy of the translated interview
quotes to be used, through which they were enabled to check if what they have said during the interviews
is in line with what quotes were used for the interpretations. Through this, interpretations and findings
from the interviews were to some extent verified. If an interviewee would disagree with the data that was
provided or would have any additional comments, adjustments to the used quotes were made.
Moreover, any additional comments from the member-checking phase have been processed in the
discussion section of the thesis.
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3.4.2 Transferability
Transferability refers to the extent to which the findings of this study can be transferred and applied to
other heritage management processes. One could argue that the limited number of case studies in this
research has increased the difficulty for these two cases to be representative. However, as mentioned
before, this study did not necessarily try to generalize knowledge on the topic. Rather, it aimed to
contribute to the existing knowledge on the topic of public participation in the adaptive reuse of cultural
heritage. Besides this, during the selection of both cases, the researcher kept in mind that choosing two
cases with multiple differing variables would provide obtaining insight in two highly different contexts.
An important indicator for transferability is the ability to validate the findings of the research outside its
own context. As the findings of the research have been subject to interpretations of the researcher, it is
possible that a different researcher in a different context would have generated other findings. To lower
this risk, researchers are advised to provide a rich and thick description in the context of the study. In
this research, a rich and thick description has been provided for both cases (see: 3.2.2. for case
descriptions) in order to enhance the transferability.

3.4.3 Ethical considerations
Before the start of each interview, the interviewed individuals were told that they could refuse to answer
a certain question at any time and that all collected data would be handled confidentially. Besides this,
the researcher has asked each interviewee for permission on the use of audio recording during the
interview, as well as permission for the researcher to use the interview findings in this thesis. Through
the use of interview codes in the results of this research, participants have been ensured of anonymity.
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4. Results
In this chapter, the results derived from the applied data collection and data analysis will be outlined.
The results will be discussed following the order of the specific research questions that were created. In
the first part of this chapter, the first two specific research questions will be presented through an
overview of the findings of the case study interviews. In each of these two specific research questions,
a division is first made between the two cases. The specific research questions will both start with
outlining the results of the Sas van Gent case, followed by the results of the Binckhorst case. After this,
the cases will be compared in light of the specific research question. When the first two specific research
questions are discussed, the findings of the practitioner interviews will be presented to discuss the third
specific research question.

4.1 The vector-approach to heritage management
In this subchapter, the case study findings for the first specific research question will be outlined. As a
reminder, the first specific research question is: How could the vector-approach to heritage
management be understood in relation to heritage valuation within the practice of adaptive reuse?
In order to explore this specific research question, the created operationalisation of the vector-approach
(as can be found in table 3) has been used. Because of this, the data will be outlined through discussing
the understanding of heritage and the type of heritage management processes that fit with the vectorapproach to heritage.

4.1.1 Sas van Gent
1. Understanding of heritage
The vector-approach to heritage management can be defined as a set of beliefs regarding the concept
of heritage. Within this perspective to cultural heritage, several elements can be distinguished as
distinctive. In this research, this distinctive perspective on cultural heritage is divided into four
characteristics, which are: the recognition of intangibility of heritage, the recognition of social layer in
heritage valuation, the emphasis on the narrative dimension of heritage and the belief about the role of
cultural heritage within spatial developments.
a. intangibility
A first distinctive variable for the vector-approach to heritage is the recognition that cultural heritage is
meant to be much more than just tangible objects, as the definition of ‘heritage’ could also be given to
intangible sources. Considering the adaptive reuse of the Cuyperskerk in the town of Sas van Gent, the
subject of heritage clearly seems to be a tangible object. However, when asking the interviewees what
their definition of the concept of heritage was, three out of the six participants actively stated that they
believed that the concept of heritage was much broader than tangible objects.
“Heritage is way more than just buildings. It is everything that has to do with our past and that has left a
mark on our current life. It can be clothes, music, but also thoughts and beliefs'' (SvG.citizen 2).
Another interviewee also recognized this intangibility by connecting the concept of heritage with the

tradition of Carnival:
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“At a certain point each town will have a piece of individuality, a binding element that typifies the town. In
Sas van Gent that is Carnival, that is really a phenomenon that is very binding over here” (municipality
Terneuzen).

Here, the interviews have shown that this broader definition of heritage could also be found outside the
heritage sector. However, although multiple interviewees showed to be quite aware of the existence of
intangible forms of cultural heritage, none of the interviewees directly connect the idea of intangibility
with the topic of the Cuyperskerk itself. From the interviews, the concept of adaptive reuse seemed
solely addressed out of the idea that a tangible heritage source is preserved through a change of
function. Therefore, based on these case interviews, it can be said that there seems to be a sort of
mismatch between the understanding of heritage also being intangible and the recognition and adoption
of this notion in practice.
When relating this to heritage valuation processes, it could be stated that recognition of intangibility is
desirable, as it could allow the discussion on important values of heritage within an adaptive reuse
project to go further than solely about values relating to the tangible object. Although several
interviewees have shown that their understanding of heritage includes awareness of intangibility, the
interview findings about the adaptive reuse process seem to point at a lack of conscious recognition of
the intangible aspect in practice.
b. social layering
As derived from the theoretical framework, it can be stated that the vector-approach acknowledges the
multiplicity of values that can be connected to heritage by different individuals or societal groups. During
the interviews, many different values of the former church were addressed, for example values
concerning the aesthetical qualities of the building or its religious history. However, besides these more
general values of heritage sources, four interviewees also mentioned the value that the church holds for
them as an individual or for the Sas van Gent community:
“It is the church I grew up in, where I had my first communion - although you may not be religious
anymore, the church is something you would miss if it was removed” (SvG.citizen 4).

Whereas several interviewee provided similar arguments on the importance of the church building, they
also often seemed to recognize that these individual or social values were more difficult to express
compared to visible values such as the architectural quality of the building. One interviewee stated:
“The church has an emotional value for many people. It may be difficult or impossible to express for
many people, but that emotional value is there. There are a lot of people saying “you cannot demolish
the building just like that, it has to stay” - even if they don’t have a direct connection to the church
anymore” (church board).

These observations appear to be closely related to the earlier mentioned objective that the social value
of cultural heritage encompasses place attachment or sense of identity (Jones, 2016). Yet, the same
interviewee said:
“But when you ask “who will spend money to do something with the building so it can remain?”, then
suddenly no one answers. And if you ask people to think along about the future of the building, then also
no one answers.” (church board)

This quote highlights the importance of understanding that not everyone that connects certain values to
the church is also automatically motivated to share their values through participating in the adaptive
reuse process of this heritage source.
Still, the answers given during the interviews led to the idea that different values connected to the church
building gave rise to the choice for adaptive reuse instead of demolition of the church building. Hence,
it could be indicated that social layering was present in the process. However, it should be noted that in
the process of finding a new function for the building, the different values of the church had to be
balanced with economic incentives. Since the church building could only be restored and continue to
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exist if enough money could be generated with its new function, profitability of the future use seemed to
be taking the upper hand at times. When questioning interviewees if other heritage values, such as the
social value, were considered besides economic incentives, an interviewee stated:
“There was some tension about that, that certain participants were really searching simple commerce,
while I believed that was too blunt, because we should aim for added value, that we could create a new
function that the community could benefit from.” (SvG.citizen 2)

From the case interviews it has become clear that different individuals connect different types of values
to the church. Moreover, all interviewees seemed to affirm the belief that the former church held a
multiplicity of values for society, therefore adopting the wider perspective to heritage as also found in
the vector-approach in heritage management. This belief and understanding on the multiplicity of
heritage values could have been adopted as a starting point in an adaptive reuse process to decide
upon the new function of the heritage sources through a process of heritage valuation, in which different
stakeholders could share and discuss their values.
However, when studying the role of this acknowledged social layering in the adaptive reuse process of
Sas van Gent, it seems as if the different values connected to the heritage source were not considered
as a central element to take into account, but more as one of the several elements that should be
considered in such processes. Therefore, although social layering was recognized in the adaptive reuse
process, it should not be given too much weight, as many other elements played a decisive role in the
choice for the new function of the church as well.

c. narrative dimension
In contrast with earlier heritage approaches, which tend to mostly focus on the historical or the economic
value of heritage, the vector-approach stresses the importance of the social value of heritage. Within
this approach, built heritage sources are regarded as inextricably linked with personal stories and
memories (Janssen et al., 2017). Due to the subjective nature of stories and memories, this means that
a heritage source will be experienced differently by different individuals or societal groups. In the Sas
van Gent case study, the narrative dimension of the heritage source became visible when asking
interviewees about their connection with the Cuyperskerk.
Although two interviewees stated that they did not remain a church-goer during their adult life, all
interviewed citizens as well as the municipality member did mention their memories of the church as the
place where they were baptized and had their first communion. Besides these more general religious
events that all interviewed citizens had experienced, one interviewee (S.citizen 3) even mentioned that
he spent a large part of his youth in the church, as he had been an altar boy and a member of the church
choir.
Besides the mentioned personal stories and memories, three interviewees also referred to the meaning
of the church for the community of Sas van Gent. One interviewee explained the (former) relationship
between the community and the church as followed:
“Mainly during my youth, so around 1960/1970, the church functioned as a beacon for many people, not
only for the religious experience, but also for all kinds of religion related events. I remember for example
the musical Jesus Christ Superstar – during my youth that was really a special event where religion was
experienced in another way. And people from near and wide would come to visit, so you could say the
church also had an extensive social function – not only a religious function, but also a social one. And a
cultural one as well, considering for example the organ concert.” (SvG.citizen 3)

This quote can be regarded as an example of how an individual provides the heritage object, in this
case the church, with a richer narrative. Here, the church is framed as not just a physical space where
religion is practiced, but as a meaningful place for society. Through stories such as this one, physical
heritage sources can be experienced as more than just a tangible object itself.
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When looking at the influence of the narrative dimension on the adaptive reuse process, at first sight it
seems as if stories and memories have not played an active role in influencing the future use of the
church. However, in a more explicit way, certain elements of the past seem to have been adopted in the
new function of the church. For example, memories of the former religious function are nowadays not
completely ignored, as the adapted building still includes a church chapel, following the wish from both
the parish and the community. Besides this, one interviewee (citizen 4) referred to the fact that even
after the adaptation of the building, the former church still has added value for the community through
for example the presence of event rooms or a restaurant where the elderly can meet each other.
Regarding the narrative dimension, it can thus be stated that from the conversations with the
interviewees, it has become obvious that individuals perceive the importance of the former church
through diverse stories and memories. In the decision-making process for the Cuyperskerk, these
different stories and memories could have been viewed as means through which individuals express
the values the church holds for them. Yet, in the decision-making process for the adaptive reuse of the
church, it doesn’t seem as if this perspective on the stories and memories was consciously adopted by
the process facilitators. When looking at the new function of the church, it doesn’t seem as if the narrative
dimension has played an influential role. Nonetheless, the history of the former church is also not
completely disregarded after the adaptive reuse, as several elements of the new function provide subtle
reminders or associations to the building’s past. Because of this, it could be stated that the stories and
memories connected to the church have unintentionally found their way through the process.
d. guiding future developments
Another distinguished characteristic of the vector-approach is about the ideas the approach contains
about the role of cultural heritage in spatial developments. Following this approach, cultural heritage, as
well as heritage knowledge and heritage values are regarded as sources of inspiration for spatial
developments. Within this view on the relation between cultural heritage and spatial developments, the
concept of heritage is not only regarded as an asset or stimulus in spatial developments, but is extended
to actually being able to serve as a starting point for these developments (Janssen et al., 2017).
When questioning interviewees about the role of the Cuyperskerk in the future landscape, several
interviewees talked about the economic profits the adapted church could generate for Sas van Gent and
its surroundings, for example by attracting tourists:
“The church will become part of cycling routes in the area. If its new function attracts people, other things
in the area could also develop and attract more people” (municipality Terneuzen).

Another thing mentioned by this interviewee is the fact that before the adaptive reuse, the church used
to provide a clear social function for the community as a place to gather. He highlighted that with the
adaptive reuse of the church this social function, although in a somewhat different form, could be
remained:
“So yeah, we don’t have the same bond as there was maybe 20/25 years ago. But by introducing these
kinds of elements that will come back again, or that bond in such a town will be retained to a certain
level. The adapted church offers some possibilities for that.” (municipality Terneuzen)

Although interview comments such as these point at the fact that the interviewees did recognize some
potential of the adapted church for spatial developments, the relationship between cultural heritage and
spatial developments as defined in the vector-approach was not really distinguished during the
interviews. Instead, the given comments seem more suitable with the factor-approach to heritage, as
the interviewees mostly framed the adapted heritage source as a stimulus for the town of Sas van Gent.
Even though social and economic consequences of the new function of the heritage have been taken
into account in the decision-making process, it can be stated that the church and its history were not
adopted as a starting point for other spatial developments. Relating this back to the way values have
been dealt with, it could again be argued that the multiplicity of values and the narrative dimension have
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not been explicitly discussed during the decision-making process, as these elements did not play a
decisive role in the choice for the new function of the Cuyperskerk.
Understanding of heritage within Sas van Gent
When combining the results of these four characteristics, it could be concluded that the interviewees’
understanding of heritage often seemed to be in line with the understanding of heritage in the vectorapproach. However, regarding what was explained about the adaptive reuse process during the
interviews, it could be said that this understanding of heritage was not always applied in practice.
Although distinguished variables such as intangibility of heritage and the narrative dimension of heritage
were recognized by interviewees as things to consider in heritage management, they were not
necessarily taken into account in an obvious way in this adaptive reuse process. For example, even
though interviewees did mention the multiplicity of stories and memories connected to the Cuyperskerk,
these forms of local knowledge or local values have not been actively employed in the choice for the
new function of the former church.
2. Heritage management process
Another way in which the vector-approach can be distinguished from the other approaches, is through
its notion of the desirable shape of heritage management processes. The vector-approach advocates
for heritage management to be of transdisciplinary nature, in which heritage knowledge and heritage
values are derived from cooperation of and dialogue between actors from different fields of expertise,
including both heritage experts and non-experts.
In the case of Sas van Gent, the heritage management process can be distinguished as the adaptive
reuse process, which started from the moment the church board had to sell the Cuyperskerk and a new
purpose had to be found in order to save the church from demolition. During the interviews, all
participants confirmed that the adaptive reuse process could be seen as a civic initiative, as a foundation
was formed to tackle the issue of finding a suitable function for the church building:
“Well those people that started brainstorming about the church, they started to develop it further and
explore the possibilities. Then they approached a contractor that was certified to work with projects such
as this. After that, the board was expanded with people who were needed for certain specific matters. An
architect joined, I joined for my knowledge of process-oriented approaches and in that way also other
people were added.” (SvG.citizen 1)

When solely looking at the participants of this heritage management process, this specific case appears
to be quite transdisciplinary due to the composition of the foundation. From a traditional viewpoint, many
of the board members could be described as heritage laymen. Besides the presence of these so-called
non-experts, the process could also be described as transdisciplinary when taking into account the
cooperation of the citizens, each contributing to the process from their specific field of expertise. The
different expertise of the participants allowed for different perspectives concerning the heritage source
to have been explored.
Although some characteristics of transdisciplinarity can thus be found in the adaptive reuse process of
the former church, other characteristics of the approach to heritage management are more weakly
distinguished. This applies mainly to the notion that non-experts should be included in heritage
management processes as they could add local knowledge and local values of the heritage source,
thereby providing the so-called local-human perspective (Janssen et al., 2017). When asking several
interviewees about the input of the citizens in this adaptive reuse process, three interviewees confirmed
that local knowledge was clearly applied, as the different foundation members each enriched the
decision-making process with their expertise. Yet, it could be stated that the type of knowledge as
described by the interviewees somewhat differs from the type of local knowledge that is envisioned in
the vector-approach. From the interviews it seems as if the interviewees interpreted the term ‘local
knowledge’ more as professional knowledge about heritage management derived from citizens, instead

46

of local knowledge about the heritage source itself. Therefore, it cannot be stated that the citizens of
Sas van Gent became involved in the process with the goal to enrich the heritage management with
knowledge about the heritage source.
In conclusion, the adaptive reuse process of the church in Sas van Gent could be regarded as quite a
transdisciplinary process in multiple ways. However, when specifically focusing on the envisioned role
for non-experts in transdisciplinary heritage management processes, the case study results seem to
somewhat differ from theory.
Sas van Gent & the vector-approach to heritage:
In the text above, the influence of the vector-approach to heritage management on heritage valuation
processes was researched in the context of the adaptive reuse of a former church in Sas van Gent.
Before being able to state something about this influence, it should be highlighted that the chosen case
is not necessarily an exemplary case of the vector-approach to heritage management. Instead, the case
has served as an example of a general heritage management process, on which the vector-approach
to heritage has been applied as a lens to study the process. Therefore, a first step in identifying the
influence of the vector-approach is to research in what ways the adaptive reuse process of the church
is in line with this view on heritage management.
When examining the case study results with the literature on the vector-approach to heritage in mind, it
can be concluded that certain elements of the vector-approach could certainly be recognized in the
interviews regarding the views on heritage that were mentioned by the interviewees. However, when
specifically focusing on the adaptive reuse process, it could be stated that the elements of the vectorapproach were often not so clearly visible. Although the ideas belonging to the vector-approach to
heritage management can thus to a certain extent be recognized in the interviews performed for this
case study, the adaptive reuse process of the Cuyperskerk seems to differ quite much from the ideal
heritage management process as envisioned by individuals advocating for the vector-approach. The
main difference between the described ideal image and this case study seems to be found in the
management of heritage values. Whereas the vector-approach to heritage aims for heritage values to
function as a starting point for the adaptive reuse, the results from this case study show that this is not
something that always happens in practice. In the case of Sas van Gent, the adaptive reuse decisions
and outcome have also been influenced by many other aspects, such as economic possibilities and
limitations. As heritage values were thus not considered as a starting point for finding the new function,
the adaptive reuse process was also not organised as such. Therefore, from the lens of the vectorapproach, it could be stated that the adaptive reuse process could have had more attention for the localhuman perspective, through stimulating dialogue on values and knowledge about the heritage source.

4.1.2 Binckhorst
1. Understanding of heritage
For this second case study, the four variables that characterize the vector-approach are again discussed
in relation to the interview findings.
a. intangibility
In the second case, interviewees were also questioned about their understanding of the concept of
cultural heritage. When asking interviewees how they would define cultural heritage, six out of ten
interviewees mentioned the notion that heritage could also be of intangible nature:
“You could say that the working culture is also heritage of the Binckhorst: the fact that people work,
make, innovate and produce there” (B.citizen 6)
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“I myself consider heritage to be somewhat broader. So for me it is the stories belonging to the buildings,
for example the people that worked there, they are also important to me. Because those people tell the
history that you need in order to valuate certain things. So it is not only what the architectural style of a
certain building is like, but also for example that buildings’ role in the economic development of the area”
(heritage expert)

Although the recognition of this broader view on what could be considered at heritage seems to be
adopted by multiple interviewees, one person highlighted that this recognition was unfortunately not
always applied to practice considering the spatial development of the Binckhorst:
“Well you notice, the heritage conservation sector has assumed for multiple years that intangible things
such as stories play an important role. But in practice you don’t really notice that yet. Here in The Hague
it doesn’t seem to play a big role, it is still mainly about the architecture.” (heritage expert)

Other interviewees confirmed this statement and mentioned that this mismatch between theory and
practice should be fixed, in order to truly preserve the area’s heritage in the current developments:
“Everyone thinks of cultural heritage in the sense of buildings that are preserved, but what actually
matters is the strength of the combination and the interconnectedness of the people, the stories, the
history and the architecture, together with the landscape.” (B.citizen 4)
“You could take for example the cement plant and the cranes of the BAM: everyone agrees that that
plant is a magnificent place, and those cranes and the jobs that belong with them will probably never
leave, but it will still lose its meaning if boats are no longer coming and going there, and if it no longer
smells of that specific port. Then you are keeping the tangible parts, but the intangible aspect
disappears. (B.researcher)

The statements of these three interviewees, who are all considered to be individuals that care about the
history and identity of the area, seems to reflect the beliefs of a larger group that can be distinguished
in the area development. For multiple years already, several groups and individuals in the area are
actively engaged in promoting the existing qualities of the industrial area. Within the on-going area
redevelopment, these people aim for recognition and consideration of the values the Binckhorst
encompasses. In their fight for the recognition and consideration of these values, they advocate for
recognition that goes beyond the tangible heritage sources that can be found in the area. In order to
raise attention for the broader identity and history of the area, several individuals in this group gathered
to create a document about the core values of the area (I’M BINCK, 2017). In this document, both
tangible values (such as the presence of water) and intangible values (such as the area having a working
and experimenting culture) of the area have been collected.
From the interviews it can thus be concluded that multiple interviewees recognize the possibility for
heritage to be of intangible nature, but that this view was not necessarily adopted in the area
development of the Binckhorst. Nonetheless, a recognition of the Binckhorst’s values that goes beyond
the area’s tangible sources is stimulated through certain groups and individuals that aim to influence the
decision-making processes. Through their involvement in the area redevelopment, the intangible values
of the Binckhorst are also increasingly taken into account. It could be stated that the recognition for
these intangible values has widened the area-wide heritage valuation process, as the dialogue has
shifted from valuable tangible aspects of the Binckhorst to the valuable history and identity of the whole
area.
b. social layering
During the interviews, a variety of parties involved in the redevelopment of the Binckhorst have been
spoken to. From these conversations it became clear that each party had their own perspective on the
area development, and therefore also another perspective on the topic of cultural heritage within this
area development. When asking interviewees how they valued the Binckhorst as a whole, different
interviewees would address different types of values, ranging from economic or historical motives to
aesthetical or social ones. In general, interviewees seemed to value the area based on their own
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background or interest. Interestingly, despite different motives that interviewees would mention, certain
aspects of the area were regarded as valuable by multiple interviewees. For example, the presence of
water in the Binckhorst had been mentioned as valuable based on motives of economic benefits, but
was also regarded as valuable reasoning from the perspective of aesthetical qualities.
Although a large range of different values can thus be distinguished for the Binckhorst and its elements,
multiple interviewees did raise attention to the fact that not all values were treated equally or that not
every party had equal say in the development plans. Due to this, the presence of differing views on ‘what
is valuable?’ and ‘which values will we take into account?’ at times results into complex discussions
about the preservation of heritage in the redevelopment of the industrial area to the mixed-use
residential area. For example, one interviewee points at a discrepancy between the view of community
and the municipality’s view:
“In relation to the Binckhorst I would mainly interpret heritage as that what is valuable to the community.
So not particularly traditional heritage that is imposed from above, so for example the Binckhorst castle,
which is presented by the municipality as a true gem. It is a very special castle, but the community may
find something like the waste cathedral much more relevant.” (B.researcher)

In order to avoid such discrepancies to result in the ignorance of certain values and thereby negatively
affect the area development, dialogue between the different stakeholders about their values is seen as
beneficial. In the redevelopment of the Binckhorst, this notion about the need for dialogue was adopted
by the I’M BINCK party. Through the organization of a so-called ‘Kernwaarden’ process, a group of
different parties came together to discuss the core values of the area. According to one of the member
of I’M BINCK, this process was organised to get a better understanding of the local-human values:
“It was to find out what people in the area actually considered important, what had value for them and
how those values could be developed or be translated to the future situation” (B.citizen 6)

As the Binckhorst redevelopment is an on-going process, it is difficult to determine in what way the social
layering of heritage has influenced the decision-making process in the area-wide adaptive reuse.
However, until now, the interviews have shown that the presence of different heritage values has
certainly been acknowledged by the involved parties. Through the organised ‘Kernwaarden’ process,
the different heritage values are nowadays not only actively acknowledged, but are also adopted as a
starting point for discussions about the future of the area.
In conclusion, it can be stated that the Binckhorst area encompasses a wide range of values for different
people. At times, these different views on what should be considered valuable to preserve or take into
consideration in the area development have led to complicated discussions. In order to somewhat
resolve these discussions, dialogue in which the different values are explained and discussed was
deemed necessary. Here, the organised process about the core values of the Binckhorst seemed to
have played an influential role, as it gave stakeholders better understanding of the diversity of heritage
values present in the area and helped them to recognize what values of the Binckhorst were shared
amongst the different participants.

c.

narrative dimension

According to Janssen et al. (2017), tangible heritage sources always have a narrative dimension to
them. During the interviews, it became apparent that certain interviewees recognized the notion of the
narrative dimension of the area, while others did not really connect the area to memories and stories.
This difference in the acknowledgement of a narrative dimension seems to be dependent on the
interviewee’s relation with the area, interest, beliefs or role in the decision-making process. With the
presence of many stakeholders with different types of connections to the area, interesting contradictions

49

about the values of the Binckhorst could be found. This was reflected in the interviews, for example
when talking about the history of the area. For example, one interviewee stated:
“The cultural history of the Binckhorst itself – in its sense of place, there was not so much there, it was
mainly just asphalt” (project developer)

Whereas this interviewee, a project developer in the area, did not seem to acknowledge a large narrative
dimension in the area, other parties such as local entrepreneurs and citizens provided another
perspective on the Binckhorst. During the interviews with these participants, the Binckhorst was
described as an area with a rich history. In particular, two interviewees highlighted this perspective of
the Binckhorst as an area laced with memories, by presenting several vivid stories about what used to
happen. For example, one of the local entrepreneurs provided a narrative dimension to the area:
“We used to have a very special form of contact in the Binckhorst. And that it’s a shame that that is now
completely gone. In the raw Binckhorst all kinds of things were organised, events and parties were held.
And that is what I believe is the Binckhorst. I for example had a car repairing company, where we have
had theatre performances, music performances, and organised a dinner with 150 people. We would
have a party on Sunday and then would be working again on Monday. But now you can’t do those things
anymore, because that form of contact is gone and people have left.” (B.citizen 3)

For people who seem to be tightly connected to the area through their memories, the on-going
development to a mixed-use residential area is something that is at times perceived as a threat to the
identity and history of the area. Although interviewed participants mentioned that they understand that
change is inevitable, they do advocate for the project developers and municipality to recognize the
history and strengths of the area. According to one interviewee, this recognition isn’t always present in
the development process:
“In my opinion, the strength of the area was appreciated way too little. All those various old companies,
all of which have a very specific expertise that has been developed over the years. They have a whole
network surrounding them, people at the Binckhorst had a very natural way of knowing each other and
helping each other. I don’t want to romanticize it, but I do try to point out that the how that part of the
Binckhorst was organised, that had a kind of folk wisdom in it” (B.citizen 4)

During the interviews, it became clear that the desire to value the history and identity of the former
industrial area, while at the same time facilitating development for many dwellings often becomes a
tension field during decision-making processes. One interviewee, a member of the I’M BINCK team,
explained this tension as followed:
‘’For certain people the Binckhorst is all about the real, raw the Hague, or about the idea of local
entrepreneurs and users of the Binckhorst working together in a “the door is always open” kind of
fashion. And that’s something that could be difficult to translate to the future situation, and those people
feel as if ‘their’ Binckhorst is disappearing.” (B.citizen 1)

The same interviewee highlighted that it does not seem realistic to expect that every story or memory
could be taken into account in the area development, as that would possibly imply that nothing can be
adapted at all. Nonetheless, by regarding the area as a place with a narrative dimension, a balance
could be aimed for in which the history and identity of the area are taken into account during the area
development to the mixed-use residential function.
This interviewee, as well as three other interviewees described that this is something that is stimulated
by parties such as I’M BINCK and SHIE. Through the earlier described ‘Kernwaarden’ process which
facilitated discussion about the identity of the area, as well as exploratory research to the historical value
of the area as performed by SHIE, the narrative dimension of the Binckhorst has in the recent years
been accentuated as an inevitable element of the redevelopment. Although in recent years the narrative
dimension has received more thought, it still seems something that is at times complicated to balance
with other pressing issues in the area development of the Binckhorst, such as climate adaptation and
liveability. Nonetheless, as the activities of I’M BINCK and SHIE have received attention from the
municipality, the notion to develop with the past and identity in mind is to some extent adopted in the
area development.
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In conclusion, it can be stated that the Binckhorst is an area that is perceived differently by different
stakeholders. Regarding the acknowledgement of a narrative dimension, it can be stated that the view
on the history and identity of the Binckhorst depends on an individual’s connection to the area, as well
as their interest or role in the area development. At times, local parties and other users of the area seem
to experience the feeling that the narrative dimension of the Binckhorst is not taken into account enough
by the parties leading the area redevelopment. However, in recent years, more attention has been given
to the history and the identity of the area, following the notion that both tangible and intangible qualities
and characteristics of the area deserve to be taken into account in the development. Although the
narrative dimension could be seen as one of the many aspects the complex area development has to
deal with, it does seem to be adopted by the municipality and other stakeholders.
d. guiding future developments
The vector-approach to heritage is linked with the notion that cultural heritage could serve as a starting
point in spatial development. In the case of the Binckhorst, this implies that valuable (tangible and
intangible) aspects of the area should be used as a guidance in the redevelopment to a mixed-use
residential area. During the interviews, participants were questioned about their view on the role of the
area’s history and identity in the future of the Binckhorst.
A first thing that became clear through the interviews was that all interviewees confirmed that to a certain
extent the past and identity of the area has been taken into account in the area development. Three
interviewees mentioned that some years ago, other development plans for the area consisted of
completely demolishing the area, ending up with a so-called ‘tabula rasa’ to start with. From the
interviewees’ stories, it became clear that this ‘tabula rasa’ approach to area development is nowadays
perceived as undesirable and out of the question. Instead, multiple interviewees seemed to share the
perspective that development plans should rather be inspired by “that what is already there”. Two
interviewees explicitly stated their opinion about this notion related to the case of the Binckhorst:
“For me it’s mainly about development where you really focus on existing qualities and potential of an
area, and at the people and places that are there, and how you could use that to revitalize an area. And
of course you have to build new buildings and have to demolish at times, but I believe you can achieve a
richer development if you pay attention to what is already present in an area.” (B.citizen 6)
“There is some form of identity and that can be used. And that identity has many elements that can be
easily translated into a future-oriented way. For example if you look at the distant past: the Binckhorst
castle was supplied via the water. That idea of transport of water is essential for the Binckhorst, and it
was already there before the ports were created” (B.citizen 1)

This idea of taking into account the valuable elements of the area was also shared by the representative
of SHIE, who explained that the undesirable ‘tabula rasa’ plan had served as an incentive for the
foundation to start researching the historical values of the area and present their findings to the
municipality. As a result of this research, several tangible elements of the Binckhorst obtained a
monumental status and a list of valuable places, called the ‘Binckplekken’ (or, translated to English:
‘Binck spots’) was created. Next to this party raising attention for the history of the area, I’M BINCK
stimulated attention for local and often more intangible values in area redevelopment with their
‘Kernwaarden’ process. To quote I’M BINCK, the aim of this process has been “to strengthen area
development by using the strengths and identity of the area” (I’M BINCK, 2017).
As plans were already created for the area in advance of the ‘Kernwaarden’ process, this approach
cannot be fully seen as one in which cultural heritage is used as a starting point for developments.
Nonetheless, the perspective that the distinguished values could strengthen area development does
seem to imply that I’M BINCK and their partners believe that the cultural heritage of the Binckhorst can
and should be used as a guiding principle for the future. Currently, I’M BINCK is still working on
developing the core values into practical applications. One interviewee mentioned an example of this,
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which is the Binck Praktijkacademie idea, currently being developed by in collaboration with interested
parties:
“With this you are creating a breeding ground for entrepreneurs, who hopefully keep creating things. The
PraktijkAcademie is a very nice way of following such a core value: Through implementing an activity in
the area, together with the people that are still there, you are starting something that is close to what has
always been done in the Binckhorst: creating things and learning.” (B.citizen 6)

However, in order to truly state that the history and identity are taken into account in the redevelopment
of the Binckhorst, other important stakeholders are also needed to adopt the perspective of I’M BINCK
and SHIE. According to one member of I’M BINCK, the extent to which this perspective is shared by the
municipality and project developers differ per case. About the influence of the ‘Kernwaarden’ process
and created document, she states:
“We are still working with those core values ourselves, because we actually had little trust that the
municipality would really use it. But I have to say, those values have been addressed really well in the
‘Beeldkwaliteitsplan’. Luckily we were involved in that ourselves, to participate there in response to
those ‘Kernwaarden’. But yes, besides that it is difficult, we do see some project developers really using
those values and relying on them. For example in the Waterfrontpark project, the agency working on that
really applied those values and added some as well. So it really depends on the project developer or
agency working on a certain project. Sometimes we get invited to participate, sometimes we get a call
and other times we don’t hear anything at all.” (B.citizen 6)

In conclusion, the perspective on the role of cultural heritage in spatial developments as shared in the
vector-approach to heritage management can to a large extent be found in the Binckhorst case. Even
though the distinguished ‘Kernwaarden’ are not adopted by all stakeholders working on the
development, the local values seem to be recognized and accepted by enough parties to make a
difference in the redevelopment.
Understanding of heritage within the Binckhorst
The interviews have provided insight in the complex area redevelopment of the Binckhorst. Regarding
the topic of heritage, it was found that different stakeholders have different understanding of heritage
and of the values of the Binckhorst. When combining the results of the four characteristics for the
Binckhorst area redevelopment, it is therefore difficult to state to what extent the understanding of
heritage within the area redevelopment is in line with the understanding of heritage in the vectorapproach.
On the one hand, certain processes within the larger redevelopment process seem to stem from an
understanding of heritage that is very similar to the perspective of the vector-approach. These processes
are mainly stimulated through the I’M BINCK party, which advocates for a style of area development in
which intangible heritage and local values are clearly taken into account. Due to their existence and
organised activities, a sort of heritage valuation process has been organised. In this process, various
stakeholders were involved to discuss core values that were seen as guiding for the further area
redevelopment.
On the other hand, it cannot be simply concluded that the facilitation of such a heritage valuation process
has resulted in an area-wide adoption of this understanding of heritage. From the interviews, it became
clear that although more attention is given to local values of the Binckhorst, this does not automatically
imply that all stakeholders in the area have fully embraced this perspective on the area redevelopment.
2. Heritage management process
In this case study, the area redevelopment can be regarded as adaptive reuse of an area-wide heritage
source. Within this large area redevelopment process, this research will focus on those decision-making
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processes that are specified to the topic of the Binckhorst’s heritage and how this is dealt with in the
larger area development. Here, heritage is broadly considered to be the history and identity of the area.
In the case of the Binckhorst, the earlier mentioned ‘Kernwaarden’ process organised and stimulated by
I’M BINCK could probably be seen as the best example of a transdisciplinary approach to heritage in
the wider area development. The process seems to deserve the title of transdisciplinary because of two
reasons. First, the Kernwaarden process is described to be an open process, in which all types of
stakeholders could participate. This presence of different stakeholders implies that a variety of
perspectives, values and interests could be included in the process. This relates to the second reason
that makes the process seem transdisciplinary, which is the involvement of non-experts that are able to
deliver the local-human perspective on their ‘heritage’, through the provision of local values and needs.
Although the transdisciplinary ‘Kernwaarden’ process is currently already finished, I’M BINCK and their
partners are still active in the area, through facilitating dialogue about certain themes or developing the
outcomes of the established core values for the area:
“We also do projects, such as Stadslab. The Binckhorst PraktijkAcademie is not something we came up
with ourselves, it is the outcome of the Stadslab project, in which residents, scientists, entrepreneurs,
students and project developers were involved to discuss what taking the Kernwaarden as a starting
point means for the development of the Binckhorst.” (B.citizen 3)

It seems that the ‘Kernwaarden’ process had quite some influence on the area development that has
taken place so far. This could also be argued when looking at the Beeldkwaliteitsplan, a document
created by the municipality that provides guidelines for the development:
“This is a Beeldkwaliteitsplan that is actually only describing the future environment, without having many
regulations connected to it. It is meant as a dialogue-document, meant to stimulate collaboration in
creation and to find good solutions in a participatory way.” (municipality The Hague)

However, when looking at other decision-making processes of the Binckhorst, the notion of working in
a transdisciplinary way cannot always be identified. For example, one member of I’M BINCK described
the current development of so-called area passports (‘gebiedspaspoorten’), in which the party is not yet
involved:
“We are currently trying to discuss in what way we can be included in the decision-making processes
about those ‘gebiedspaspoorten’, because until now the only people involved are actually owners, who
literally have an interest. And as I’M BINCK we of course have a social interest, because we are not the
owner of a certain place, but because of that we are not yet allowed at those decision-making processes
(...) So now it’s just the project developers, the owners and the municipality, as they own the land. So
those parties that think together about what will happen with the area. But I think that is very limited,
because then every is about each party’s own interest.” (B.citizen 6)

In conclusion, it can be stated that the level of transdisciplinary found in the Binckhorst differs. Although
certain parts of the area development and the decision-making processes of the Binckhorst could be
considered as quite transdisciplinary, other processes do not share the same characteristics. However,
when focusing specifically on the ‘Kernwaarden’ process as facilitated by I’M BINCK, the process does
seem to show that the involvement of multiple parties and their perspective could stimulate well-needed
dialogue about the heritage values in the area.

Binckhorst & the vector-approach to heritage:
In the text above, the influence of the vector-approach to heritage management on heritage valuation
processes was researched in the context of the (broader) adaptive reuse of the Binckhorst area. Just
as with the previous case, it should be remembered that this case was not chosen as an example of a
heritage management process following the guidelines of the vector-approach, but as a neutral case
that has been studied from the vector-approach to heritage management. In this case, the practice of
adaptive reuse was not seen as literal adaptation of buildings, but more as the redevelopment of an
53

area to its new function. Because of this, the heritage source to be managed is the complete area that
is being redeveloped.
After applying the existing literature on the vector-approach to heritage management as a lens, it can
be stated that the vector-approach can be mainly recognized in the processes organised by the I’M
BINCK party. Through their beliefs and activities, this party has shared a perspective on the area
redevelopment that could be said to be quite in line with the notion of the vector-approach. After talking
to all interviewees it has become obvious that their approach already had quite some influence on the
way the heritage sources are dealt with. Mainly through the ‘Kernwaarden’ process, a lot of progress
has been made considering the inclusion of the local-human perspective in the area development. With
this, the ‘Kernwaarden’ process can be seen as a transdisciplinary form of heritage valuation, in which
intangibility of heritage sources is recognized and in which area values are shared and adopted as a
way to inspire future developments.
Yet, from the interviews it can also be concluded that it remains difficult to really influence the Binckhorst
redevelopment, as many other pressing issues besides the history and identity of the area should also
be taken in consideration. On a higher level of decision-making therefore, for example about the
dwellings to be developed, the municipality and project developers often seem less occupied with this
way of thinking. Nonetheless, the interviews have shown that, over the years, local parties such as SHIE,
as well as citizens (including both members and non-members of I’M BINCK) and local entrepreneurs
have been making quite an effort to raise attention for the history and identity of the Binckhorst. Through
certain elements such as the Beeldkwaliteitsplan, it can be noticed that their efforts are paying off, and
that the area development is increasingly embracing the perspective as aimed for by the community.

4.1.3 Case comparison
In this first sub-research question, the influence of the vector-approach to heritage management on
heritage valuation has been studied through two adaptive reuse cases. In this section, the findings from
both cases will be placed besides each other, in order to present certain similarities and differences. For
this case comparison, it should be kept in mind case-specific characteristics (as found in Table 2) have
a possible influence on the findings.
SAS VAN GENT: CUYPERSKERK

THE HAGUE: BINCKHORST

Intangibility
Social layering

recognized, no influence
not considered as a decisive element in
the adaptive reuse process.

recognized, applied
different values clearly recognized, dialogue
about the multiplicity of values is stimulated
through the process on core values.

Narrative dimension

recognized, not consciously considered as
a decisive element in the adaptive reuse
process.

recognized and explicitly included in certain
decision-making processes within the
adaptive reuse through parties such as I’M
BINCK.

Guiding developments

guiding potential of cultural heritage is
recognized, but mainly argued from a
perspective in line with the factor-approach
to heritage management.

guiding potential of cultural heritage is
increasingly applied in Binckhorst through
parties such as I’M BINCK.

Transdisciplinary
heritage valuation
process

to some extent recognized due to the
involvement of non-experts

depends on type of decision-making
process within the larger area development.
Transdisciplinary approach seems
advocated by I’M BINCK.

Table 6 - Case comparison: vector-approach
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4.2 Public participation
In this next subchapter, the case study findings for the second specific research question will be
provided. The second specific research question is: “What is the influence of public participation on
heritage valuation within the current practice of adaptive reuse?”
In order to explore this second specific research question, the created operationalisation of public
participation (as can be found in Table 4) has been applied. In accordance with this operationalisation,
the data will be outlined through discussing the motives for public participation, the forms of public
participation and the influence of public participation.

4.2.1 Sas van Gent
1. Motives for participation
One way to observe public participation processes in heritage management, as well as in other
disciplines, is by looking at the reasons given for choosing a participatory form of decision-making.
Whereas many reasons can probably be given, Fung (2006) narrowed them down to three categories:
justice, legitimacy and effectiveness.
However, when reviewing the case of the adaptive reuse of the Cuyperskerk in Sas van Gent through
this lens, the main reason for public participation in the adaptive reuse seems to be the lack of other
parties managing to trigger the adaptive reuse process. When the church building became vacant and
had to be sold by the church board, community members noticed that action needed to be taken in order
to prevent the building from demolition. Because of this, several community members gathered and
together formed the foundation for the preservation of the church. One of the board member of the
foundation explained why citizens felt the need to become involved:
“We have a former GP here in this town who was worried about the preservation of the church. Well, that
church was vacant for eight years already, the building was visibly deteriorating, as always happens with
an empty building. So that man gathered a group of people that started brainstorming about “should we
do something?” “will we take action or do we leave it to collapse?” But yes, if that happens you have a
gaping hole in your town. And right now this is already a shrinking region, so you have to be careful with
it.” (SvG.citizen 1)

This statement can be related to one of the distinguished motives for public participation, namely the
one about justice. According to Fung (2006), motives based on justice are related to the notion of
democratic ideals, in which citizens are empowered to exert influence on the decisions that have to be
made or issues that have to be discussed. In this case, this implied that certain citizens gathered to
involve themselves in order to participate in the decision-making surrounding the church’s future.
During the interviews, one participant who represents the church board explained that the board was
happy to see that a foundation had offered to buy the church, as they believed that the community was
able to take good care of the building. The same reason was given by the municipality of Terneuzen.
According to the interviewed representative of this municipality, the municipality was eager to stimulate
this citizen initiative. Both interviewees related this to the idea that a civic party, unlike for example a
project developer, was expected to create a successful outcome, as they know the town and often feel
some kind of connection to the church. In this way, it seems possible to state that both the municipality
and the church board reason from the distinguished motive of effectiveness, in which the public is said
to enrich the quality of the management process and its outcome (Fung, 2006).
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Besides the public initiative that resulted in the creation of the foundation, public participation can also
be reviewed when looking at the way the broader public was involved by the foundation during the
decision-making process for a new purpose of the church. When questioning interview participants
about the reason to involve the broader community, one member of the foundation explained:
“During the restoration process we invited the community a couple of times, like “come see what we are
doing”, and at that time a sort of interaction came to be between the community and the foundation, to
see what people wanted, what was needed in Sas van Gent. And there were many nice ideas, but often
ideas that weren’t suitable for the final exploitation.” (SvG.citizen 1)

In this quote, the motive that is mentioned by the interviewee seems to be linked to legitimacy. According
to Fung (2006), motives of legitimacy are based on the notion that the public needs to support a certain
plan or policy. For the adaptive reuse process, it seems as if public participation was organised to
guarantee support through listening to the needs of the community. Yet, when looking at the last
sentence of this quote, it becomes clear that not all ideas were actually considered in the adaptive reuse
process. Because of this, it could be stated the foundation did not always regard public participation as
a tool to enhance the quality of the process and therefore did not really reason their choice for
participatory moments from the effectiveness motive.
In conclusion, this case study showed that motives for participation should not only be judged from the
traditional viewpoint of a process organiser such as the municipality or the former owner of a building
(in this case the church board). In this case, the choice for public involvement was not completely
voluntary, but rather the only possibility to let the church building continue to exist. Yet, the interviews
showed that although motives were not explicitly reasoned for by a certain party, it is still possible to
distinguish different types of motives. When considering motives for public participation during the
adaptive reuse, it becomes easier to distinguish why the foundation has facilitated public participation
moments. Here, the participation seemed to be mainly reasoned from a legitimacy viewpoint, and not
necessarily from the perspective that the community could contribute to the decision-making about a
new function of the heritage source. Thus, for the organised participatory moments, it can be stated that
motives for public involvement were not derived from an clear aim to explore possible existing values
and knowledge related to the heritage source through a process of valuation.
2. Forms of participation
Another way to observe participatory processes is by looking at the forms of public participation. For
both case studies, the shape of their participation process has been reviewed by looking at the
participants of the process, the participation method, the time of involvement and the modes of
communication.
a. inclusiveness
According to Fung (2006), an important characteristic of a participatory process is the people who are
participating in the decision-making. In the case of public participation processes, one could easily state
that public parties have been involved. However, it is worth scrutinizing what these public parties exactly
look like and who they consist of. In order to measure the inclusiveness of a decision-making process,
Fung (2006) distinguished eight forms of processes, ranging from processes with professionals
representing the public interests to processes in which everybody is able to participate.
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Figure 12 - Participant selection (Fung, 2006)

A first thing to analyse is who exactly was involved in the adaptive reuse of the former church. Already
here, a distinction should be made between the citizens who actually became part of the foundation and
citizens who participated during meetings and workshops organised by the foundation.
After the interviews, it seems that this first group, the foundation members, could be regarded as selfselected participants. According to Fung (2006), this is the second-highest level of inclusiveness a
participatory process could reach. Of course, the description of the adaptive reuse as a civic initiative
already shows that the foundation participated on a voluntary basis. One interviewee, a member of the
foundation described that the group of self-selected participants was actually quite a small one:
“You always hope that the whole town will stand up to preserve such a church, but in this case it's just
five people - five foolish, passionate people that put a lot of effort and time in the project. All board
members put a lot of effort and time in the project, as they really enjoyed doing it. It was a group of
people that had the time to do such a thing, but also the enthusiasm.” (SvG.citizen 2)

This quote shows that although the adaptive reuse is described as a civic initiative, it doesn’t
automatically imply that many citizens have been heavily involved in finding a new function. Although
practically everyone could join if they wanted to, it could also be argued from another point of view that
the composition of the foundation does not only fit with the notion of self-selected participants, but also
with that of so-called lay participants. To some extent, the foundation members could be regarded as
not just random citizens, but as citizens with a specific expertise that the adaptive reuse process would
benefit from. This could for example be found in the statement of one of the interviewed members, who
explained how the foundation was formed:
“First a group of people started brainstorming, they continued developing the plans and explore
possibilities. (...) And then the foundation was expanded with people who fit certain matters. An architect
was added, I joined because of my knowledge about process-oriented approaches and in that way other
people joined.” (SvG.citizen 1)

The other public party that can be distinguished is the broader public, in the case specifically the citizens
of Sas van Gent. Again, for this group, the level of inclusiveness could be measured. When looking at
the times when the foundation invites public participation of the community, there didn’t seem to be any
rules on who could participate and who could not. According to one interviewee, everybody was
welcome to participate during the organised workshops and meetings:
“I have to say, during the whole process, the foundation involved the people of Sas van Gent really well,
in my opinion. And of course this is how I feel about it because I’m open to it. But I did notice at the
meetings that a diversity of citizens was present, which meant that this diversity of citizens could also
voice their opinions” (SvG.citizen 3)

In this way, the involvement of the broader public could be framed as the highest level of inclusiveness,
with everybody able to participate. However, although everyone was welcome to participate in theory,
one interviewee mentioned that this didn’t mean that the whole community actually participated in finding
a new function for the church building:
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“Well, I believe it is idealistic to have communities on the barricades that will dedicate themselves for a
church. It would be very nice, but I believe it could also work against you because you get too many
opinions to consider” (SvG.citizen 2)

In conclusion, it can be stated that the adaptive reuse process, both in terms of participation of the
foundation and the broader community, seem to score quite high on their level of inclusiveness. From
the interviews it seemed as if the adaptive reuse process was technically open for everyone willing to
participate. It could be argued that this high level of inclusiveness has allowed for a diverse set of local
knowledge and local values to be brought into the decision-making process. Yet, it has to be
remembered that the possibility for everybody to participate does not imply that everyone will eventually
participate or that the participating public is very diverse.
b. time of involvement
In traditional decision-making processes, different phases can be distinguished in which public parties
can be involved. In literature, different divisions of these phases can be found. For this research, the
theory of Uittenbroek et al. (2019) is adopted to examine the time of involvement. In their work,
Uittenbroek et al. (2019) distinguished four different stages of a policy process: policy-making, policy
implementation, policy evaluation and maintenance. Although the division is normally applied to policybased decision-making, the distinguished phases to some extent are also considered suitable for the
adaptive reuse project of the former church.
In the interviews with two foundation members, as well as the municipality Terneuzen, it became clear
that the involvement of the foundation includes all four phases. One interviewee explained that now that
the new function of the church is realised, the foundation members become busy with the maintenance
phase of the adaptive reuse project.
When questioning the time of involvement for the rest of the Sas van Gent community, it became clear
from the interviews that their involvement could mainly be found early in the process, during the socalled policy-making phase. The interviewed municipality member explained that this early involvement
was not very unusual. According to him, public participation is often staged in the first phase of the
process, in which ideas can be shared and plans are created:
“The input of the community is mainly found in the generating of ideas, but once you enter the swamp of
regulations and conditions that have to be met, than the community drops out” (municipality Terneuzen)

This observation on the time of involvement seems to be supported by scientific literature, which states
that citizens are often involved in an early phase of the decision-making process. According to
Uittenbroek et al. (2019), the choice for involving citizens early on has multiple reasons, including for
example the notion that citizens are still able to influence decisions and that local knowledge can be
harvested by the facilitating party.
To sum up, the moments that the public has been involved in the adaptive reuse process of the church
can again be framed as twofold. As part of a civic initiative, the foundation members have participated
in the whole process, and are currently still involved in the maintenance. Due to their continuous
involvement, these individuals have had a large influence on the way heritage values have been dealt
with. Conversely, the community was to a large extent solely involved in the earliest phase of the project,
in which ideas are shared and knowledge from the community is collected. It could be stated that within
this early phase of the decision-making process, the public could bring in their values and knowledge,
which could possibly guide the process before any choices or plans were made. However, their absence
in later phases of the project makes it difficult for this party to have a say in how their brought in values
and knowledge are dealt with.
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c. modes of communication
Another dimension to examine the form of public participation processes is through focusing on the
modes of communication between the public and other parties in the decision-making processes. For
this characteristic, Fung (2006) distinguished six different mechanisms ranging from high intensity to
low intensity communication. In his division, the least intense mechanism is described as a process in
which the public has merely the role of a spectator, whereas the most intense role for citizens is given
to those processes in which expert citizens are able to negotiate with the other parties about the issues
at stake (Fung, 2006).

Figure 13 - Modes of communication and decision-making (Fung, 2006)

In the adaptive reuse process of the former church, the interview results led to believe that three main
parties were active in the decision-making: the foundation, the church board and the municipality of
Terneuzen. Although other parties will have been involved somehow, the communication between these
three parties seemed most interesting to focus upon. When asking about the collaboration between the
three parties, the municipality representative mentioned:
“I think we handled it quite professionally. We had some people in the foundation that had professional
knowledge, such as an architect. And to complement that we had a communication agency, and the
municipality added its expertise with subsidy specialists.” (municipality Terneuzen)

Here, it seems as if the municipality viewed the foundation members as professional partners. The type
of communication described seems to point at that of the public party being regarded as expert citizens.
This same view also seems to be shared by the church board representative, who explained that not
every citizen would have been able to contribute expertise to this adaptive reuse:
“You need to have some enthusiastic individuals, because there were a lot of difficulties and you need
people who can get through that. Well, those people ended up in the foundation. There was an
entrepreneur in it, an architect - so different people who are used to doing business. You shouldn’t have
people who have never taken initiative, because then it won’t work out.” (church board)

Whereas the foundation members thus seemed to be communicating with the other parties on the
highest level of intensity, it seems as if the same could not be said for the larger community. When
looking at the modes of communication between the community members and the foundation, some
less intense forms of communication were found. As mentioned earlier, citizens were invited to share
ideas and wishes in the policy-making process of the adaptive reuse project. In this way, it could be said
that these citizens had a certain level of communicative influence. When looking at the intensity level of
their communication, their input seems to fit Fung’s (2006) mechanisms of ‘expressing preferences’ or
‘developing preferences’. This conclusion is mainly based on an earlier mentioned quote of one of the
foundation members (see p. 56), who explained that the ideas of citizens were heard, but were often
not regarded as ideas that should be adopted in the decision-making process.
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Yet, at other times during the interviews, a somewhat different perspective on the level of communication
was shaped. For example, the same foundation member described that certain ideas that were brought
in by the community were actually turned into elements of the new function.
“In that preliminary phase of the project we asked “what do you want” and “what do you need” and some
interesting things came out of that, including the chapel. We still have a chapel in this church, as well as
a Contemplation room, those ideas came from one of the brainstorming sessions. And also the event
space, there was a lot of demand for that, as well as for the social restaurant – those are all ideas that
came more from the community.“ (SvG.citizen 1)

This seems to point at a higher intensity level, in which the ideas of the community were actually
collected as issues to consider in the decision-making process. This view on the communication
between the foundation and the community seems to be shared by another citizen. When asking her
about her opinion about the communication between both parties, she stated:
’Yes I think that was executed well. As a citizen you could have a say in the plans, you could voice your
opinion, you could always put forward ideas. Even now, if you know someone who wants to do business,
you can always bring it up to the foundation ’’(SvG.citizen 4)

In conclusion, the communication between the municipality, the church board and the foundation can
be seen as a dialogue in which all parties consider each other as equal partners. Because of this, it
could be stated that, in the case of the foundation, the communication level between the public and the
other parties was at its highest intensity level. In comparison, when looking at the communication
between the foundation and the community members that participated in the process, some less intense
communication forms could be distinguished. At times, ideas and preferences from the community were
seriously considered in the decision-making process, but at other moments they seem to have been
disregarded. Because of this, it is difficult to state the extent to which local values and knowledge on the
heritage source have been dealt with by the foundation.

d. methods of participation
Over the years, many methods for involving public parties in decision-making have been designed.
Some years ago, authors Rowe & Frewer (2000) provided an overview of different types of procedures
that are facilitated in decision-making processes. Although their overview on these procedures is not
limited to spatial development and/or heritage management only, a selection of distinguished
procedures can also be often found in these sectors. In many cases, the designed participation
procedure for a decision-making correlates with the desired participants and time of involvement, as
well as with the expected modes of communication.
For the complete adaptive reuse process, the term ‘civic initiative’ seems to best describe the
participation method of the foundation. However, when looking at Rowe & Frewer (2000) their overview,
that method is not mentioned as a possible option. This could be explained by the fact that these authors
seem to direct their categorization of possible participation methods to a process facilitating audience.
However, in this case study, as with other civic initiatives processes, no process facilitating parties such
as the municipality was involved to steer the way the public became involved and citizens had to set up
the process themselves.
On the contrary, when looking at the involvement of the rest of the town’s community, a process
facilitating party can be distinguished. During the decision-making process, the foundation was the one
that had the power to steer the way in which the public could be involved in the adaptive reuse. In four
out of six interviews, it was explained that the broader community could participate through workshops
and meetings arranged by the foundation members. When questioning a citizen about the method of
involvement, he answered that he had been very content with the way the public was invited to
participate in deciding the new function of the former church:
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“Yes, they did that really well. Through the organisation of all kinds of workgroups, through the
organisation of meetings. The citizens could have a say and contribute their ideas. And it wasn’t just one
meeting, there were multiple meetings.” (SvG.citizen 3)

In sum, it should first be noted that this variable of the methods of participation is highly related with the
other distinguished variables that aim to explain the form of a participatory process. Nonetheless, as
this variable could provide new insights, it was still applied as a perspective to study this case study. In
this case study, the interviews made it clear that the operationalisation of Rowe & Frewer (2000) is not
applicable to every public participation process. In this case, this could be explained by the fact that this
adaptive reuse process could be framed as civic initiative. However, within the adaptive reuse of the
church, formal participatory moments were facilitated by the foundation. These moments, such as
workshops and meetings, could be regarded as distinguished participation procedures by Rower &
Frewer (2000). It could be stated that the facilitation of such participatory moments provided room for
values and ideas to be collected and discussed amongst the participants.
Forms of participation within Sas van Gent
In the previous sections, the participatory process of the adaptive reuse of the Cuyperskerk has been
reviewed through an outline of the interview findings for each variable connected to the forms of public
participation. When looking at the inclusiveness of both the foundation and the facilitated participatory
moments, it can be stated that the adaptive reuse project was quite open, as technically everyone was
welcome to become involved. Considering the time of involvement, a certain phase of involvement could
be discerned for the participation of the community, as these individuals were said to be involved in the
earliest phase of the decision-making process. However, a certain time of involvement could not be
distinguished for the participation of the foundation members, as these individuals were, logically,
involved in all stages of the decision-making process and afterwards. For the modes of communication,
it could be stated that the communication between the foundation and the other relevant actors was at
its highest level according to the division made by Fung (2006). However, when applying this division of
communication modes on the communication between the citizens and the board, the communication
level seems to be on a medium level. Lastly, whereas certain methods of public involvement could be
distinguished within the adaptive reuse process, the complete adaptive reuse process itself did not seem
to fit one of the distinguished methods for participation according to Rowe & Frewer (2000).
3. Influence of participation
Besides the motives for public participation and the forms of the process, this research has also focused
on the results of public involvement on the outcomes of the adaptive reuse process. Here, the influence
of participation and the representativeness of the involved public parties will be reviewed.
a. influence
In order to review the influence of citizens on the outcomes of the decision-making process, the scientific
model of Edelenbos & Monnikhof (2001) is adopted. These authors created a so-called participation
ladder, in which the impact of participants’ input on the actual outcome of the decision-making process
and during the process can be reviewed. In total, they distinguished five levels of public participation:
informing, consulting, advising, co-producing and co-deciding.
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Figure 14 - Participation ladder. Based on Edelenbos & Monnikhof (2001), translated by author

As with all other variables, the level of influence that fits the public depends on the type of public that is
considered. When looking at the citizens that are part of the foundation, the highest level of public
participation can be distinguished. From the interviews it became obvious that the adaptive reuse of the
former church is something that was mainly executed by the foundation. During the adaptive reuse
process, the municipality seemed to have left most of the decision-making to the foundation themselves,
and only functioned as a facilitator of the civic initiative.
Although the ladder of Edelenbos & Monnikhof (2001) is traditionally created to describe the relationship
between governmental organisations and citizens, it could also be applied to examine the influence of
the local community in the decision-making process that was facilitated by the foundation members.
During the interviews, all participants were asked about the level of influence the citizens of Sas van
Gent had in the decision-making process. Whereas one of the foundation members described that
certain input of the citizens was actively considered in the decision-making process, the other
interviewed foundation member shaped somewhat of a different perspective of this. According to him,
the input generated during the participatory moments was not often purposely adopted, but might only
have coincidentally influenced the outcome at times:
“When we first received subsidy for adaptive reuse, before we started the foundation, we also held a
walk-in information evening and other types of sessions. But has something come out of that? I think that
maybe if I were to look back at it now I can see certain elements have returned in the final realization,
but they are quite separate from each other. In the end we didn’t really generate the end result from
within the community.” (SvG.citizen 2)

Another interviewee, a citizen of Sas van Gent, reflected on the final outcome as followed:
“I think it is quite similar in every town, that at those information evenings you will always see the same
people. But people were certainly interested to hear about what would be the new function. But if it has
really turned out to be as we expected? Although that also has to do with the available entrepreneurs of
course.” (SvG.citizen 4)

These two quotes seem to show that although public participation moments were facilitated, this does
not necessarily mean that the community was actually co-producing the outcome with the foundation.
As mentioned in the last quote, the final outcome of the adaptive reuse process might be mostly
influenced by the ideas and preferences of the foundation members. When linking the interview findings
with the model of Edelenbos & Monnikhof (2001), the citizens’ input mainly seems to fit with the lower
ranges of the ladder, in which the community has a consulting role.
In conclusion, the foundation members fit with the highest range of the Edelenbos & Monnikhof (2001)
ladder, as this public party did most of the decision-making themselves. Due to this position, the
foundation can be seen as those citizens that could easily bring in their own values related to the church.
Moreover, as facilitators of the adaptive reuse process, these citizens had the freedom to decide how
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and to what extent different values and ideas brought in by the community were dealt with. When looking
at the amount of influence the community was given by the foundation, it seems that the influence of the
citizens during the process and on the outcome of the process was quite low. Although the community
was able to give input, they weren’t guaranteed that their ideas and perspectives would actually be used
in the end.
b. representativeness
Besides questioning the influence of public parties during the decision-making process and on the
outcome of the process, it could also be examined to what extent the public parties represent the public
interest. Uittenbroek et al. (2019) explained that in literature, a division can be found in the understanding
of public participation, regarding the term ‘’public’. They describe that while certain authors describe the
‘public’ as literally everyone, other authors view the ‘public’ as certain individuals that represent other
citizens.
In this case study, these two ways of perceiving public participation can clearly be found in the fact that
a distinction has continuously been made between the foundation and the broader community, as both
parties could be discerned as ‘public’.
Therefore, when looking at the foundation, it could be stated that the members are not just random
citizens, but self-appointed individuals that aim to represent the public through their civic initiative of
finding a new function for the former church building. As mentioned in an earlier quote, one member of
the foundation described himself and the other foundation members as “five foolish, passionate people
that put a lot of effort and time in the project”. With this, it seems highly possible that the foundation
members cannot be perceived as a perfect representation from general society. From the interviews, it
has become clear that this conclusion is something that is also recognized by the interviewees
themselves. For instance, one foundation member stated:
“No it usually isn’t very representative. The foundation consists of entrepreneurs – and that has also
created tensions at times, as they are all people with their own will. Anyway, let’s also call that the charm
of it. I don’t think there would have been that much strength to get it done if there had been only wellbehaved citizens in the foundation.’’ (SvG.citizen 2)

This belief that a lower level of representativeness did not necessarily matters seemed to be shared by
another interviewee:
“I think that the citizens who are currently in the foundation – because they are people born or living in
Sas van Gent, and they all have some entrepreneurial background – I think that that’s good. There has
been participation, plans were always presented and in that way they have the approval from the
community. I believe it’s good that the project is mainly done by those people who have an
entrepreneurial heart in a certain way, because it does require some level of profession” (SvG.citizen 4)

Although the lower level of representativeness thus seems to be recognized by both the foundation and
other citizens, the two statements above show that this was not perceived as a problem.
When looking at the representativeness of the larger community, the interview results seem somewhat
less in line. When questioning who participated during the organised workshops and meetings, the two
interviewed citizens gave somewhat different answers. One interviewee described:
“I noticed at those meetings that a diversity of citizens was present and that a diversity of citizens could
voice their opinion. So you didn’t just have the same small group of people who gave their opinion on
things. Instead, everyone that is somehow connected to the history of the church could do his or her say.
(SvG.citizen 3)

However, in an earlier presented quote (see p. 62), one of the interviewees stated the following thing
about the participants:
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“I think it is quite similar in every town, that at those information evenings you will always see the same
people.” (SvG.citizen 4)

As a third perspective, one of the foundation members offered an explanation that somewhat connected
both views on which members of the community had participated:
“Well yes, they are always the same people you see there. But, a small group of citizens in a population
of 3000 inhabitants - 150 people visiting such a meeting, I think that is quite a lot. That was something
that surprised me as well, because we only had 50 chairs ready.” (SvG.citizen 1)

Thus, in this case it seems that although the composition of the participating citizens was not very
surprising, the high number of participants could still ensure that a diversity of perspectives and ideas
could be explored. Because of this, it seems as if the representativeness of the participating citizens
was neither extraordinarily low or extraordinarily high.
In sum, within the adaptive reuse process it is acknowledged by interviewees that the foundation
members should not be regarded as representatives of the Sas van Gent community. Due to the high
level of influence of these foundation members in the adaptive reuse project, it can be stated that their
values and beliefs have been most determining for the new function of the former church. It is quite likely
that this has resulted in a type of heritage valuation that to some extent differs from the valuation that
would have taken place if the community was equally or fully represented. Yet, the interviews have
shown that the lower level of representativeness of the foundation members was not seen as something
problematic by the community members that were interviewed. When looking at the representativeness
of the citizens that participated during workshops and meetings, the level of representativeness seems
neither high or low, as different interviewees provided different interpretations on the group of
participating citizens. Due to this medium level of representativeness, it is difficult to conclude if all values
the church encompassed have been taken into account. However, due to the accessibility of the
process, it seems likely to state that community members that wanted to share their values were able
to do so.
Influence of participation within Sas van Gent
The last two sections have outlined the level of public involvement and the representativeness of the
public in the Sas van Gent case. In order to examine the level of public influence, the model of Edelenbos
& Monnikhof (2001) has been adopted. When applying the interviews findings to their ladder of public
involvement, a distinction is made between the influence of the foundation members and the community
members that had participated during the early stages of the decision-making process. In this case, the
foundation members seem to reside in the highest level of the ladder, while the influence of the other
citizens fit with one of the lower ranges. Considering the representativeness of the foundation, the
interview results have shown that it is recognized that the foundation members are not very
representative for society as a whole. For the representativeness of the citizens that were involved
during participatory moments it has been difficult to make a statement, as different interviewees provided
differing statements about the public that was involved.
Sas van Gent & public participation:
To achieve a good understanding of the public participation in the case of the adaptive reuse of the
former church, different dimensions of participation have been discussed. In each of these three
dimensions, it turned out that a division could be made between the general public and the citizens that
have been involved in the foundation. Because of this, the provided interview conclusions are often
twofold.
The first dimension that has been looked at is the motives for participation. Here, it was found that the
scientific literature of Fung (2006) was difficult to apply to the context of the civic initiative, as this civic
initiative resulted mostly from the fact that it seemed to be the only possibility to preserve the church, as
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no other forms of action were taking place. In the case of the community members’ participation during
the decision-making process, it was deemed less difficult to distinguish motives. Here, legitimacy
reasons seemed to be the most important motive to organise participatory moments. Furthermore, it did
not seem as if community members were actively invited to participate from the motive of effectiveness.
Although the foundation did pay attention to the wishes and ideas from the Sas van Gent community,
participatory moments were not explicitly organised with the aim of generating local knowledge and
values on the heritage source.
In the second dimension, the forms of participation have been explored. Through matching the different
variables with the interview result, it was found that two forms of public participation can be distinguished
in this adaptive reuse process. The first one can be found when looking at the foundation, which could
be described as a small group of self-selected citizens that were highly involved during the full decisionmaking process (which was of course also facilitated by themselves). The other distinguished form of
participation in this adaptive reuse process is a more obvious, traditional form of public participation.
The participation of community members could be characterised as involvement of interested citizens
in certain moments of the decision-making process, in which these citizens were invited to bring in ideas
or brainstorm about certain decisions.
Lastly, in the third dimension the influence of the public has been studied through looking at the influence
of public parties during the decision-making process and on its outcomes, as well as considering who
the public represented. Here, it was found that a certain part of the community, the foundation members,
could be seen as very influential throughout the decision-making process. When looking at the rest of
the community, lower levels of influence were distinguished. Moreover, the foundation members were
not acknowledged as highly representative for the community as a whole. However, the interview results
have shown that this was not something that was considered problematic for the citizens of Sas van
Gent.

4.2.2 Binckhorst
1. Motives for participation
The decision-making processes in the Binckhorst that were studied were specified to those processes
that contained the topic of heritage in its broad sense, including decision-making processes about the
identity of the area and the history of the area.
From the interviews it seems that all three categories of motives distinguished by Fung (2006) could be
found in the Binckhorst, and that different types of people related different reasons for facilitating public
participation. For instance, two individuals related to I’M BINCK reasoned from the motive of
effectiveness, by explaining the need for public involvement in order to obtain local knowledge about
the area:
“No one could tell that much about the area, no one has lived it so well and has so much knowledge
about the Binckhorst as those entrepreneurs do. So it would really be a shame if that knowledge and that
love for the Binckhorst would get lost. If you already have that local knowledge and those people wanting
to do something with it, why would you let that go to waste?” (B.researcher)

Another member of I’M BINCK mentioned a more democratic reason to involve the public. He stated
that the public deserves to be involved in decision-making processes about their environment, as they
are the ones that use this environment and will experience the quality of it. This reason could be seen
as fitting with the motive of justice.
The third motive, legitimacy, could mostly be distinguished in the interview with a project developer.
When discussing public participation in development plans for the area, he explained that public
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participation was deemed necessary, as this could decrease opposition against certain plans or project
decisions:
“You have to follow a procedure and the moment you don’t include the people in your surroundings
enough, those people will start to grumble, they will oppose. And that takes us time again, and then you
have to go to court - and that all comes very late in the process. So it’s better to start talking about it in
advance, because then you have more control. And then you have also matched the expectations.”
(project developer)

Interestingly enough, motives distinguished for public participation were mostly provided by parties that
facilitated participatory processes, and not by the public themselves. However, as also mentioned by
one of the I’M BINCK members, it is important to take into account why certain individuals choose to
participate. For example, certain people will frame public participation as something that could enrich a
decision-making process. Yet, maybe even more important, is the question if this notion is agreed upon
by the possible participants. One interviewee shared her view on this as followed:
“I think meaning is given to an object or a ritual or a custom by those people who still do something with
it or want to do something with it. So those people should actually express that they regard those things
as valuable. For example with the industrial buildings in the Binckhorst, that they say “we think these
places are valuable because they look exciting” or “these buildings tell a special story”. So those people
that feel that way, they should make an effort to preserve that heritage, so that the decision about what
heritage to preserve in the spatial development is not something that is only decided upon by the
municipality.” (B.citizen 6)

This statement seems to represent the belief that it’s also important to consider motives to participate in
decision-making processes. Whereas several arguments could be provided in favour of participating,
there are also arguments that hinder the eagerness of certain people to participate. When questioning
this for the Binckhorst, one former local entrepreneur described that over the years certain people in the
area had lost their faith in the decision-making process, for example because they didn’t feel as if they
were listened to.
In sum, it could be stated that all motives as distinguished by Fung (2006) could be linked to this case
study, as different parties will have their own reasons to facilitate public participation. Indirectly, this
implies that there are multiple motives to involve the local perspective of these parties. Yet, as with the
other case study in this research, the interview findings have highlighted that motives for public
participation could be approached more open-minded, when also taking into account the reason for this
public to participate. With this, this case has underlined the existence of the range of possible motives
that could be provided to involve local parties and their values and knowledge in heritage management
processes.
2. Forms of participation
The forms of public participation have been explored through four variables: the participants of the
process, the participation method, the time of involvement and the modes of communication. In the next
sections, each of these variables will be discussed in relation to the case study results.
a. inclusiveness
In the redevelopment processes concerning the area-wide heritage of the Binckhorst, it seems as if
many different parties are involved. In order to study who actually participates in these processes,
Fung’s (2006) mechanisms on participant selection will be used (see: figure 12).
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In general, when asking interviewees about the participants during heritage-related decision-making
processes, I’M BINCK and the heritage foundation (SHIE) are most often mentioned besides the more
usual participants (such as the municipality and project developers). In their own way, both these parties
are related to the decision-making processes concerning the area’s history and its identity. Although I’M
BINCK might be regarded by some people as a public party, they are not the only community members
that participate in the area development. As a former industrial area, the Binckhorst consists of a
community of many local entrepreneurs and workers. Through the business association (BLF), as well
as through events organised by I’M BINCK, these people could also be said to be participating in the
redevelopment of the area. Moreover, as the Binckhorst is slowly turning into a mixed-use residential
area, a group of current or future inhabitants has recently entered the decision-making process as well.
From the interviews with the members of I’M BINCK, it has become clear that the party does not wish
to be seen as a party that only serves to represent the community. Instead, one member described I’M
BINCK as an independent party that tries to raise attention for certain subjects of which they believe
have to be discussed in the area development, by organising so-called network events that are open to
all people that are somehow related or interested in the Binckhorst. The same interviewee explained
that he noticed that project developers and municipality members sometimes regard the I’M BINCK
members as community representatives, and added that this was a wrongful interpretation of the goals
and tasks of I’M BINCK.
Even though it should thus be highlighted that I’M BINCK is much more than ‘just’ a group of citizens,
this research will at times reduce complexity by calling them a public party, in order to be able to study
the relation between the theoretical concepts and practice. When applying this perspective and relating
it to Fung’s theory, the members of I’M BINCK could be described as self-selected participants. From
the interviewees, it became clear that the I’M BINCK initiative started with a few individuals that wanted
to become involved in the area development of the Binckhorst. In this way, it can be said that these
participants invited themselves to become a stakeholder in the decision-making processes.
However, the official members of I’M BINCK are not the only individuals that are nowadays involved in
the area development, as the group grew out to become a large network of various stakeholders.
Through various meetings organised by I’M BINCK, people from different backgrounds, including public
parties, were invited to think along about the area. In a way, these organised meetings can be regarded
as highly inclusive decision-making processes, as everybody who was interested was welcome to think
along. This observation was also reflected in the interviews, where one member of I’M BINCK explained
who participated in their ‘Kernwaarden’ process:
“Well it was an open process, so you don’t want to exclude anyone. Anyone who wants to contribute can
contribute. But you do see that such discussions about values, about the Kernwaarden – that they
mainly attract people who think about the collective, about the community” (B.citizen 2)

Besides being able to participate in the activities organised by I’M BINCK, the public is also at times
invited to participate in decision-making processes organised by the municipality or by a project
developer. However, during the interviews, the impression was given that these types of participation
processes are often less inclusive. One interviewee explained:
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“In such council meetings participants speak in very formal language. And those meetings are often not
at all accessible to people who have to work during the day and do not have time at all to get to
understand those procedures. Also, those people often do not know that such a formal council meeting
is scheduled, and only read about it two weeks later in the newspaper.” (B.researcher)

Whereas this statement was made about participatory moments organised by the municipality, the same
point could be made for the participatory moments that are organised through I’M BINCK. This was also
reflected in the quote of another interviewee when questioning if many local entrepreneurs had been
actively participated in the I’M BINCK network meetings:
“Well those local entrepreneurs, those companies just have to work. They work day and night, and if you
are a small self-employed person you are always busy with your company. And of course it is important
that you also pay attention to your environment and development plans. The growing companies do that,
but for others it is just not practically feasible to be present at all those network drinks etcetera, because
those things take a lot of time. Besides that, many small entrepreneurs speak another language, they are
more do-ers than thinkers. ” (B.citizen 4)

In conclusion, the area development of the Binckhorst contains many different parties, including multiple
forms of so-called public parties. In order to reduce some complexity, this research has framed the I’M
BINCK initiative as self-selected participants, as the I’M BINCK members aimed to become involved in
the decision-making processes about the area development. Besides I’M BINCK, other distinguished
public parties, such as the local entrepreneurs and citizens, are also able to participate in the area
redevelopment. However, the amount of inclusiveness and accessibility of participatory processes seem
to differ depending on the facilitating party. Moreover, it has been pointed out that there is not necessarily
a positive correlation between the accessibility of a process and the diversity and size of individuals
participating in that process. This finding, as well as the existence of multiple differing decision-making
processes in the area has made it difficult to state something about the opportunities local parties can
utilize to share their beliefs on what they experience as valuable aspects of the Binckhorst.
b. time of involvement
For the area development of the Binckhorst, decision-making processes are examined through the
theory of Uittenbroek et al. (2019). Of course, the area development of the Binckhorst consists of many
different decision-making processes. Besides this, it should be noted that the area development is an
on-going process, which implies that many decision-making processes are also on-going. In order to
still state something about the time of involvement, this research will focus on a few examples of
organised decision-making processes that were mentioned during the interviews.
In the theory of Uittenbroek et al. (2019), as well as in the upcoming Environment and Planning Act,
public participation in the earliest phases of a decision-making process is mentioned as desirable. This
stems from the notion that during the policy-making phase, public parties could exert most influence on
the plans that are created. When asking case interviewees about the idea of public involvement earlyon in a decision-making process, they agreed that this seemed to be a desirable approach to facilitate
public participation. However, one interviewee explained that, unfortunately, this idea of early
involvement was something she did not experience at the Binckhorst:
“In certain areas where the municipality still owns some land so-called ‘gebiedspaspoorten’ will be
created in collaboration with all owners within that area. Two of those are now almost ready, one for the
Maanweg and one for Junopark. But then I get to hear through digital communication via I’M BINCK that
for those gebiedspaspoorten, they will organize some kind of digital consultation round during the
summer holiday, with the citizens, with those few scraps of old local residents that are still left. But you
know, that is actually the final stage in which those people become involved. That’s why I think it’s a bit
of a sham, that participation they talk about.” (B.citizen 4)

In the interview with the municipality representative, it was explained that although the municipality also
viewed early participation as a good thing, it was not something that they would enforce or evaluate
anymore. About the statement in the Environment and Planning Act on early participation, the
interviewee stated:
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“Well I believe it is mentioned as a wish, so it is not something the municipality has to evaluate. We do
indicate this wish through project groups and such, but it is not regarded as municipal responsibility, but
as the responsibility of the land owners and the developing parties.” (municipality The Hague)

Here, it seems as if the project developers and the land owners are thus the ones that have to improve
the facilitation of public participation in the early stages. Yet, in the interview with one project developer
in the area, it was explained that this was also something that was easier said than done, as the desire
for early participation was communicated after certain plans were already made. As an example, the
interviewee explained that their project plans were made before the participation guideline document
was released. Because of this, the extent to which the municipality expected participation to be facilitated
was unclear, and the developing company was left to decide about the issue themselves.
From the interviews it has become clear that a difference can be distinguished between theory and
practice. Whereas interviewees thus recognized the benefits of participation early-on, they explained
that this was often not actually experienced in decision-making processes. Due to the uncertainty about
which party should facilitate early public participation in the decision-making processes, complexities
seemed to have arisen for the public parties wanting to participate, as they, for example, did not feel
well enough informed about the arranged participatory processes.
It seems that in this complex form of area development, individuals or parties with a certain expertise of
decision-making processes and a certain persistence are needed to ensure the public interest remains
included. In the case of the Binckhorst, it could be said that I’M BINCK is such an actor. When
questioning one of the I’M BINCK members about their involvement in decision-making processes, she
explained that they tried to be involved in as many decisions and plans as possible:
“I sometimes call ourselves on the board of I’M BINCK some kind of weed. We have become
ineradicable, we always reappear somewhere” (B.citizen 2)

In sum, regarding the phases of decision-making processes in which the public gets involved, it can be
stated that the public is not always involved early-on in decision-making processes. It seems as if this
could be partly explained by the existing uncertainties surrounding the to-be-implemented Environment
and Planning Act. In order to not let these uncertainties negatively influence the amount and quality of
public involvement, it is deemed that a strong public party is needed to force themselves to become a
participant in the policy-making phase of a certain plan or project. This belief could also be supported
from a heritage valuation point of view, as parties should be enabled to discuss and share knowledge
and values about their environment with other parties, before decisions are made.
c. modes of communication
Another perspective to apply on the decision-making processes that take place in the Binckhorst is the
perspective of the modes of communication. Here, the division as created by Fung (2006) is again
adopted, in order to study the modes of communication between the public and the other parties present
in the area (see: figure 13).
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During the interviews, it became clear that presence of many different decision-making processes within
the larger area of development has made it seemingly impossible to distinguish only one single
interaction form out of the six forms that were described by Fung (2006). Within this medley of
processes, the modes of interaction with public parties often seemed to be highly dependent on which
party was responsible for the decision-making process. In the interviews, participatory moments
facilitated by the municipality or a project developer often seemed to be experienced as processes in
which the type of interaction between the facilitating party and the public was quite low. For example,
one interviewee (citizen 4) expressed her view on participatory processes as facilitated by the
municipality as followed:
“I don’t feel as if people are actually being listened to - there are always these presentations where you
get to listen to, but there you actually get more frustrated, because there is nothing more you can
do.”(B.citizen 4)

From this statement, it seems that the interaction between the municipality and the public fits the lowest
mode of communication, the one in which the public is regarded as a spectator in decision-making
processes. When asking a member of I’M BINCK about the interaction between the municipality and
public parties, he also framed this interaction as quite low and provided a possible explanation for this:
“Well actually the local entrepreneur or the citizen gets involved quite poorly by the municipality. And
maybe that is also the case because they think we will arrange that. What I notice around the subject of
energy, for example, where they tried to start such a dialogue process themselves, and which turned out
to be quite difficult, that at a certain point - and I think that’s smart - they said to us: “well you have a
large network of partners, could you organise those energy dialogues for us?”.” (B.citizen 1)

The suggestion made in this quote about the way I’M BINCK is viewed by the municipality could be
found reflected in a few other interviews as well. I’M BINCK is often framed as a party which connects
the different stakeholders and their views within the area development. Through this, they can be
regarded as a party that facilitates interaction between public parties and project initiators, and thereby
aims to stimulate more intense communication. According to another member of I’M BINCK, the party
often consciously aims to improve this interaction:
“In our approach you really respect those people and make them aware that they are really contributing
to those values. So that way instead of participation processes with people having to shout without being
sure if they are being heard, but where the municipality considers it as another thing they can cross off
their to-do-list.” (B.citizen 2)

While I’M BINCK is thus often viewed as an incentive for better communication between the public
parties and the project initiator by themselves and other parties, it seems important to consider that this
party is not always involved as a mediator in every decision-making process.
In conclusion, the large area development of the Binckhorst and the existence of several decisionmaking processes made it impossible to distinguish just one mode of communication between the public
and other parties. However, in general, the interview findings seem to show that formally organised
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participatory processes were often characterised by low interaction between the project initiator and the
public. When relating this to the specific topic of heritage valuation, such a lower level of interaction
could negatively influence the consideration of local values in decision-making. This existing lower level
of communication between the different parties could be linked to the existence of I’M BINCK, which is
often regarded as a party that aims to facilitate better communication between public parties and other
stakeholders such as the municipality and project developers. Through their unifying nature, I’M BINCK
stimulates dialogue between the different parties and thereby ensures better involvement of the different
existing values. However, even though I’M BINCK thus seems to have a positive impact on
communication within the area, it should be taken into account by other parties that sufficient interaction
in a decision-making process is also desired when I’M BINCK is not involved.
d. methods of participation
A last method to study the forms of public participation that can be found in the Binckhorst is through
applying the theory of Rowe & Frewer (2000) on designed procedures for public participation. As the
area development of the Binckhorst is a large-scale project consisting of many separate projects and
developments, many decision-making processes also take place. Once again, the interviews findings
showed that the participation procedures belonging to the decision-making processes in the area
redevelopment could highly differ, depending on, for example, the facilitator of the project, the size of
the development and the subject. Thus, when framing the redevelopment of the Binckhorst as the
redevelopment of an area-wide ‘heritage’ source, it should be noted that it has been difficult to relate a
certain type of procedure to the way heritage is dealt with.
For example, when looking at the ‘Kernwaarden’ process as organised by I’M BINCK, it can be said that
a sort of co-creative process with partners is the applied method of participation. This procedure could
be seen as highly different from other types of procedures, for example those that are organised by the
municipality or by a project developer. The noticeable difference in participation procedures could for a
large part be explained by the legislation that is adopted in this area development. Instead of traditional
area development, the redevelopment of the Binckhorst serves as a pilot project for the upcoming
Environment and Planning Act. Following this Environment and Planning Act, the responsibility for
facilitating sufficient participatory processes has shifted from the governmental parties to the project
initiators. In the Binckhorst this should result in more freedom for project initiators to design participatory
processes according to their liking. Nonetheless, this does not mean that the municipality has lost all
control over the public participation. Through documents such as a participation guideline
(Participatieleidraad), the municipality is able to stimulate that participatory processes are facilitated in
a good way (Gemeente Den Haag, 2019). Through prescribing guidelines, the municipality aims to
advise project initiators what participation procedure could fit what type of projects.
However, during the interviewees it became clear that this new way of dealing with public participation
was still experienced as complex and not productive by several interviewees. For example, one member
of I’M BINCK mentioned:
“Those plans of project developers for example, they are not available for inspection or anything like that.
In principle, as prescribed by the Environment and Planning Act, they should also involve local residents
and other stakeholders, but that act hasn’t been approved yet. And the municipality, as of now, does not
have an instrument to force the project developers to apply participation.” (B.citizen 6)

This quote seems to show that the adoption of this perspective on the facilitation of participatory
planning, as well as the translation to practice, is still an on-going process. Because of this, it could be
stated that project initiators and participants are currently left in limbo, as formal decisions about the
forms of public participation are not always captured.
In conclusion, the large amount of decision-making processes that take place at the Binckhorst make it
impossible to distinguish what participation procedure described this case the best. Whereas many
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processes of I’M BINCK are shaped according to the ideas of co-creation, most formal decision-making
processes do not have such a shape. Moreover, the pilot for the Environment and Planning Act that is
adopted in the Binckhorst is meant to act as a stimulant for a different approach to public participation,
in which the municipality decreases its influence in deciding upon the type of participation facilitated.
Considering the aim of sharing and exploring existing (heritage) values with all parties involved, a cocreative procedure seems to be supported by I’M BINCK as well as by this upcoming Environment and
Planning Act. However, as legislation about this new way of facilitating participation procedures is not
yet implemented, both the project facilitators and participants remain unknown about the desired forms
of public participation.
Forms of participation within the Binckhorst
In the previous sections, the participatory processes within the area redevelopment of the Binckhorst
have been reviewed through the provision of an outline of the interview findings for each variable
connected to the forms of public participation. Concerning the inclusiveness of the participatory
processes at the Binckhorst, it was found that different levels of inclusiveness according to Fung (2006)
could be ascribed to different participatory processes that take place in the area. Within the Binckhorst,
a higher level of inclusiveness seems to be found in the I’M BINCK party, as members and/or network
partners of this party could be described as self-selected participants. When looking at the time of public
involvement, it was found that the envisioned early involvement of public parties as described by
Uittenbroek et al. (2019) is not always facilitated sufficiently. While the absence of early involvement
might have several explanations, it was concluded that public parties should find a way to assure their
inclusion before decisions are made. Here, the existence of I’M BINCK, as well as that of the heritage
and business associations, already seems to provide some possibilities. Regarding the modes of
communication, it was deemed impossible to appoint just one type of communication as distinguished
by Fung (2006) to the different participatory processes in the Binckhorst. In general, it was found that
formally organised processes were more often characterised by a lower interaction level. Moreover, it
was concluded that I’M BINCK could be seen as a party that aims to increase the level of interaction
between public parties and other stakeholders. Lastly, the diversity of decision-making processes also
created difficulty in appointing one type of participation procedure as distinguished by Rowe & Frewer
(2000) for the whole case. In general, it was found that the processes facilitated by I’M BINCK were
often shaping to be of a co-creative nature. Although this co-creation is also stimulated by the upcoming
Environment and Planning Act that is being explored in the Binckhorst, many participatory processes
did not seem to adopt this co-creation procedure form yet.
3. Influence of participation
Lastly, for this case study, the level of public influence and the representativeness of the involved public
parties will be reviewed in the following sections.
a. influence
For the case of the Binckhorst, the ladder of Edelenbos & Monnikhof (2001) is again adopted as a lens
to review the influence of public participation during decision-making processes and their outcomes
(see: figure 14).
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The existence of these many different processes and the notion that these processes will not all fit the
same type of public participation is also recognized by the municipality. In order to guide the facilitation
of public participation under the pilot Environment and Planning Act, the municipality of The Hague
invited a company to create a participation tool in dialogue with certain relevant stakeholders. As a
result, the earlier mentioned Participatieleidraad was published to serve as a guideline for initiating
parties. In this document, advice on the level of public participation is provided by illustrating certain
situations corresponding with the desired level of public influence. Interestingly, the Participatieleidraad
has adopted a categorisation for the level of public participation that is very similar to the division created
by Edelenbos & Monnikhof (2001), as the document describes four levels of public participation:
consulting, advising, co-producing and co-deciding.
As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the Participatieleidraad is meant as a guiding document and cannot
be seen as a means to enforce sufficient public influence. Therefore, it cannot be guaranteed that the
distinguished levels of influence are actually in accordance with the level of influence that is being
experienced in reality. From the interviews, it was found that this gap between the ideas and the actual
outcome was something that was also recognized by public parties. For example, when being
questioned about the provided participation guidelines, one local entrepreneur stated:
“Yes you can think along, but whether you are being listened to is another question. You probably know
it yourself: in theory everyone gets a say, but whether they are really being listened to?” (B.citizen 3)

The other interviewed local entrepreneur seemed to share this kind of distrust, but mentioned that the
existence of the document itself was already a positive thing:
“Of course it is actually just a piece of paper, an idea that is very nice on paper, but that still has to prove
itself in practice. But I’m glad we have that paper anyways, and that we were part of creating that
participation statement. Because now you always have the right to speak and you can always raise your
hand like “wait a minute, we agreed upon this, so can we discuss it together?”.” (B.citizen 5)

From these two statements, it seems as if the Participatieleidraad is something that is accepted but not
fully embraced by public parties in the Binckhorst. During the interviews, it often seemed as if local
entrepreneurs and other users of the area had frequently experienced dissatisfaction with the level of
influence they had and still have in the decision-making processes and outcomes. Nonetheless, these
actors, as well as other interviewed stakeholders mentioned that the activities of I’M BINCK can be
regarded as beneficial for the local parties wanting to be heard. An often discussed example is that of
the Kernwaarden process, that was organised with the notion that in the area redevelopment, multiple
voices should be heard and considered. Regarding the level of influence from public participants, this
activity organised by I’M BINCK can be seen as a sort of co-deciding process. Whereas the level of
public influence during the decision-making process seemed to be quite high, the extent to which this
influence will also be experienced in the outcome of the area development can be questioned. In an
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earlier presented quote (see p. 52) of the members of I’M BINCK, it became clear that the party itself
also at times questioned the amount of public input that would actually be adopted:
“We are still working with the Kernwaarden ourselves, because we actually had little trust that the
municipality would really use the outcomes. But I have to say, those values have been addressed really
well in the ‘Beeldkwaliteitsplan’. Luckily we were involved in that ourselves, to participate there in
response to those ‘Kernwaarden’. But yes, besides that it is difficult, we do see some project developers
really using those values and relying on them. For example in the Waterfrontpark project, the agency
working on that really applied those values and added some as well. So it really depends on the project
developer or agency working on a certain project. Sometimes we get invited to participate, sometimes
we get a call and other times we don’t hear anything at all.” (B.citizen 6)

This extract seems to point at the observation that the facilitation of co-producing or co-deciding
decision-making processes with quite high levels of public influence will not always automatically result
in the same level of influence on the outcomes. So, although public parties might experience quite a
high amount of influence during a decision-making process, this does not necessarily imply that their
interest and views are equally represented in the outcomes of the decision-making process. While in
the Binckhorst, this could be the case for local entrepreneurs and other users, it is also something that
is experienced by a more official stakeholder such as I’M BINCK:
“Also about how certain things will look, we can state something, but I notice that it is quite difficult to
actually influence that in practice. So we really have to search for things you can actually influence,
where those possibilities arise.” (B.citizen 6)

In conclusion, the presence of many different decision-making processes make it impossible to
distinguish one certain level of public influence in the area redevelopment. To be able to assure that a
certain level of public influence is guaranteed, the municipality of The Hague instructed the development
of a document with participation guidelines. Although this document is currently adopted in the area, the
interviews have shown that public parties doubt if the ascribed level of influence will correspond to the
actual level of influence they will have. Besides the participation document, the activities of I’M BINCK
seems to be another option through which public parties could (to some extent) affect the decisionmaking process. However, it should be taken into account that a higher level of influence in the decisionmaking process does not always imply an equally large amount of public influence on the outcome of
these plans and projects in the Binckhorst. In relation to the topic of heritage valuation, this implies that
although participation of public parties should be supported, mere ‘window-dressed’ public involvement
does not always result in an optimal exploration of existing local values.
b. representativeness
In order to state something about the influence of the “public’’ on the decision-making processes and
their outcome, the representativeness of the active public parties should also be examined. Here, the
observation of Uittenbroek et al. (2019) about the existence of two streams of understanding about the
“public” has again been applied as a lens to study the area development of the Binckhorst.
For exploring the representativeness of the public in the Binckhorst redevelopment, the central question
thus becomes if the full “community” of users is active in the decision-making processes concerning the
area. Yet, the answer of this question seems to depend on the type of decision-making process and the
facilitator of this process. For instance, when looking at this representativeness in participatory
processes as facilitated by the municipality, one of the interviewees described:
“Formal participatory processes that are arranged by the municipality, those are often organised with a
specific goal in mind. So in those processes it is often already decided upon what the subject should be,
what the subject area should be and secretly also often what the solution has to be. And the municipality
often seems to invite a certain type of people to participate, of which they know that they somewhat suit
their goals. And that is something that is happening consciously or unconsciously, but either way it is
something to be critical about.” (B.researcher)
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With this statement, the impression is given that although a certain level of public influence can be
distinguished, the involved participants in these decision-making processes will not necessarily always
be a good reflection of the public interest.
This could also be seen as one of the reasons for the existence of I’M BINCK, which aims to connect
different parties and involve the local parties in decision-making processes surrounding the area
redevelopment. Looking at the network of I’M BINCK, it seems as if their goal to involve more people in
the decision-making processes is quite a success. According to the interviewees, the individuals and
groups collaborating with I’M BINCK make up a diverse network, in which different stakeholders
contribute to decision-making processes with their own knowledge and needs. From the interviews it
has become clear that while the members of I’M BINCK and a few of their network partners are often
involved in several decision-making processes, the complete network of I’M BINCK partners also
consists of many individuals that cannot spend much time and effort on these processes. Because of
this, certain activities organised by I’M BINCK, such as the Kernwaarden process, are usually said to
be participated in by a smaller group of people. Nonetheless, the party aims to ensure that the decisions
made during these types of activities are also agreed upon by the larger audience. During the interviews,
one member of I’M BINCK explained how this was done in the Kernwaarden process when she was
asked about the actual participants that created the core values document:
“Well it wasn’t a very large group - you know we have those network meetings and that built network is
actually quite large. And the number of people that actually participated here was smaller, I think it was
about ten people, including for example a project developer. It was quite a diverse mix of local
entrepreneurs, project developers and other interested parties. But what was discussed there is always
fed back to that larger group, and they were able to improve and adapt, and to add ideas. And in that
way you could say that the larger group also had a say in those ‘Kernwaarden’, about how they were
formulated and the choice that were made.” (B.citizen 6)

This statement shows that although the actual number of participants in the Kernwaarden process might
seem small, the presence of a diverse mix of participants and the feedback sessions with all partners of
I’M BINCK could ensure that the decisions made could be interpreted as quite representative for the
existing stakeholders in the Binckhorst area development.
To conclude, the level of representativeness in participatory processes in the Binckhorst seems partly
dependent on the type of decision-making process and the facilitator of the process. Whereas
participatory processes facilitated by the municipality might appear as public influence, it is important to
take into consideration who actually participates and to what extent they actually represent the public
interest. Due to the presence of I’M BINCK, participation of a wider audience is stimulated in the area
development. Although not all partners of I’M BINCK are equally active in decision-making processes,
sufficient communication with the large network of partners allows for ideas and interests that are
shaped by a smaller group during I’M BINCK activities to still be viewed as quite representative. With
this, it could be stated that the presence of I’M BINCK has somewhat led to a greater representation of
the local voices.
Influence of participation within the Binckhorst
In the two previous sections, the level of public involvement and the representativeness of the
participating public parties within the Binckhorst area redevelopment have been outlined. When looking
at the level of public involvement in the area’s decision-making processes, it was concluded that, once
again, different processes led to different outcomes. Considering the ‘Participatieleidraad’ that was
created by the municipality The Hague, it can be stated that this diversity in the amount of influence
seems to be in line with the intentions the municipality had shaped for the various decision-making
processes. While the processes facilitated by I’M BINCK could often be seen as fitting with the level of
co-production in the model of Edelenbos & Monnikhof (2001), the interview results have highlighted the
notion that these observed high levels of influence during these kind of processes did not always
correspond with the same amount of influence for the participants on the final outcomes. Regarding the
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representativeness of the participatory processes in the Binckhorst, the level of representativeness also
seems to depend upon the type of the process and the facilitating party. In certain processes, it is
doubted if the participating individuals or parties provide a true reflection of the complete public.
Whereas a high level of representativeness is something to strive for, it was also found that actually
facilitating a true reflection of society in every participatory process is quite a difficult task.
Binckhorst & public participation:
In the previous sections, the influence of public participation on heritage valuation processes has been
explored with the Binckhorst area redevelopment. In order to explore the concept of ‘public participation’
in this setting, different dimensions related to the concept have been discussed. Before the findings will
be summarized in the next section, it should be noted that the large size of the second case study
(considering the amount of existing decision-making processes within the area redevelopment) at times
led to difficulties in stating one-sided conclusions regarding participation within the redevelopment of the
Binckhorst. Despite this difficulty, this complex area redevelopment has led to more comprehensive
conclusions, which provide interesting insights on the topic of public participation.
In the first dimension, the motives for participation have been discussed. Through the interviews with
different parties involved in the Binckhorst it was found that all three motives as distinguished by Fung
(2006) are to some extent present in the area redevelopment. Moreover, the interview findings opened
up for the belief that motives for participation should also be viewed from the participants’ perspective.
Hereby, the existing motives for process initiators to involve the public can be extended by adding
motives for public parties to participate.
In the second dimension, the forms of participation have been explored. For this dimension, it was soon
found that the existence of multiple participatory processes somewhat complicated the possibility to
create unambiguous conclusions regarding the forms of participation within the area redevelopment.
Nonetheless, some general statements on the difference between the existing participatory processes
can be made. When looking at the concepts of inclusiveness, the modes of communication and the
participation procedures in the context of this research, some sort of distinction was often visible
between processes (largely) facilitated by the I’M BINCK party and the more formally organised
participatory processes. It was found that I’M BINCK supported a co-creative approach to the area
redevelopment, with more inclusiveness of public parties and better communication between these
parties and other stakeholders. Regarding the time of involvement, it was found that while different
parties recognized the needs and benefits of involving the public early-on, this desire was not always
translated into action within the area redevelopment processes.
Lastly, in the third dimension the influence of the public has been studied, through looking at the
influence of public parties during the decision-making process and on its outcomes, as well as
considering who the public represents. For this dimension, it was also deemed impossible to provide
unambiguous conclusions due to the existing difference in the participatory processes within the area
redevelopment. In general, it could be stated that both formal parties (such as the municipality or project
developers) and I’M BINCK often intend to guarantee some level of public influence in the process they
facilitate. It was found that while certain decision-making processes facilitated by I’M BINCK could
seemingly be described as co-productive processes, the actual influence of public parties on the
outcome of these processes did not always seem to be of a corresponding level. Regarding the
representativeness of the participatory processes, the interview findings have shown that the provision
of a high level of representativeness seemed to be a difficulty for almost all process facilitators.

4.2.3 Case comparison
In table 7, the findings from the previous subchapters are placed besides one another in a concise way,
in order to enable a comparison between both cases. As with the first case comparison, it should be
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kept in mind that case-specific characteristics (as also found in Table 2) have a possible influence on
the findings.
SAS VAN GENT: CUYPERSKERK

THE HAGUE: BINCKHORST

Motives for participation

motives to involve the community seemed
mainly reasoned from the viewpoint of
legitimacy, no explicit intentions to
discover local heritage values and
knowledge

all described motives can be distinguished,
specific motives to explore local values and
knowledge can be found within the practices
of I’M BINCK and its partners.

Forms of participation:
inclusiveness

quite inclusive due to the adaptive reuse
being a citizen initiative and the possibility
for the larger community to also have a
say in the decision-making process.

although inclusiveness is aimed for, the
amount of inclusivity is highly dependent on
which decision-making process within the
adaptive reuse is studied. Activities of I’M
BINCK aim to increase this inclusiveness.

Forms of participation:
time of involvement

community was involved quite early in the
process, foundation members provided
room for ideas and opinions to be shared.

early involvement is strived after, but
complications arise due to uncertainties
about responsibility.

Forms of participation:
modes of communication

whereas the foundation members
communicated quite intensively with other
actors, the intensity of the communication
between the foundation and the rest of the
community was quite average.

formally organised participatory processes
seemed to be characterised by a low level of
interaction between the process facilitating
parties and the community. Through I’M
BINCK, a higher intensity level of
communication has been aimed at.

Forms of participation:
methods of participation

while the adaptive reuse process could be
characterised as a citizen initiative,
participatory moments within the adaptive
reuse are characterised by other methods
of participation, such as workshops and
meetings.

a range of different participation methods
could be found. Co-creative approach is
stimulated by I’M BINCK and upcoming
legislation, but formal participation
procedures are often not shaped this way.

Table 7 - Case comparison: public participation

4.3 National and International Policies
This third subchapter will dive into the third specific research question. Here, the findings of the
practitioner interviews and the supporting literature review will be outlined. The third research question
is: “What could be the influence of national and international policies on heritage valuation within the
current practice of adaptive reuse?”
In order to explore this specific research question, the earlier created operationalisation for this SRQ (as
can be found in table 5) has been used. With the operationalisation, three policies ( UNESCO’s Historic
Urban Landscape approach, the European Commission’s Faro Convention and the Dutch Environment
and Planning Act) have been explored on their relevance for heritage valuation processes. In the
following section, each of these three policies will be discussed by focusing on their purpose and the
methods or guidelines in relation to the topic of heritage valuation, as well as their relation to the
contributing indicators (as analysed in the previous two subchapters).

4.3.1. Historic Urban Landscape
a. purpose of the Historic Urban Landscape
The first policy to discuss is the Historic Urban Landscape approach, often abbreviated as HUL. It should
be noted that this approach should not be regarded as an official policy to be implemented. Instead, it
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is a way of thinking about heritage management and urban planning, which was adopted by UNESCO
in 2011 as a recommendation. The notion of this ‘policy’ as a way of thinking was also supported by
practitioner 3:
“This Historic Urban Landscape idea is mainly an approach, a way of thinking. It is not necessarily a
method, it is more a certain perspective or frame that you adopt to study certain things.” (P3)

According to practitioner 3, UNESCO’s recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape was meant
to present developments in the discourse on heritage management and provide guidelines to adopt the
approach.
An important notion within the Historic Urban Landscape is the focus on the existing values a landscape
could encompass. Following the approach, the variety of values should be explored and considered as
guidance in the management of the environment (James, 2016). In this way, the approach could be
framed as an approach that explicitly advocates for heritage valuation processes within spatial
developments. Although this view was not rejected during the practitioner interviews, practitioner 3 did
raise his doubts upon the use of the term ‘value’. He expressed that this term was often perceived in a
certain way, which may not suit the purpose of the Historic Urban landscape approach:
“Well, I always find ‘value’ a difficult concept, which actually originates mainly from the traditional
heritage conservation. And especially when you move outside that domain of heritage conservation, that
concept of ‘value’ is very complex, as the concept is part of a particular discourse that derives mainly
from an art-historical tradition, and that does not always fit the discourse you want to conduct - for
example the social discourse or the economic one or another discourse.” (P3)

With this statement, the interviewee has highlighted that the term ‘value’ might at times not ideally suit
the more modern approach to heritage management. According to the interviewee, a broader
perspective is needed for the integration of the disciplines of heritage management and spatial planning:
“I believe that if you want to establish that relationship between heritage management and the spatial
planning discipline with all its social and economic dimensions, then you have to go beyond that ‘value’
concept and provide a different meaning to it. So then it is not so much about the value, but more about
the potential. So about what you can do with a heritage source and how you can use that heritage
source for a social agenda.” (P3)

This statement thus shows the interviewee’s belief that heritage values should be viewed from a broader
perspective that does not only take into consideration static qualities of a heritage source, but instead
also emphasises the potential of the source. For heritage valuation processes, this way of thinking could
imply a shift from a focus on traditionally distinguished values to a focus on elements of the heritage
source that are deemed as beneficial in spatial developments. While the interviewee advocates for a
slight transformation in the content of heritage valuation processes, he also recognizes the need for a
variety of actors to be involved in these processes. For example on the involvement of the local
community, the interviewee argued:
“When it comes to what is sustainable and what fits within a certain community, you obviously need the
community for that, a heritage expert cannot tell that.” (P3)

According to the interviewee, this need for dialogue with different stakeholders in order to identify core
values and potential of heritage sources is already to a large extent grounded in the documents on the
Historic Urban Landscape approach. Therefore, it could be stated that within the Historic Urban
Landscape approach, it is no longer questioned if participation of the community is deemed beneficial
in the valuation of heritage. Instead, current focus has shifted to a new question, namely how this desired
type of dialogue could or should be facilitated.
In conclusion, although the Historic Urban Landscape approach is not meant as an official policy, it is
discussed as one in this research. The choice for framing this approach as a sort of ‘policy’ was based
upon UNESCO’s aim of sharing a certain way of thinking along with the provision of guidelines to adopt
this approach. While the approach clearly recognises the importance of taking into account various
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heritage values, attention was raised for the actual meaning of these values for society. From the
interview with practitioner 3, it seems possible to conclude that the Historic Urban Landscape approach
encourages reconsideration of the traditional concept of ‘values’ and exploration of the concept outside
its traditional cultural and historical context. Within heritage valuation processes, it should therefore be
highlighted that the term ‘values’ could also entail other meanings or impacts of a heritage source, and
not only traditional values such as the source’s aesthetic or historical quality. As a consequence, this
desired reconsideration of heritage also asks for a reconsideration of who should be involved within this
process of heritage management in spatial developments.
b. methods/guidelines of the Historic Urban Landscape
In the following section, distinguished methods and guidelines that are adopted by the approach are
discussed. Here, the aim is to explore the ways in which this ‘policy’ could influence heritage valuation
processes within the practice of adaptive reuse.
As the Recommendation paper on the Historic Urban Landscape was already published in 2011, it could
be stated that the approach is nowadays not a very new one. In the years since its publication, a set of
tools for the management of the so-called ‘historic environment’ has been developed for international
purposes. These tools could be distinguished as a means to implement this integrated value-based
landscape approach in the heritage management and spatial planning sector.
In general, the toolkit of the Historic Urban Landscape approach can be organised in four different
categories, which are: knowledge and planning tools, civic engagement tools, regulatory systems and
financial tools (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed, 2018). For the purpose of this research, the
category of civic engagement tools was deemed most interesting. In a document on the HUL
implementation in the Netherlands, these tools are described as followed: “Civic engagement tools
should involve a diverse cross-section of stakeholders, and empower them to identify key values in their
urban areas, develop visions that reflect their diversity, set goals, and agree on actions to safeguard
their heritage and promote sustainable development.” (Rijksdienst voor Cultureel Erfgoed, 2018; p.7)
While this description does capture the essence of what is needed to ensure good heritage management
processes, no very specific methods to realise this are provided. It seems as if this absence of specific
methods is based on the notion that the approach should be applicable to many cases, each with their
own specific situation. To estimate the possible influence of the Historic Urban Landscape approach
through its distinguished tools, it would be interesting to research cases in which these tools have been
applied. However, when looking for cases in a Dutch context, this appears to be quite difficult, as the
amount of examples is very limited. An explanation for this was provided by the interviewed HUL expert:
“That entire Historic Urban Landscape concept has passed the Netherlands quite a bit, it has mainly
been developed abroad, in Africa for example a lot of experiments were done with it. And it seems very
useful to me to look at those examples, to consider “what did they come up with there and to what extent
is that useful for us?” (P3)

Whereas UNESCO’s Historic Urban Landscape approach is meant to be of global influence, this
statement shows that the approach and its toolkit are not very common practice in the Netherlands yet.
An exact explanation for this lack of attention in the Netherlands for the Historic Urban Landscape
approach has not been found in this research. Nonetheless, as also stated by the interviewee, it could
be interesting to look beyond our borders and study how the approach is applied in other contexts.
However, when doing this the national context with its specific characteristics should be kept in mind at
all times, as the implementation of the approach is probably not a ‘one size fits all’.
In conclusion, within the Historic Urban Landscape approach, a so-called toolkit has been developed.
This toolkit consists of broad guidelines that aim to give direction for heritage management processes
and spatial developments. The guidelines provided in this toolkit should not be seen as specific methods,
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but more as advisory statements on how to deal with heritage in a complex urban environment.
Unfortunately, as of today, only a very few examples of Dutch cases that have practised the approach
through this toolkit can be found. Therefore, it is deemed useful to examine the influence of the
distinguished tools of the Historic Urban Landscape in other countries across the globe.
Influence of the Historic Urban Landscape approach
In this section, a few conclusions have been made regarding the influence of the Historic Urban
Landscape approach on heritage valuation within adaptive reuse processes. First and foremost, it
should be highlighted that UNESCO’s Historic Urban Landscape approach is truly an approach and not
an official policy meant to make a change through for example regulations and/or financial instruments.
Because of this, the influence of the Historic Urban Landscape approach is mainly found in the adoption
of the way of thinking about heritage management and the following of certain guidelines that fit this
approach. Within the heritage management sector, adoption of this approach would probably mainly
imply an increased recognition of the variety of heritage values that can be distinguished, going beyond
the traditional distinction of values.
For adaptive reuse processes that aim to consider the variety of values of a heritage source, the Historic
Urban Landscape approach could be an interesting way of thinking to apply to the decision-making
process. Hereby, the developed toolkit of the Historic Urban Landscape approach could provide broad
guidelines on how to deal with the heritage sources, but does not come up with specific methods on
how to facilitate the process. Therefore, a practical translation of the distinguished guidelines, for
example on how to increase the inclusiveness of a process, has to be made by participants themselves.

4.3.2. Faro Convention / Faro Programme
a. purpose of the Faro Convention/ Faro Programme
The second policy to be discussed is the Faro Convention of the Council of Europe. The Faro
Convention is a treaty from 2005 that is broadly about the relationship between cultural heritage and our
society. For this research, this policy was deemed interesting due to the fact that the Dutch Cultural
Heritage Agency (RCE) has started a so-called Faro Programme in March 2020, which serves to be an
advice on the Dutch ratification of this treaty, as well as a way to research implementation methods.
The general purpose of the Faro Convention is to emphasize the importance of heritage for society and
the importance of citizen participation within heritage management processes (Rijksdienst voor
Cultureel Erfgoed, 2019d). With this, the Faro Convention aims to trigger a change in the current way of
thinking about the involvement of citizens. Along with this way of thinking, the Faro Convention is meant
to change the current practice of heritage management. Reasoning from the Faro approach, several
aspects of nowadays’ heritage management sector could use improvement regarding the topic of public
involvement.
The need for a new approach to public involvement within heritage management that can be found in
the Faro approach seems to be reasoned from the belief that citizens could be more connected to their
cultural heritage. During the interview with practitioner 7, it was explained that the Faro Convention was
created as a response to a growing distance between society and the heritage management sector:
“Because, according to the Faro treaty, it has been the case for a long time already - that a kind of
distance had grown between people who had studied heritage and citizens who also dealt with heritage,
perhaps in another way, but no less important. So that is precisely why the valuation by citizens and
“how to include that in your process as a heritage professional?”, that that should be paramount in
heritage management. So that you give that civic valuation more scope, and that you recognize it,
acknowledge it and also use it. So that people also feel invited to speak up and participate.” (P7)
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According to each Faro-practitioner that had been interviewed for this research, the Faro Convention
has underlined the notion that civic involvement could generate improved dialogue on the values of
heritage, as members of society could provide different views compared to heritage professionals. About
this, practitioner 6 stated:
“I believe Faro is mainly the notion of taking the people into account and letting citizens participate in the
topic of heritage. And of course, you can come up with your own ideas of how to do so, but nowadays
you still see that the valuation of heritage is mainly done by experts. So it might be good to include the
citizens there, to understand what they see as valuable.” (P6)

Another interviewee, practitioner 5, highlighted the fact that a higher level of public involvement in the
dialogue might possibly broaden the concept of heritage within heritage management, as these different
views would be added next to the more traditional view of a heritage expert:
“You need to include that story or that vision of the citizen more besides that already present vision of
heritage professionals. And that is what Faro does, because the policy requires more public participation,
and therefore also wants to collect the vision of public groups on their environment, and on heritage. And
then it might mean that certain objects within the civilian community turn out to be much more valued by
the community than, for example, by a cultural historian. ” (P5)
“The inclusion of this community perspective on heritage is also recognized as something that is

beneficial for the heritage professional. Practitioner 7 argued:
“As a heritage professional, you are often stuck in a certain cycle that you are familiar with due to your
profession or studies. So then when you talk to the people that live in a certain place - especially for the
topic of adaptive reuse I think that is important to do - you find out that a heritage source could mean
something completely different than you might have expected. And as far as I’m concerned, that is very
inspiring. And it widens your own view as well - because you learn to understand citizens are often very
able to express why a certain place or monument is important to them. And whether they regard it as
heritage or not, they live there and they are connected to it, and therefore their knowledge and feelings
are important to take along in heritage management. I believe that could really help heritage
professionals to deliver better work.” (P7)

In this way, it can be stated that both citizens and heritage professionals could benefit from a change in
practice, in which heritage management processes become more transdisciplinary. Through this belief,
the Faro Convention advocates for citizens and professionals to become equal parties that share
knowledge and values amongst one another.
Besides this, Faro is said to stimulate citizens to act independently and take initiative to get involved in
the management of those heritage sources that they regard as important or valuable. Whereas the
involvement of citizens could of course only change when citizens wish to participate and act upon this
wish, this does not imply that the responsibility of citizen participation is only assigned to the citizens
themselves. On the contrary, four interviewees explained that heritage professionals also play an
influential role in this change, as they are the ones that could facilitate citizens with the knowledge and
means to take initiative. The understanding that heritage professionals might also have to adapt their
daily practices to stimulate public participation was recognized by practitioner 1, who stated:
“So I hope that Faro contributes to - and that is also the approach of current research taking place: that
Faro contributes to teach heritage professionals how they can help citizens (...) So as heritage
professionals, we have to learn to speak in other terms and to apply other methods in order to give
citizens a voice. Because in the formal methods that are currently used and that work well for
professionals, these citizens do not have a place. So we need another language, other methods and
other instruments - those are all things that we need to think about.” (P1)

In conclusion, the Faro Convention can be regarded as a policy about the relationship between citizens
and heritage. The policy is said to advocate for a change in the heritage management sector, through
sharing the belief that citizens should be more present in decision-making processes concerning cultural
heritage sources. This need for better civic involvement is reasoned from a perspective seemingly
similar to the vector-approach, which argues that dialogue with citizens will enrich the understanding
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and valuation of cultural heritage. Hereby, public involvement in heritage management processes is
regarded as something that is beneficial for both citizens and heritage professionals.
Through the interviews with heritage practitioners, it became clear that the Faro Convention and its
corresponding programme have a twofold purpose. On the one hand, the policy aims to stimulate
citizens to become involved in the management of heritage sources. One the other hand, the policy
underlines that heritage management processes could only be improved if heritage experts themselves
are also anticipating this new way of thinking.
b. methods/guidelines of the Faro Convention / Faro Programme
This section will dive into possible methods and guidelines that are distinguished as means to implement
the Faro way of thinking into the heritage management sector.
A first thing that has to be noted is that the Faro Convention itself has not delivered certain guidelines
or methods. Rather, the European convention has been described as a ‘framework convention’, in which
certain issues and objectives are defined. The underlying notion of this so-called framework approach
is that actual interventions or ways of implementation can be defined by member states themselves, to
ensure that the Faro objectives can be achieved in accordance with each country’s unique institutional
and legal characteristics (Council of Europe, n.d.).
In the Netherlands, the established Faro Programme could be distinguished as research into the
possibilities of ratifying the Faro Convention. Yet, as highlighted by practitioner 3, ratification of the Faro
approach does not seem to be the main focus of the Faro Programme:
“You can ratify a treaty, but it’s more important to think about how to implement its content. To consider
what is needed to do that in a good way. Because that is not really determined, so you have to come up
with that yourself.” (P3)

This view on the Faro Convention and the purpose of the Faro Programme is reflected in the description
of the programme as provided by the Cultural Heritage Agency, which describes the programme’s goal
to be the delivery of an implementation plan (Rijksdienst voor Cultureel Erfgoed, 2019b). According to
the Cultural Heritage Agency, this implementation plan for the Netherlands should be created through
the so-called ‘learning by doing’ approach. Here, the belief is that the Faro way of thinking, along with
useful methods and instruments, could best be developed through trial processes in practice. Whereas
this might seem as the main focus of the Faro Programme, three practitioners highlighted that some
research on the current heritage management sector was needed prior to this ‘learning by doing’
approach, as a sort of starting point for the programme. In general, all interviewed Faro practitioners
described this research as a kind of inventory and evaluating research on the current practice of heritage
management. For example, practitioner 1 explained that participatory heritage management processes
are currently scrutinized:
“Examples of projects in which public participation has taken place are now being collected everywhere.
These examples are looked at and analysed. And at the same time new projects are started, and
projects that fit the Faro approach are facilitated. And everywhere these processes are studied from the
idea of “well, what do we learn from this?”. So I think that during the two years of this Faro Programme, a
lot of information will be acquired.” (P1)

Along with this assessment of former and current heritage management projects, the current heritage
management practice is also studied through inventory of existing (public) parties in the field. Through
such an inventory, professional parties such as heritage practitioners or municipality members get an
eye for what heritage-related practices are already going on within society. Besides recognition of these
types of practices, this inventory thereby provides insights on which community groups are already
dealing with heritage. With this knowledge, connections could be made between practitioners,
governmental actors and public parties. Practitioner 7 explained that this inventory approach was also
adopted on a provincial scale by Erfgoed Brabant:
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“With regard to Erfgoed Brabant, the research that is being done in light of Faro is now mainly about the
inventory of the field. So if you talk about “which parties can we work with?”. And for example as a
municipality you could quickly end up with a more defined group such as the local Heemkunde group or
a local guild, because they are usually quite recognizable and defined groups in your environment. And
those groups often have a whole network, so you could possibly speak to them to broaden your own
network. But in order to create such a network they must really feel addressed as a partner." (P7)

According to practitioner 7, this inventory approach of exploring opportunities to connect with existing
initiatives and build relationships between different parties in the field could give a push to the
development of an on-going transdisciplinary approach within the heritage management sector.
However, for this to be able to happen, she highlights that all parties involved should really play their
part in investing in these newly built relationships.
Yet, the research into the current heritage management practice does not stop at this assessment of
former processes and inventory of present public parties. A second important step in this research for
the Faro Programme seems to be obtaining information on what needs to be changed in the current
heritage management practice, in order to fully embrace the Faro approach. Here, important matters
are for example the desired role of public parties as equal partners in more transdisciplinary future
heritage management processes - and what changes are required to achieve this role. As Faro uses
the notion of a twofold approach to improve the heritage management practice, the questions of “what
should be changed?” and “how do we reach this change?” should not only be addressed to heritage
professionals, but also to public parties. Through this approach, wishes and expectations of both parties
can be matched, and improvement of the heritage management practice according to the Faro approach
is tackled both from the top and from the bottom.
Throughout the interviews, it became clear that this obtained information on the current practice and
required changes should form a guidance for the Faro implementation plan. Whereas the
understandings obtained through this research on the heritage management sector could already be
regarded as a valuable first step, several interviews did highlight the importance of the creation of a
implementation plan, as clear conditions need to be shaped in order to truly make a difference. However,
as the Dutch Faro Programme has just started in the spring of 2020 and is still largely in an early
exploration phase, the objectives as found in the Faro Convention are not yet translated into specific
methods or guidelines. Nonetheless, some first approaches to influence the heritage management
sector through the Faro way of thinking are currently being distinguished. Currently, the most notable
approach to do so seems to be a subsidy programme through the Dutch Cultural Participation fund
(Fonds voor Cultuurparticipatie), in which heritage parties can apply for a subsidy if they are in line with
the Faro objectives or if they are willing to explore these objectives (Ministerie van Onderwijs, Cultuur
en Wetenschap, 2020). According to two interviewees, financial instruments such as this subsidy could
be regarded as an incentive for reaching the desired public involvement in heritage management
processes. Practitioner 5 related this to the public involvement form of civic initiatives:
“I think that some form of facilitation should be added to those civic initiatives, and money should also be
provided, to support people sufficiently. And in that sense, just boosting participation is not enough, you
need to put flesh on the bones and provide opportunities, so that those people who make an effort also
have some resources to properly contribute. Right now, in the heritage sector, a lot is already done by
volunteers - the heritage sector very much relies on voluntary commitment, while I think “Heritage is
allowed to cost money, if it is public interest it can cost money, so why not invest some money in that
citizen participation, to facilitate those civic initiatives and support those people.” (P5)

In conclusion, when looking at the methods and guidelines of the Faro approach, this section has
explained the purpose of both the Faro Convention and the Faro Programme. While the Faro Convention
is meant for framing issues and objectives on the topic of public participation in heritage management,
the convention itself does not deliver a toolkit to reach these objectives. Following the notion that each
country should find its own way of implementing the objectives of the convention, the Dutch Cultural
Heritage Agency has started a so-called Faro Programme. Besides providing advice on ratification of
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the treaty, this programme is meant to result in an implementation plan for the Dutch heritage
management practice.
In order to reach a plan of implementation, along with distinguished methods and guidelines to influence
heritage management processes, inventory research on the current heritage management practice (and
participatory processes within the practice) is needed. The aim of this research is to obtain knowledge
on difficulties and opportunities found in practice, as well as to gather information on wishes and ideas
for facilitating improvement. Whereas this inventory research seems to be a necessary first step to
stimulate change, interviewees do highlight the need for clear guidelines or methods to truly embrace
the Faro way of thinking. In the coming two years, the Faro Programme aims to explore possible
methods and incentives. The example of the cultural heritage participation subsidy shows that as of
now, certain instruments are already being tested in practice.
Influence of the Faro Convention / Faro Programme
Following the Faro way of thinking, citizens should become involved as full-fledged partners of heritage
professionals, as they provide the heritage management process with local knowledge and values.
Besides stimulating citizens themselves to become involved in the management of heritage sources,
Faro also highlights the need for professionals and governmental actors to better support and facilitate
such forms of public involvement.
In the Netherlands, the objectives of the Faro Convention are currently being explored through the Faro
Programme, which should result in an implementation plan which provides methods and guidelines to
facilitate change within the heritage management practice. As this programme is quite new, not many
methods have yet been distinguished. Nonetheless, important first steps that seem to trigger this change
are currently already being taken through inventory research on opportunities, desires and needs. While
this research is aimed at exploring opportunities to improve the involvement of all citizens in heritage
management processes, the practitioner interviews led to the belief that the Faro Programme has started
this research with a clear focus of including those citizens that are already to some extent working with
cultural heritage themselves. Although this seems to be a logical first step in reducing the distance
between society and the heritage management sector, it is deemed important to also take into
consideration how other citizens could be stimulated to become involved in heritage valuation
processes.
When focusing on the influence of the policy on the specific topic of this research: heritage valuation
processes within adaptive reuse projects, it could be stated that the Faro way of thinking will be highly
interesting for the sector. In essence, the way of thinking as envisioned in the Faro Convention could
potentially influence the adaptive reuse of heritage sources as a whole, as the underlying approach to
heritage management could fundamentally change due to new understandings about the roles and
responsibilities of different involved parties. Possibly, an increased level of public involvement will result
in an increased recognition of local knowledge and values, that won’t be regarded as inferior to
professional heritage knowledge and values. For individual adaptive reuse projects, these shifted roles
and responsibilities within the heritage valuation process might lead to more inclusive and balanced
outcomes.

4.3.3. Environment and Planning Act
a. purpose of the Environment and Planning Act
The last policy to be discussed in relation to heritage management is the upcoming Dutch Environment
and Planning Act. As this upcoming national legislation is meant to influence the management of the
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environment by uniting rules and regulations of different subdisciplines, it is inevitable that this policy
will also have several implications for the topic of heritage management.
Before diving into the purpose of the Environment and Planning Act for the specific topic of this research,
it is wise to consider the more general purpose of the policy. An important thing to highlight here is that
the true purpose of the act seems to go way beyond the unification and simplification of legislation.
Although this unification of environmental legislation can be considered as sort of a purpose of the act,
it could also be regarded as a means used to reach the main purpose of the Environment and Planning
Act, which seems to be influencing the ways of working within current practice of Dutch environmental
management and spatial planning. Here, the Environment and Planning Act is meant to set in motion a
change towards a more integral management of our environment, in which different disciplines are more
easily connected to one another. Moreover, the act aims to stimulate governmental organisations to
adopt a more flexible approach to environmental management.
During the practitioner interviews, it was shown that this broader purpose of the Environment and
Planning Act could be easily related to the topic of heritage management. When asking practitioner 2
about the role of cultural heritage and public participation within this policy, he explained:
“The Environment and Planning Act forces municipalities to start thinking about “what do we want with
our cultural heritage and with our spatial environment? And how does cultural heritage fit within this? ".
And then follow-up questions are about what citizens want, which role they want to play and how this can
be linked to the municipality’s own ideas about the environment. When thinking about cultural heritage
and the environment, it seems easy for a municipality to fall back on old reflexes, on the existing, quite
rigid, normative system. However, that is precisely not what is intended with the Environment and
Planning Act. Because the act requires municipalities to move away from their old systems of strict
zoning plans, which often required changes and adjustments. Because citizens also want to provide all
kinds of plans and ideas about their spatial environment and how they want to deal with it. So instead of
those traditional, rigid zoning plans, municipalities should aim to provide more flexible outlines for the
management of our environment, for example through indicating certain themes that allow for organic
developments to take place.” (P2)

This previous quote seems to represent the general notion behind the upcoming Environment and
Planning Act quite well. Within the Environment and Planning Act, the purpose of stimulating
development towards integrated environmental management can be found in several aspects of the
upcoming act. For this research, it was deemed most interesting to focus on the shape and content of
those management processes the upcoming act is striving for. In line with the purpose of stimulating an
integral approach to environmental management, the Environment and Planning Act advocates for
collaboration between different actors. Within this aim, involvement of public parties within decisionmaking processes is specifically highlighted. The desire for a more co-creative and participative
approach within environmental management is reasoned from the belief that integral management
implies that different interests of different parties deserve to be explored and considered. Here, although
not explicitly mentioned, the importance of dialogue seems to be supported. This was also recognized
by several interviewees. According to practitioner 6, conversations held in light of the upcoming
Environment and Planning Act could potentially be seen as important moments of dialogue, as different
beliefs and values are shared and discussed amongst parties. Although these conversations are often
not specifically focused on cultural heritage, the interviewee did recognize the relevance of this approach
for the heritage sector:
“Professionals that work with heritage are often concerned with protecting heritage, they follow a certain
pattern of 'don't touch that, don't touch this, follow these rules', while the Environment and Planning Act
actually engages in a conversation about values and about what people like, what they find valuable and
what works well. So the act can teach people in the field of heritage management that cultural heritage
can be used as one of the values that should be taken into account, not only because it has to be
protected but also because it can be used to have conservations about our surroundings and get people
engaged.” (P6)
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In order to illustrate her statement, practitioner 6 provided an example of her own profession. She
described the case of the Dutch Koloniën of Weldadigheid, a heritage source that was under discussion
due to the possibility of becoming an UNESCO site:
“So in that case the central question was: “Should we explore the possibility of becoming an UNESCO
heritage site?”. The municipality was in favour of that idea, because they believed it could bring them a
lot. However, farmers in the area were hesitant and said “Wait a minute, we don’t want that! What kind of
limiting regulations will that bring us? Those cultural values sound nice, but not on my property!”. But
then we organised some sessions with both those parties and other stakeholders, where we asked 'what
are your values?' – we asked the opponents to consider this as citizens, but also as farmers – because
farming also has a spatial component. And eventually, the values they shared turned out to correspond
almost seamlessly with the values that cultural historians give, such as the water structure, the ditches,
the parcelling patterns, the location of the yards - those are precisely those values that were also valued
by farmers from their farm management perspective. And then you are talking about DNA. And if, within
the Environment and Planning Act, you take the concept of cultural heritage as some sort of base to start
a conversation about a place’s DNA and about how a certain area functions and what it should look like
in the future, I believe that could be a very useful approach.” (P6)

This example reflects the belief that cultural heritage is an interesting element to consider within
environmental management, as the social layering of cultural heritage could generate dialogue between
different parties about the different values that could be assigned to a landscape. While the need for
dialogue about values is not necessarily new in theory (see: heritage as a vector), actual application of
this perspective in everyday practices could generate a shift towards more value-based spatial
development processes. With this, the upcoming Environment and Planning Act could ensure integration
of value-based approaches within everyday decision-making processes.
In conclusion, the upcoming Environment and Planning Act is meant to set in motion a change towards
a more flexible and a more integral approach to environmental management. Within the act, the aim for
a more integral approach is translated into goals describing the need for more co-creative and/or
participative processes, as those types of processes seem to allow for a diversity of interests and values
to be explored and considered. Through implementation of these beliefs in practice, a shift towards more
value-based environmental processes in everyday practices could be generated. This possible change
is also highly relevant for heritage management processes. For example in the case of adaptive reuse
of cultural heritage, the integration of a more value-based approach might lead to a change in practice,
in which a new purpose could be chosen based on dialogue about different interests and values. With
this integration, the Environment and Planning Act provides the possibility to explore a broader
understanding of the concept of heritage in the Dutch heritage management practice.
Whereas the Environment and Planning Act thus seems to entail big promises for a shift in heritage
management processes, it is important to be aware of the exact state of these promises. As of now, the
goals for a more integral and participative approach should be seen as intentions that are not supported
by any legislative action. Because of this, a certain proactive approach of adopting these goals and
exploring possibilities for integration is required from all parties in the field. Whereas this exploration is
currently taking place, it is difficult to make conclusions about the actual influence the Environment and
Planning Act will have on everyday heritage management practices.
b. methods/guidelines of the Environment and Planning Act
This section will dive into the question of how the purpose of the act can actually be facilitated through
possible methods and guidelines. Especially when considering the nature of the goals described in the
act, as well as the lack of legislative actions connected to these goals, it can be stated that the howquestion is an essential question to be explored.
During the organised interviews with the practitioners, it was soon concluded that the topic of
implementation of the beliefs of the Environment and Planning Act has been an interesting topic for all
parties that will have to do something with the act when it is put into force. As can be read in the previous
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section, the Environment and Planning Act was found to have a great potential to realize a change in
the daily practices of environmental management, thereby possessing the possibility to be of huge
influence for heritage management processes. However, the possibility of change comes with several
challenges that have to be overcome in order to truly realize a shift within everyday environmental
management. Especially regarding the shape and content of diverse management processes, it is
deemed highly important to consider in what ways and through which methods these processes could
be improved. As also mentioned by practitioner 5, this consideration is something that parties have to
do themselves, as the act only legally requires parties to demonstrate that the public has been involved,
but does not deliver strict rules or guidelines on what participatory forms should be adopted. In order to
explain his statement, he provided an example about the topic of public participation:
“Legislation is not always described very precisely, so at a certain point you create a certain rule and
then an interpretation of that rule has to be found, and that also applies to participation. And I think that
people have yet to find the way for that, like “in what way can participation be considered as wellexecuted?”.” (P5)

This example of public participation shows that the Environment and Planning Act leaves quite some
room for implementation. Whereas the absence of strict guidelines or rules is not necessarily a bad
thing, it does raise the need for parties to reconsider their current practice and engage in discussions
about what changes should be realised and which approaches or methods are needed to reach this.
According to practitioner 5, local governments (as well as other governments) are currently in search of
useful tools and approaches that could best stimulate the shift towards the new way of thinking that is
envisioned by the act, as no ‘one size fits all’-approach is provided:
“Well that seems to be the thing with the decentralized legislation, that every municipality could try and
reinvent the wheel on its own, or they can look at each other. But in that respect there is no unity yet. But
such a unity, or something like a certain basis of what you should comply with, will only become clear
when things go wrong and proceedings are initiated. Through trial and error those frameworks will
become much clearer.” (P5)

Although an uniform approach on how to best work in light of the Environment and Planning is thus not
(yet) available, the Environment and Planning Act does provide a set of inspirational examples and
possible tools to support parties in their search for useful approaches that could influence decisionmaking processes. Moreover, parties such as local governments are stimulated to adopt a sort of
‘learning by doing’ approach through the possibility of so-called Environment and Planning Act pilots. In
these pilots, participants of certain designated projects have the possibility to experiment with the
upcoming legislation and its supporting beliefs and approaches. According to practitioner 5, these pilots
are valuable learning moments for the involved parties, because they provide practical experience with
this new way of working:
“Of course there are municipalities that are currently doing some pilots with certain areas where they
already work in the spirit of the Environmental Act, so that they can gain some experience. But yes, of
course it depends on that experience, and that practical implementation and the things you encounter.”
(P5)

The possibility to obtain experience with new methods and instruments through the pilots is also used
by governments and other parties to practice with new or improved ways of collaboration within decisionmaking processes. While the Netherlands is already quite familiar with certain co-creative and/or
participative approaches within environmental management, needs for improvement of the current
practice can always be found. Especially when considering the goal of the upcoming act to facilitate
integral management of our environment, it seems desirable for parties to evaluate their current
processes in order to detect flaws and to explore what improvement could be made. Through this task
of evaluation, parties are forced to think about current bottlenecks that have to be overcome in order to
work in the spirit of the Environment and Planning Act. During the interviews, practitioner 2 provided an
example of this on the topic of public participation and the level of representativeness of those people
that participate. He described the existence of a lower representativeness of participants as a
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shortcoming of current participatory processes, and explained that this shortcoming could be seen as
an aspect of the current practice that should be improved in order to facilitate the goals framed by the
Environment and Planning Act:
“Of course it is a difficult issue, how such participative processes should then be organised. Because you
are at risk that only the loud-screaming people who are nowadays almost always participating in
decision-making processes will continue to be the only ones that are involved. And the question is
therefore “how do you reach groups within society that you normally don't see at decision-making
processes?”. And that is a difficult task. ” (DK)

The remark of this practitioner seemed to be supported by two other interviewed practitioners, who
endorsed that a lot of experience would still have to be gained by all parties involved in these processes.
Practitioner 5 explained that the shift towards a full integral approach could be seen as quite a challenge
for most process facilitators. According to her, being able to organize and manage sufficient co-creative
and participative processes could be seen as a valuable skill, one that many parties still have to obtain:
“It is really a profession or a skill to get people aboard, to inform them properly and let them engage, to
facilitate such a process without overwhelming people, while at the same time using the input you obtain
wisely. I believe that is quite a profession.” (P5)

This kind of understanding of the several challenges that process facilitators are posed with seemed to
be shared by other practitioners as well. In general, all practitioners agreed that the desired shift in
environmental management practice should not be seen as a shift that could be realised without much
effort. They agreed that the envisioned processes, as well as the desire for organising parties such as
governments or project initiators to act as a facilitator and mediator, does require quite some
commitment of these parties. However, two interviewees correctly remarked that improvement in
environmental management processes could not be fully obtained if only governments and other
facilitating parties would change their way of working. Here, it seems to be implied that participating
parties are also required to assess their partaking in current co-creative/participative processes and to
share their ideas about what improvements are needed. During the interviews, practitioner 4 provided
an example of how participating parties could play their part:
“All kinds of instruments are currently being developed for participation, such as the ‘Omgevingstafel’.
When a certain initiative has to be assessed, you naturally have a part of policy frameworks, standards
and regulations that it must comply with, but public support is also an important indicator to assess a
plan. And, for example, the Heemschut association is currently practicing with that subject, they coach
foundations and associations that represent interest in the field of cultural heritage to become good
discussion partners within a decision-making process such as the ‘Omgevingstafel’.” (P4)

Within this quote, emphasis is put on the need for participating parties to become capable dialogue
partners. Whereas this example is specified to heritage-related parties, the same necessity can be
distinguished for other parties, such as citizen groups.
While the need for all types of parties to adapt to the envisioned shape of processes is thus certainly
recognized, practitioner 4 did highlight that it would probably be best if the shift towards improved public
participation and more value-based dialogues would be realized through taking small steps. She
explained that the existing lack of experience and directions could scare parties away from practicing
with new forms of participative or co-creative processes:
“I do think that participation is also seen as a bit scary in that respect. If you really start from scratch, it
can of course be an incredibly time-consuming process. And besides that you cannot frame and direct
such a process in advance, if you let it run its course. But in such an administrative context certain things
are just legally required, or are scheduled for a certain moment, so that you cannot realize such a
complete shift in participation. So what we do now is: we take a number of elements of the Environment
and Planning Act and start experimenting through pilots, and with those pilots you obtain results to learn
about “how can we develop this participation further?”. (P4)

In order to actually influence everyday decision-making processes, the intentions as shaped by the
upcoming Environment and Planning Act thus have to be transformed into critical actions. For this to
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happen, the environmental management sector needs to adopt a proactive attitude, in which they
explore the possibilities described in the act and search for methods to implement these possibilities in
practice. As found in the practitioner interviews, it seems as if a good first step is found in the evaluation
of the existing practice, in order to discover what improvements are desired. Besides this, it is deemed
useful to explore the goals and beliefs of the Environment and Planning Act through experimenting with
the upcoming legislation. Through the existence of so-called pilots, the Environment and Planning Act
currently enables parties to experiment with new methods and thereby explore possibilities for change.
At all times, it is important to realize that a shift in practice can only be facilitated if all parties involved
play their part in aiming for improvement and regeneration. Here, it might be best to start aiming for
small steps of changes, through pinpointing those aspects of the current environmental management
practice that could most easily be worked on. Whereas the guidelines mentioned in this section are
described for the general practice of environmental management, they can also be applied to the specific
focus of this research.
Influence of the Environment and Planning Act
In the previous section, some findings regarding the purpose and guidelines of the upcoming
Environment and Planning Act have been outlined. It was found that the Environment and Planning Act
has potential to influence everyday environmental management processes, including processes within
the heritage management sector. However, the actual influence of this upcoming act seems to depend
largely on the attitude of different parties in the field. As the Environment and Planning Act is only able
to share intentions, a proactive attitude of parties is required in order to enable true change. Therefore,
in the most ideal situation, all parties in the field of environmental management should start
experimenting with the upcoming act, through evaluating current practices and exploring methods and
guidelines that stimulate improvement towards a more integral and participative approach.
As of now, it thus remains difficult to state the exact influence the Environment and Planning Act will
have on participative processes and the topic of heritage valuation within the heritage management
sector. Whereas improvements can be stimulated through the Environment and Planning Act, the parties
involved are responsible for the realisation.
Influence of the policies
In this subchapter, the possible influence of three different policies on heritage valuation processes has
been researched through discussing each policy’s purpose as well as its methods or guidelines
concerning the dominant approach to heritage and public participation.
Regarding the purpose of these policies, it was found that all three policies could be described as policies
that (either directly or indirectly through their vision on heritage management) aim to stimulate the
integration of local values within heritage valuation processes. Through this aim, the policies encourage
more integrated or participative approaches to adaptive reuse processes, while at the same time also
influencing participants’ understanding of the concept of cultural heritage. Whereas all three policies
provide beliefs and goals regarding the management of heritage, they do not provide regulations that
force these beliefs upon the heritage sector. In order to be able to fully optimize these policies, it is
important to understand that the steering nature of these policies implies that a shift in the heritage
management practice is not automatically reached. A change in practice could only be reached if the
intentions that are found in these policies are adopted and integrated in practice. When looking at the
possible means to influence the heritage management practice, it was found that it is difficult to
distinguish solid methods that could assure a change in practice within each of these three policies.
Although actual methods might be largely absent, these policies do seem capable to set in motion the
envisioned shift in the heritage management practice. Through the provision of a variety of tools and
guidelines, the policies could help involved parties to undertake their first steps towards improvement.
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5. Discussion
In this chapter, the findings, the applied theory and the applied methodology of this research will be
reflected upon. In the first section, the results from the first three specific research questions will be
discussed in relation to one another in order to explore possible coherence within the findings. In the
following section, significant similarities and differences between theory and practice will be explored
through comparing the results (chapter 4) with the scientific literature that has been explored (chapter
2). In the third section, a reflection on the methodology (chapter 3) that has been adopted in this research
will be provided.

5.1 Reflection on findings: relationship between the different concepts
In this last specific research question, the findings of the previous chapter will be compared in order to
identify connections between the concepts of the vector-approach (4.1) and public participation (4.2),
as well as possible relationships between one or both concepts and the described policies (4.3). Through
doing this, this first part of the discussion will aim to answer the fourth specific research question, which
is: What is the influence of the relationship between these factors on heritage valuation within the
practice of adaptive reuse?
Through comparing the findings from both cases with the findings on the policies, a link between practice
and (intended) policy can be made. With this, findings from practice could help identify existing
difficulties or gaps that should be addressed by policies in order to realize enrichment of heritage
management processes. Through identification of the similarities and differences, an understanding of
the possible influence these policies could exercise upon public participation within adaptive reuse cases
is obtained.

5.1.1 The vector-approach & public participation
A first connection to identify in this subchapter is the connection between the case study findings
regarding the vector-approach to heritage management and the concept of ‘public participation’. In order
to do so, both cases will be examined separately. In the Binckhorst case, connection between public
participation and beliefs similar to the vector-approach seems most easy to distinguish. The connection
between both concepts is most obviously present in the activities of parties such as I’M BINCK and the
local heritage association, which seems to stem from an underlying belief that the narrative dimension
of an area should be taken into account in the area redevelopment. In relation to this, I’M BINCK regards
the local users of the area as those people that could enrich the decision-making process and the future
area redevelopment process by adding a clear social layer through their stories and memories about
tangible and intangible heritage sources. The connection between this belief and public participation is
clearly made through the notion that the community should become involved in the decision-making
process in order to be able to share their local values and knowledge.
When looking at the adaptive reuse process of the former Cuyperskerk in Sas van Gent, a connection
between the beliefs fitting the vector-approach and the concept of public participation seems less
obvious to make. Although interviewees from this case study seemed to possess perspectives that were
quite similar to the notions found in the vector-approach to heritage management, this same perspective
was less evident in the adaptive reuse practice. In this case, in comparison to the Binckhorst case study,
motives to stimulate community participation were not explicitly linked to beliefs about exploring local
values and local knowledge. In Sas van Gent, the narrative dimension of the former church seemed to
remain underexposed. Therefore, it cannot be stated that participatory processes were held with an
intention to explore a variety of stories or memories about the church. Nonetheless, the interview
findings seem to suggest that it is also impossible to conclude that the two concepts remain completely
separate from one another. Although it seemed difficult to put into words for many people, several
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interviewees did seem to imply that the former church does hold an important value for the community
of Sas van Gent. Although many people might have been unconscious of this personal connection to
the heritage source, it seems that this connection was an intrinsic motive to participate in the adaptive
reuse process.
In conclusion, a contrast between both cases is found concerning the visibility of underlying notions
suiting the vector-approach that have shaped the participatory process. Most likely, this contrast raises
questions about possible explanations. When seeking clarifications for the case findings, it is deemed
important to take into account the case-specific characteristics and their possible influence. For
example, the explicit focus on local narratives in the area redevelopment of the Binckhorst could be
related to the multi-disciplinary character of the process and the project. In the same way, case-specific
arguments could be used to understand the lack of explicit attention for local values in the adaptive
reuse of the Cuyperskerk. Here, the subject of adaptive reuse, as well as the time of the process or the
location of the former church could possibly be moderating variables.

5.1.2 The vector-approach and policies
When comparing the findings of the adaptive reuse processes in Sas van Gent and The Hague for SRQ
1 to the three different policies that have been studied in the third subchapter (SRQ 3), certain interesting
relationships can be identified between the heritage management that takes place in practice and the
heritage management that is envisioned in the policies.
A first interesting topic to highlight is the role of the local-human perspective within the adaptive reuse
approach. When considering the case of the Cuyperskerk in Sas van Gent, a difference between policies
and practice could be distinguished. Whereas all three discussed policies seem to advocate for
thorough consideration of local values in heritage management processes, this attention for the local
values related to the heritage source was not intentionally provided in the actual adaptive reuse process
of the Cuyperskerk. While it seems possible that a more explicit focus on local values and knowledge
related to the Cuyperskerk would have led to another result of the adaptive reuse, it should also be
remembered that a local-human perspective was probably still unintentionally brought in the process by
the members of the foundation. Nevertheless, a more explicit approach to exploring local values
connected to the church might have been useful for the adaptive reuse as it could ensure that multiple
narratives, not just those of the foundation members but also of other community members had been
taken into account as valuable input for the adaptive reuse process.
In the second case that has been studied, similarity in practice and the different policies about the beliefs
and goals regarding the local value of cultural heritage seems to be somewhat more visible. In
comparison to the adaptive reuse of the Cuyperskerk, certain parts of the large area redevelopment of
the Binckhorst could be described as actively employing the local-human perspective. During the
interviews, the emphasis on local values and the narrative dimension of an area was mainly found in
the activities related to I’M BINCK. Through collaboration with other stakeholders, citizens and local
entrepreneurs, this party aims to facilitate a more transdisciplinary dialogue within the development of
the Binckhorst, in which heritage in its broadest sense becomes a prerequisite to be considered within
decision-making processes. This sort of movement that can be observed in the Binckhorst seems to
deliver verification that the described perspective and ambitions of the examined policies fit with the
developments currently happening in certain Dutch environmental management practices.
Another concept of the vector-approach that is interesting to highlight is the belief that heritage could be
a guidance for further spatial development. This belief that is described to fit the vector-approach to
heritage management has been brought in relation to the Environment and Planning Act and the Historic
Urban Landscape approach by two interviewed practitioners. In relation to the Historic Urban Landscape
approach, practitioner 3 advocated for a new perspective to the concept of heritage value, which
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according to him should also include the potential benefits a heritage source encompasses for the future.
This idea of employing a heritage source was also mentioned by practitioner 6, who described the
possibility of using cultural heritage as a sort of guideline within a vision for area development. When
looking at the adaptive reuse of the Cuyperskerk, it could be stated that a similar perspective on the
purpose of a heritage source for future development is also visible. Even though participants of the
adaptive reuse process might not have purposely intended to use the former church as a guidance for
future development, several interviews did highlight the similarity between the former church and the
adapted building of both providing a place for community members to gather. While this similarity in
function might have been purely coincidental, taking into consideration the former values of a heritage
source as an inspiration for our current society could still be regarded as an interesting perspective to
explore within adaptive reuse.
In the Binckhorst, this perspective of employing cultural heritage for future developments could also be
distinguished. Here, in comparison to the other case, this perspective was visibly translated into an
explicit goal supported by various parties in the area redevelopment, such as local entrepreneurs, the
heritage agency and I’M BINCK. Over the years, these parties have strived for the preservation of the
existing (tangible and intangible) values of the area within the huge area redevelopment towards a
mixed-use residential area. During the case interviews, it was found that this belief could be recognized
in various elements of the redevelopment process, such as the earlier mentioned Kernwaarden process.
Whereas the belief of heritage as a guidance thus seems to be intertwined in the redevelopment of the
Binckhorst, the case interviews also provided insight in the difficulties of actually letting heritage values
become a guiding influence besides other pressing issues that could affect the decision-making process.
With this, the case interviews have highlighted the importance of taking into consideration the integral
nature of certain adaptive reuse processes within these policies.

5.1.3 Public participation and policies
For this last subchapter, the findings of both adaptive reuse processes in relationship to public
participation will be set next to the three policies. The findings will be discussed in order of the three
concepts that were distinguished within the operationalisation of public participation (motives for
participation, forms of participation and influence of participation).
Motives
Regarding the motives for public participation, all three policies that have been discussed seem to be
(partly) based upon the belief that public involvement is desired due to the input public parties could
provide about local values, with the underlying belief that consideration of these values could enrich the
decision-making process. When looking at both adaptive reuse processes that have been studied, it
could be stated that this motive is also visible in both cases and thereby recognisable in practice.
However, as already mentioned in section 5.1.2, the two cases do differ largely when considering their
relation to local values. In the Binckhorst case, the motives of exploring local values and local knowledge
is clearly found in the practices organised by I’M BINCK and its partners. Regarding the Cuyperskerk, it
seems that there was no obvious intention to let the community participate in order to obtain knowledge
on local values. However, the case interviews have shown that this motive might have been present
nevertheless, through the foundation members’ aim to explore ideas and preferences of citizens. For
this adaptive reuse case, a clear aim of exploring local values as found in the policies could have
provided both the process facilitators and the participants with a more clear view on the benefits of
including the ideas and beliefs of citizens in the decision-making process.
Forms
In subchapter 4.2, the forms of public participation of both adaptive reuse processes have been
examined. When putting the findings of this subchapter next to what was learned about the three policies
during the practitioner interviews, it seems that certain aspects considering the applied forms of
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participation within both adaptive reuse processes would have looked different when they had been able
to consciously follow the intentions mentioned in the policies. While the three policies differ in the amount
of detail they provide on this concept and all have their unique focus, the policies seem to be in line
regarding the belief that public parties should be enabled to fully participate in a co-creative decisionmaking process in order to ensure adequate integration of local values in practice. Looking at both Faro
and the Environment and Planning Act, this belief is supported by the recognition that certain aspects
of the current heritage management practice need to change in order to realise such inclusive and cocreative processes. Due to the guiding nature of these policies, such changes cannot be enforced upon
practice. Instead, therefore, it is highlighted that parties should be stimulated to explore different
possibilities. From this perspective of encouraging development within the heritage management
practice, this section will reflect on the studied adaptive reuse cases and create connections between
the developments visible in the case study findings and the beliefs and intentions as found within the
three policies.
A first aspect that could be linked to the policies is about the modes of communication within participatory
processes. This sub concept is about the type of collaboration that takes place between different parties,
including the roles and responsibilities of each participating party. Although many aspects on how parties
should communicate with one another have been discussed during the practitioner interviews, a
particular thing that stood out was the emphasized need for the different parties (citizens, as well as civil
servants and heritage experts) to work together to enable improved public participation within heritage
management processes. For this to happen, parties are required to communicate clearly about their
expectations and desires regarding this increased involvement of citizens. Moreover, according to the
Faro Programme, these parties should join forces and explore ways to empower the community.
In the interviews, some first possible methods to do so were revealed by various practitioners. A first
interesting example was mentioned by practitioner 4, who described that certain local parties were
currently taught to become adequate discussion partners within a decision-making process. When
looking at the cases that were studied, this aim for stimulating empowerment of local parties as a strong
representative of local values is to some extent already visible in the Binckhorst area redevelopment
through the presence of I’M BINCK. In this case, where the empowerment of citizens is already largely
completed, it is found that the next step in actually facilitating change is aimed at the other parties in the
field of this heritage management, as those parties need to learn how such a local party or local initiative
should best be dealt with. Besides the Binckhorst case, the example of the adaptive reuse of the
Cuyperskerk is also in line with this concept of empowering the public. The adaptive reuse process in
Sas van Gent can be characterized as a citizens' initiative, which is actually already quite different from
traditional participatory methods. During the practitioner interviews, it was found that such a citizen
initiative could be regarded as a prime example when reasoning from the Faro approach, as it provided
an example of citizens that take initiative to manage heritage sources that they find important to
preserve. Although citizen initiatives such as this one are clearly supported by the interviewed
practitioners, attention was also raised for the fact that citizen initiatives are often complicated processes
that do not always succeed. Two practitioners specifically highlighted that these types of citizen
initiatives needed stimulation of citizens’ self-sufficiency, in order to empower citizens to fully take
matters in their own hands. During the interview with practitioner 4, a financial incentive that could help
citizen groups increase their self-sufficiency was found in the possibility for public parties to explore the
subsidy scheme that is linked to the Faro Programme 2.
Another policy aspect that needs to be mentioned here is the level of inclusiveness of participatory
processes within heritage management processes. A high level of inclusiveness is deemed desirable,
as it could ensure that different values and knowledge are taken into account in decision-making
processes and that a proper consideration can be made based on the input that was brought in. Although
the aspect of inclusiveness seems less defined within the policies that have been explored, all three
2

Subsidieregeling: ‘Vind elkaar in erfgoed. Verken de Faro-werkwijze’
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policies seem to implicitly contain the intention of improved inclusion of different voices and values in
heritage management processes. In the previous section, it was stated that both cases seem to entail
an example of empowered citizens. Although this empowerment of a certain group of citizens is deemed
quite successful, it should be kept in mind that the amount of citizens that can be regarded as
‘empowered’ is limited. In the Binckhorst case study, it was found that this is something that was
recognized by the ‘empowered’ citizen group as well. Here, one interviewee (B. citizen 1) explained that
certain parties had a tendency to view I’M BINCK as a representative of the complete community.
Although I’M BINCK aims to positively influence the level of representativeness within the decisionmaking processes, it was emphasized that involvement of I’M BINCK should not be seen as a substitute
for public participation. While I’M BINCK, as an empowered stakeholder, does provide certain citizens
with opportunities to participate more easily in the area redevelopment, it cannot be automatically
assumed that the entire area redevelopment process has become accessible to everyone. Therefore, it
is deemed highly beneficial to explore ways to increase the accessibility of decision-making processes
for all members of the community, also outside the control of I’M BINCK. In the case of the adaptive
reuse of Sas van Gent, it seemed more likely that the full community could participate if they wanted to
thanks to the organised participatory moments. Nonetheless, for cases such as this one it remains
important as well to assess whether the process is truly fully accessible and if a variety of existing values
is taken into account.
In the three different policies that have been studied, not many methods to improve the level of
inclusiveness seem to be discussed. Yet, intentions about inclusiveness can clearly be distinguished in
the Faro Convention and the Faro Programme, as this policy aims to reduce the existing distance
between society and the heritage management sector. While Faro is supposedly meant to stimulate
public involvement within heritage management processes, it is not completely clear if the Dutch Faro
Programme is currently approaching the heritage management sector with this aim. From the
practitioner interviews, it seems as if the Faro Programme has started from the perspective to assist
those citizens that are already working with heritage. From the perspective of increasing the inclusivity
of heritage management processes, it is deemed important to also take into consideration people that
are not clearly involved with cultural heritage, as those people might wish to express their local values
and local knowledge as well and could enrich the process with different perspectives. This argument
seems to be represented in the current redevelopment process of the Binckhorst, in which it is argued
that local entrepreneurs and workers should also be enabled to deliver input.
Influence
The last variable of public participation that has been examined is the influence of public participation,
thereby implying the influence of public parties during the decision-making process and their influence
on the outcomes of the decision-making process. In relation to what is discussed about public
participation in the policies, the variable of ‘influence’ seems to be somewhat connected to the forms of
participation that have been discussed in the previous section. This possible connection is reasoned
from the notion that the level of influence of public parties will change as other forms of public
participation are exploited. Thereby, it is assumed that new forms of collaboration within decision-making
processes will increase the influence of public parties, as they ideally should become equal to all other
parties present in the decision-making process.
When looking at the possible influence the policies could exert on practice , it should be noted that all
three policies address the empowerment of citizens within heritage management in their own specific
way. Yet, through their guiding nature, the different policies all advocate for the exploration of possible
methods to encourage this improved influence of citizens and sometimes sum up certain examples to
do so. Interestingly, however, is that both cases that have been studied in this research already show
quite an amount of citizen empowerment. Within the adaptive reuse process of the former church in Sas
van Gent, the foundation members obtained a high level of influence during the decision-making
processes as well as on the outcomes of it. In the multidisciplinary area development process of the
Binckhorst, the presence of I’M BINCK also points at citizens that obtained a clear voice as a social
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actor in the decision-making process. Although in theory both cases could not be described as fully
fitting the beliefs about citizen involvement in heritage management processes as described by the
policies’ intentions, the case findings do demonstrate that processes of citizen empowerment are
already visible and that the heritage management practice has thereby developed independently of
certain prescribed regulations or policies as well. With this, it can be concluded that the intentions on
civic involvement shared by the different policies are not that different from what is currently happening
in practice. Therefore, it could also be argued that the case study results on the empowerment of citizens
display that the heritage management practice has already formed fertile ground for future appliance of
the policy’s intentions.
Nonetheless, the case study results have also pointed out the potential of the policies in stimulating
further integration of the beliefs on civic empowerment through the facilitation of clear guidelines, tools
and/or incentives. With this, the policies could give a boost to the already visible shift towards more
transdisciplinary and value-based decision-making processes. Under the possible influence of these
policies and in collaboration with all partaking parties, decision-making processes in the field of heritage
management should further develop to become moments of dialogue to explore and manage the variety
of values linked to heritage sources.
A last aspect to discuss regarding public influence within decision-making processes is about the
representativeness of those citizens that are involved. Although the previous sections have shown that
both studied cases do provide an example of ‘empowered’ groups of citizens, it was also highlighted
that these groups of empowered citizens are limited and not highly representative for the full community.
Although this is not unusual for decision-making processes, such lower levels of representativeness are
often regarded as an issue within the environmental management sector that needs improvement. This
perspective was also found during the practitioner interviews, in which two practitioners explicitly
expressed their concerns about only involving the so-called ‘usual suspects’. According to these
practitioners, this issue of low representativeness was something that sought to be addressed in order
to ensure that different values, ranging from different groups of society, are truly taken into account. In
the policies that have been studied for this research, this issue has not been explicitly addressed. It
seems as if the question on how to increase the level of representativeness seems to remain a topical
question, one that isn’t easily solved. During the case interviews, this issue of representativeness was
also debated a couple of times. Here, although the lack of representativeness was certainly not
neglected by interviewees, another perspective on the issue was also provided. From the case interview
findings, it became clear that the belief of “the more, the merrier” could be questioned at times.
Seemingly speaking from experience, multiple interviewees mentioned that it is unrealistic to expect that
every citizen wants to actively provide decision-making processes with local knowledge or values.
Regarding the heritage management process of the former Cuyperskerk in Sas van Gent, the interview
findings made it seem as if the larger community was quite satisfied with merely getting informed and
being enabled to react to the plans in a pre-scheduled participation-meeting. In the Binckhorst, a similar
example was provided regarding the ‘Kernwaarden’ process, in which a small group was selected to
make choices based on input and feedback of a larger community. Through these examples, the case
studies provided insight that obtaining a higher level of representativeness should not be regarded as
the main goal. For the relevant policies, this could imply that although a more explicit focus on
representativeness is deemed desirable, this representativeness could best be addressed not as a goal
in itself but from the perspective of enabling all citizens to participate if they wish to do so.

5.2 Reflection on theory
In this section, the findings of the first three sub-research questions will be reflected upon with reference
to the applied theories and operationalization that has been adopted as a theoretical framework for this
research.
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Sub-research question 1: Vector-approach to heritage management
The case study findings related to the vector-approach to heritage management have emphasized the
theoretical claim that contemporary heritage management practices usually consist of a combination of
approaches. The two adaptive reuse managed to shed light on the diversity in motives, beliefs and
expectations that people relate to heritage management processes. This diversity has been most clearly
highlighted through the differences in the amount of attention that was given to possible social values
connected to the heritage sources.
In the case study of the Binckhorst area redevelopment, the variables connected by Janssen et al.
(2014) to the vector-approach seem already highly recognizable in the practices of I’M BINCK and other
active parties such as the local cultural heritage association, who stimulated the integration of local
(immaterial) values within the area redevelopment process through the Kernwaarden process that took
place around 2016. This presence of a perspective similar to Janssen et al.’s (2014) vector-approach
was clearly found during the interviews, in which participants shared their perspective on the definition
of cultural heritage and its role in spatial planning processes. Moreover, similarities between the
approach to heritage that was applied in the Binckhorst and the description of the vector-approach could
also be largely distinguished in the actual processes that have taken place in the Binckhorst. These
findings seem to confirm the claim by Janssen et al. (2014) that the vector-approach is increasingly
recognizable in the Dutch heritage management practice.
Whereas interviewees within the case study of the Cuyperskerk in Sas van Gent also often seem to
share a perspective on cultural heritage that seemed to suit the most recent approach to heritage
management, their provided insights on the heritage management process seem to show that these
perspectives were not actively applied in the adaptive reuse process itself. This conclusion is mainly
drawn through interviewees’ statements on the values that were taken into account to decide the future
of the vacant building. In comparison to, for example, the organised Kernwaarden process in the
Binckhorst, the adaptive reuse process of the Cuyperskerk did not actively exploit local heritage values
and local knowledge about the heritage source as a starting point for development. Instead, decisions
that were made during the process often seemed to be influenced by other aspects such as economic
possibilities and limitations. Although implicit motives and values might have played a role in the choice
for the new function for the church, the lack of explicit attention for the narrative dimension and the
importance given to economic possibilities seems to put this example from practice between the factorapproach to heritage and the vector-approach to heritage according to Janssen et al.’s (2014) model
(figure 2). Although the absence of clear attention for the social values of the cultural heritage source
becomes clearly visible when comparing this case study to the adaptive reuse of the Binckhorst, these
findings do not imply that the adaptive reuse process of the former church of Sas van Gent has been
lacking in any way. Instead, they are only in line with theoretical findings arguing that many cultural
heritage management practices are not influenced by a single dominant approach. With this, the
adaptive reuse processes in Sas van Gent seem a perfect example of the practical reality of
‘sedimentation’ as described by Van der Steen, Scherpenisse & van Twist (2015). Arguing from this
perspective of sedimentation, it seems quite obvious that most heritage management processes are not
only focused on local values, as many other aspects also influence the way a heritage source is dealt
with besides the social value that is specifically exhibited in the vector-approach to heritage
management.
Whereas the approach to heritage management as found in the Binckhorst has been framed as an
approach that seems very suitable to the vector-approach, the sedimentation perspective is also
applicable to this case study. Even though the activities of various parties that aimed to place local
values at heart seem to have superimposed more traditional beliefs about heritage, these other
perspectives on heritage management are still visible in the larger picture of the area redevelopment.
For example, this could be found in the beliefs and motives of other parties such as the municipality or
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the project developers, who emphasize that a predominant social, local-human perspective could clash
with other values that have been given to the area. When comparing this finding to the applied theories,
this recognizable discrepancy seems inevitable as different individuals each have their own way of
approaching the social and spatial context at stake (Dastgerdi & De Luca, 2018). Nonetheless, the effort
of I’M BINCK and its partners to raise attention for the history and identity of the Binckhorst seems to
have been embraced in the area redevelopment, as it has led to a more balanced perspective on how
the area-wide heritage source should be managed.

Sub-research question 2: Public participation within heritage management
For this second specific research question, the position of the concept of ‘public participation’ within
heritage valuation processes has been explored through the dual case study. In both cases, public
participation has played an important role within the adaptive reuse of the heritage source. As argued
by Janssen et al. (2017), it can be stated that both cases therefore to some extent reflect the
contemporary dominant bottom-up approach that is in line with the vector-approach to cultural heritage.
To further explore the meaning of public participation within heritage valuation processes based on the
case interviews, an operationalisation has been created by combining a mixture of scientific literature
on public participation. Through this operationalisation, three main concepts (motives for public
participation, forms of public participation and influence of participation) were distinguished with the
underlying purpose of increasing manageability of the concept and organising the interview findings. In
the following section, each of these three concepts will be discussed by comparing the interview findings
to the theories that have been applied.
Motives
According to Fung (2006), reasons to enable and stimulate public participation within decision-making
processes can be divided into three main motives, including justice, legitimacy and effectiveness. In
both case studies, the different motives were to some extent visible as interview participants mentioned
different reasons to involve the public in heritage management processes. In the theoretical framework,
motives to involve public parties were mainly reasoned from the notion that these parties could enrich
the decision-making process with their local-human perspective (Janssen et al., 2017). While this belief
did not seem to be consciously applied in the adaptive reuse of the Cuyperskerk, it could be observed
in the area redevelopment of the Binckhorst. In the Binckhorst case study, several interviewed
participants seemed to share the belief that local values and knowledge should be considered to be of
essential influence in the area redevelopment, and that therefore the local-human perspective needs to
be extensively explored and considered as a decisive element. In line with the scientific claims of Jones
(2016) and Vakhitova (2014), multiple interviewees, mainly the members of I’M BINCK and their
associates, reasoned that the community should be involved as they are the ones that attach a sense
of identity, place attachment or memories to the area-wide heritage source.
Yet, the interview findings also seemed to shed light upon the limitations of the division of motives as
created by Fung (2006). Through the case interviews, a mismatch between theory and practice was
found regarding the use of these distinguished motives to explain the civic initiatives that had taken
place in both Sas van Gent and The Hague. This mismatch can be explained by the fact that Fung
seemed to have based his motives only on reasons provided by process facilitators. With this, Fung
(2006) seemed to have excluded the possibility of self-organising individuals or communities that
activate themselves to become involved in decision-making processes without awaiting an invitation of
an official governmental party. By highlighting this limitation, the case study findings have shown that
motives for public participation should also be tackled from the perspective of the public. Therefore, it
could be argued that the three motives distinguished by Fung (2006) do not cover the full spectrum of
possible reasons to stimulate participatory processes, as reality has shown that public participation is
no longer something that is only set in motion by non-public parties. In retrospect, the case findings in
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this research have highlighted a desire for Fung (2006) to revise these motives by reflecting on the
possibilities for self-organisation of civic parties.
Forms
To study the forms of public participation, scientific literature on four variables that were believed to be
essential in covering the subject has been collected and combined. The applied literature discussed the
methods of public participation, the participants within a participatory process, the adopted modes of
communication and the time of public involvement within a decision-making process. When combining
these created variables with the findings from practice, it turned out that the created division was only
partly applicable to the two cases. Whereas, in the case of the adaptive reuse of the Cuyperskerk in Sas
van Gent, the operationalised variables could quite easily be applied to the participatory processes that
were created by the foundation, they were more difficult to apply to the full adaptive reuse process. Here,
it seemed that the option of public participation through a civic initiative was something that had not
been included in each scientific source that had been used in the operationalisation. The same limitation
did appear for the other case study on the area redevelopment of the Binckhorst. Within this large area
redevelopment, the operationalised variables did seem to suit certain formally organised participatory
processes, but did not seem to ideally fit the activities of the public party I’M BINCK.
The limitations that are represented in both cases raise the question if the applied scientific literature is
nowadays still the appropriate lens to adopt when researching the forms of public participation. In this
research, it seems that certain, more older scientific sources could not completely capture the essence
of adequate public involvement. Civic initiatives such as I’M BINCK and the Cuyperskerk foundation
seem to be exemplary of recent developments within the discipline of public participation that need to
be recognized. Regarding public participation within heritage management processes, it could be stated
that a renewed or more broad lens is needed to understand the dynamics of public participation. Within
the interviews that have been held to study the Binckhorst area redevelopment, this need to reconsider
the full scope of public participation was also brought up by one of the interviewees (B.researcher).
During the conversation about the desired forms of participation and the function of I’M BINCK as sort
of a civic initiative, this interviewee suggested additional literature by Boonstra (2015) to explain the
mismatch she witnessed between local governments and project developers who organised formal
participatory moments and the actual desires of active civic parties such as I’M BINCK. In this
recommendation literature, Boonstra (2015) pointed at the existing discrepancy between civic initiatives
and formal citizen participatory processes. In this dissertation, the author argued that prevailing
participatory procedures often entail certain restrictions for parties that aim to exert influence through
self-organised initiatives. This argument is based on the belief that predefined objectives on participation
decide when, to what extent and on which topics citizens can deliver input (Boonstra, 2015). According
to the interviewee, and also mentioned by two other interviewed members of I’M BINCK, such
restrictions are also at times experienced by I’M BINCK. In relation to the process of heritage valuation,
it could therefore be argued that these prevailing participatory procedures also limit the extent to which
local values and local knowledge are being explored.
In favour of utilising local knowledge and local values to their fullest extent, it seems fruitful to consider
possible limitations within existing participatory procedures. In combination with scientific literature, this
implies that it might be useful to reconsider to what extent scientific sources on public participation are
in line with practice. Arguing from the case study findings, beliefs on the forms of participation should
include the desire for a more transdisciplinary process, in which public parties are not restricted to
provide input at certain moments or about certain themes, but are instead regarded as stakeholders that
should be included more extensively because they enrich the process and outcome through their localhuman perspective.
Influence
For the last distinguished sub-concept about the influence of public participation, the participation ladder
of Edelenbos and Monnikhof (2001) and scientific literature by Uittenbroek et al. (2019) on
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representativeness have been applied. Contrary to the variables used to study the forms of participation,
the ladder of Edelenbos and Monnikhof (2001) seem quite applicable to both cases that have been
researched. For the adaptive reuse process in Sas van Gent, the participation ladder was applicable to
study both the civic initiatives as well as the organised participatory moments. Within the large area
redevelopment of the Binckhorst, it could be stated that scientific literature was already explicitly applied
in practice through the created document about public participation within the area redevelopment. In
this guiding document, a division highly similar to that of Edelenbos and Monnikhof has been adopted
as a structure to decide upon the desired level of public influence. While both cases did not reveal any
obvious discrepancies with the applied ladder, it is deemed worth notifying that the case findings
emphasised the risk of ‘window-dressing’, by highlighting the importance of taking into consideration the
often existing gap between the desired level of influence and the actual influence on the outcomes of a
decision-making process.
Regarding the level of representativeness, the distinction of two types of public representatives as
described by Uittenbroek et al. (2019) is mostly applicable when questioning if civic initiatives such as
the foundation in Sas van Gent could be considered as sufficiently representative, as these initiatives
often consisted of a limited number of participants. In both cases, it could be argued that the active
citizens - most clearly represented by the Cuyperskerk foundation, I’M BINCK and members of the
Binckhorst business association and the heritage association - are not very representative of society.
As described in the last section of chapter 5.1, the desired level of representativeness can be debated.
Contrary to the seemingly general desire for a high level of representativeness, certain statements were
made by case interviewees that questioned the desire and effectiveness linked to a higher level of
representativeness. In their opinion, lower levels of representativeness did not automatically imply a
decrease in the quality of a decision-making process. This belief found in several interviews seems to
be supported by a scientific source that was recommended by another interviewee (B.citizen 1) when
being questioned about the representativeness of I’M BINCK. In this article of van de Kamp et al. (2019),
the authors argued that a low level of representativeness in decision-making is often to a large extent
inevitable as, simply put, not everybody seeks to participate. Although participation of less usual
individuals could be stimulated, the authors argued that it should also be recognized that a high degree
of involvement requires individuals to be highly committed and voluntarily spend time and effort on the
decision-making process. Through these individuals' efforts to deliver input, the decision-making
process is already increased with a local perspective. Moreover, as argued by the authors, these
individuals often possess a strong connection to a certain part of society, through which they have
access to the existing values and knowledge within the community. According to van de Kamp et al.
(2019), this places these individuals in a conventional position and makes them interesting partners in
decision-making processes. Through these arguments, van de Kamp et al. (2019) highlighted another
perspective on the concept of representativeness. For this sub concept, the case study findings have
shed a light on the complexity of participatory processes, by showing that in reality, ‘the more’ might not
always be ‘the merrier’.

Sub-research question 3: National and international policies
For the third specific research question, three policies, ranging from national to international policies,
related to the topic of public participation within heritage management have been researched. These
three policies have been reviewed in order to study developments within the heritage management
sector and explore what possible conditions have been and are currently being shaped by the policies
for the topic of public involvement within this practice. In preparation of the practitioner interviews, the
researcher chose to divide the data collection into findings about the purpose of each policy and the
described corresponding methods.
Regarding the purpose of all three studied policies it could be stated that, overall, the findings of the
practitioner interviews match the expectations shaped about each policy in the theoretical framework. It
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was found that each of the three policies can be distinguished from the others by its unique perspective
on the interaction between the concepts of public participation and local (heritage) values. For
UNESCO’s Historic Urban Landscape approach, the practitioner interviews seemed to confirm that this
approach views participatory planning as a tool to explore different values related to heritage within
society. Here, the underlying notion seems to be the belief that these values can be used as a point of
departure in managing the environment. It seems as if this decade-old approach can be framed as one
of the first policies that aimed to share this refreshed, vector-like perspective on cultural heritage with
the world - along with the second international policies that has been studied in this research. While the
Netherlands has only just started exploring the Faro Programme, the Faro Convention that led to this
programme also entered into force in 2011. The coming-into-existence of these two policies does seem
to show that beliefs on the inclusion of local parties to involve the local values and local knowledge were
already being recognized by policy-makers and heritage management experts in practice on a large
scale in the first decade of the 21st century.
Within the Faro convention and programme, public participation and heritage are linked through the
belief that society and cultural heritage could get more in touch with one another. Through this belief,
Faro is said to stimulate integration of public involvement within cultural heritage management, thereby
making the inclusion of local values and knowledge a self-evident part of the practice. During the
practitioner interviews, the purpose of the approach as illustrated in theory was generally confirmed. For
the upcoming national Environment and Planning Act, the practitioner interviews helped to better
understand the possible purpose of this comprehensive policy for the topic of public participation within
heritage management. In the literature that had been studied in advance of the interviews, this topic was
mainly addressed through the policy’s goal of stimulating integral environmental management, in which
collaborations are also being formed with “less-evident” parties (Stenfert & Graaff, 2019). While this
purpose is applicable on all types of environmental management, the practitioner interviews confirmed
the belief that this purpose was also highly relevant for the heritage management sector, as involvement
of these less-evident parties, often implying citizens or other public parties, would help obtain a range
of values and knowledge and thereby enrich the management process.
In conclusion, the practitioner interviews revealed that each policy fits the notion of increasing the
embedding of local values in heritage management processes such as adaptive reuse. In order to make
the local-human perspective an (even more) obvious part of the decision-making process, all policies
are encouraging more participatory or transdisciplinary approaches. Interestingly, each policy seems to
have its own specific perspective on what such a process could look like. Whereas the Historic Urban
Landscape approach is mainly focused on facilitating participatory moments in decision-making
processes, the Faro programme seems to develop the goal of public involvement a step further by
envisioning a transdisciplinary process in which public parties become an important stakeholder in a
decision-making process or are even enabled to take initiative themselves. Lastly, while the Environment
and Planning Act is described to be potentially setting in motion a shift towards more co-creative and
transdisciplinary processes, the current preparations for the act seem to be mainly focused on
developing methods that fit prevailing participatory procedures.
While the practitioner interviews provided much insight on the purpose of the policies, they revealed
less clarity on corresponding methods that can be distinguished to reach the envisioned shift within the
heritage management sector. Somewhat contrary to what was expected in advance of these interviews,
the guiding nature of the different policies leave much freedom for involved parties to adopt the policies
as a guidance and to take the initiative to start exploring ways to achieve improved public involvement
and thereby the local-human perspective within heritage management processes. Regarding the
Historic Urban Landscape approach, the corresponding toolkit appeared to be able to provide parties
with methods to integrate the approach into the daily practice of heritage management. Although the
toolkit does deliver so-called civic engagement tools, the description of this category does not go into
detail and remains very much on an abstract level. While this generalizability is understandable due to
the need for this toolkit to be applicable in different international contexts, a clear further
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operationalisation based on the contemporary Dutch heritage context seems fruitful in order to enable
better implementation of this approach in the heritage management practice of the Netherlands. In
contrast to the Historic Urban Landscape approach, the European Commission’s Faro Conventional is
currently extensively being explored in the Netherlands through the Faro Programme. The practitioner
interviews provided some insights in the activities that are currently being carried out following this
programme. Faro’s notion of enabling citizens to get involved in heritage management through
stimulating civic initiatives related to heritage became quite visible during the practitioner interviews. In
these interviews, interviewees pointed out the various activities that were being undertaken and
incentives that were created to stimulate both citizens and other parties involved in heritage
management to work towards more transdisciplinary decision-making processes. Lastly, regarding the
methods of the Environment and Planning Act, the theoretical framework has revealed the existing fear
that the act might include insufficient guidelines on facilitating public participation (Stenfert & Graaff,
2019). The practitioner interviews somewhat endorsed this uncertainty, as interviewees mentioned that
the intentions of more integral and co-creative decision-making processes could easily turn into empty
promises if process facilitating parties are not well informed of what changes could and should be made.
While these interviewees highlighted the importance for the Environment and Planning Act to entail clear
and sufficient guidelines on the topic of public involvement, they also underlined the belief that parties
in the heritage management sector should be welcoming to the shift in practice as envisioned by the
upcoming law.

5.3 Reflection of methodology
This next section contains the reflections upon the methodology that has been used to obtain and
analyse the data for this research. To answer the main research question of this thesis, a combination
of qualitative research methods has been applied.
For the first two specific research questions, a dual case study has been performed. Already before the
start of the case study, it was clear that these two cases differed highly from one another in several
aspects (see: Table 2). The decision to study two such contrasting cases was a deliberate action of the
researcher, based on availability of information and the intention to obtain insight in the full context of
cultural heritage management within adaptive reuse processes. After the performance of all interviews
and the analysis of the data, it can be stated that the results of this dual case study have indeed shown
that these two cases differ greatly in certain aspects of their heritage management process, which has
also influenced the interview outcomes. Although this has provided valuable findings for the research,
the use of two contrasting cases also clearly pointed out the limitations in transferring findings and
conclusions of a singular case to the full practice of heritage. Nonetheless, at the same time, it could be
argued that the somewhat contrasting case findings within this research revealed the importance to take
into consideration external factors, such as the heritage object in question, the scale of a project or the
complexity and time period of the decision-making process, when trying to understand or explain the
role of public heritage valuation and exploring the possibilities for public participation in heritage
management.
Within both case studies, semi-structured interviews were held with 16 individuals linked to one of the
two cases. Although the goal of interviewing a highly varying group of individuals with a different relation
to the heritage management process was kept in mind, it turned out to be quite difficult to reach many
different individuals. In hindsight, it could be stated that the balance between citizens and other possibly
relevant actors was a bit off. The majority of interviewed citizens, both directly and more indirectly
involved in the heritage management process, could have influenced the interpretations of the
researcher towards one side of the process. Ideally, more citizens were aware of the heritage source
but seemed completely unrelated to the heritage process could have been interviewed. With this, a
possibly interesting outsider's view on both heritage management processes could have been obtained.
Unfortunately, the COVID-19 pandemic ruled out the possibility to visit the adaptive reuse locations and
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discuss the subject with random citizens. To somewhat anticipate the lack of this perspective, the
interviews held with practitioners had a more general approach regarding the topic of civic involvement
in heritage management, as these interviews were focused on the relation between cultural heritage
and the Dutch society as a whole. In these interviews, the possibilities and limitations for citizens that
are currently not related to a heritage management process were further explored by discussing the
purpose of the different policies that have been analysed.
Another aspect to discuss is linked to these heritage practitioners, who were interviewed in order to
obtain better understanding of the possible influence of relevant policies on public participation in
heritage management. While the interview findings on these policies have been very valuable, solid
results on how each policy could influence public participation within the heritage management sector
could not be derived. Due to the early stages of both the Faro Programme and the Environment and
Planning Act in the Netherlands, the statements of the practitioner interviewees could be best seen as
expectations based on their knowledge of the purpose of each policy and the current Dutch heritage
management practice. The lack of experience with these two policies limited the possibilities of providing
useful methods to stimulate participatory processes in heritage valuation, the exploratory phase of both
policies does leave room for this research to emphasize what is needed to let these policies affect the
heritage management sector in their full potential. Contrary to the Faro Programme and the Environment
and Planning Act, the Historic Urban Landscape approach has already been more established within
the international practice of heritage management. Therefore, in advance of the data collection phase,
little difficulty was expected in researching the possible influence of this approach. Unfortunately, it was
soon found the information about the Historic Urban Landscape approach in the Netherlands was quite
limited. As also mentioned by the interviewed HUL practitioner, the Netherlands might have largely
skipped a conscious adoption of this UNESCO approach.
Moreover, the data generation and data analysis could use a short reflection. Due to the limitations of
the COVID-19 situation that affected society at the time of conducting this research, physical meetings
were avoided during the interview phase. Therefore, all interviews were held by phone or by using a
video call software. While this alternative was overall quite successful, the researcher did have to deal
with small technical issues that hindered the data generation at times. Moreover, the COVID-19 situation
hindered the possibility to use Atlas.TI software to code the interview transcript. As an alternative,
Microsoft Word has been used to transcribe all interviews and to compare the findings to the created
operationalisation. It might be possible that the use of Atlas.TI could have improved this process.
Nonetheless, it should be mentioned that the researcher did not experience any problems with coding
in Microsoft Word, due to the nature of the interview questions and the created operationalisation.
A last remark could be made about the operationalisation process. As already quite extensively
elaborated upon in the previous subchapter, the operationalisation that has been created as a lens to
explore the concept of public participation within the second specific research question turned out to be
not completely suitable for the cases that were being studied. In hindsight, the created division based
on motives, forms and influence did not fully cover the role of public participation within heritage valuation
processes. For future research, it is therefore advised to take into consideration alternative
interpretations of a certain concept that needs to be operationalised into measurable variables,
especially for largely discussed concepts such as public participation.
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6. Conclusion
6.1 Possibilities of public participation in heritage valuation
The objective of this qualitative research has been to answer the main research question: “What are
possibilities of public participation in the valuation of cultural heritage within the practice of adaptive
reuse applying the vector-approach to heritage?”
Through a dual case study and practitioner interviews, it has been found that this question possesses a
certain complexity that makes it impossible to provide a simple answer. Nonetheless, the interviews that
were performed in this research did provide us with knowledge that steered the research findings in a
certain direction. Through these findings, possibilities for improvement of the role of public participation
within the adaptive reuse practice could be explored in relation to the vector-approach to heritage
management and the possible influence of national and international policies.
Through the case interviews for the Binckhorst and the former Cuyperskerk in Sas van Gent, it was
found that intentions to involve local parties with the motive of exploring local values of cultural heritage
sources are not explicitly shared in every adaptive reuse process. The two studied cases have revealed
a variation in the extent to which beliefs about the potential of local value integration in heritage
management processes is found in practice. In line with this, the case study findings led to the realisation
that the way of thinking about heritage management that is defined in scientific literature as the vectorapproach is not always fully distinguishable in the Dutch heritage management practice. At the same
time, the case interviews have shown that the ideas summarized as the vector-approach to heritage
management are certainly not completely unfamiliar in Dutch practice, as many overlap could be found
between the beliefs over the interviewed participants and the described variables of this approach.
Whereas certain findings made it seems as if the activities of I’M BINCK and its partners in the Binckhorst
could be an exemplary case of this modern way of dealing with cultural heritage, it also became visible
that the desired inclusion of the emphasized local-human perspective remained difficult to implement in
the larger area-development. At the same time, the case study in Sas van Gent has proven that local
values will not be completely disregarded if they aren’t given explicit attention. This case provided us
with insight that it can be expected that most decision-makers are, to a certain extent, aware that a
specific heritage source holds a specific meaning for its environment. Moreover, as seems to be the
case in the adaptive reuse of the Cuyperskerk, local parties participating in facilitated participatory
processes might also include these local-human aspects in the decision-making process without
realising that they are doing so. In conclusion, this research has argued that whether adaptive reuse
processes entail explicit attention for local values or not, it is always deemed favourable to shape public
participation conditions in such a way so that there’s room for local input to the extent that is desired.
While this desire is often expected to come from the public parties themselves, this research has shown
that it is also important for other parties to desire public input through being aware of the benefits it could
deliver to the decision-making process.
Considering the desired forms of public participation that fit the envisioned integration of local values
within heritage valuation processes, the case study findings pointed out that different types of decisionmaking processes might need different forms of public participation. Herewith, it is deemed beneficial to
take into consideration that in recent years, the topic of public participation has been extended to entail
much more possibilities than the somewhat traditional view that solely focuses on the purpose and
methods of public involvement. In the Binckhorst, this became clear through the described approach
that was adopted to include local values within the decision-making processes. Here, traditional beliefs
such as ‘the more, the merrier’ or the requirement of representativeness of different societal groups
were at times challenged by the activities performed by I’M BINCK as a representative platform. Through
these findings, this research has found that possibilities to improve integration of local values within
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heritage management processes need to be studied while keeping in mind the on-going developments
within the field of public participation. In this way, the concept of public involvement should be
approached as a dynamic concept. The sedimentation perspective as adopted by Janssen et al. (2014)
which describes the practice of heritage management to have known a changing role and purpose over
the years seems also applicable to the practice of public participation. Therefore, correspondingly to the
broadened perspective on the concept of cultural heritage that is represented by the vector-approach,
the heritage management sector could also revive their perspective on the concept of public participation
and recognise the myriad of possibilities within public involvement.
Nonetheless, this call for recognition does not intend to disregard the traditional, and often prevailing
approach to public participation. The first case study of this research, the adaptive reuse of the
Cuyperskerk, has shown that certain adaptive reuse processes do not necessarily require more complex
perspectives to the facilitation of public participation. This case has shown that at times, a good
execution of so-called ‘old-fashioned’ participatory procedures is regarded as sufficient by the different
parties that assign value to the heritage source. As already pointed at through the findings of the two
cases, the best way to approach the concept of public participation is thus to a certain extent related to
specific characteristics of the heritage source that is being managed. Yet, although the possibilities of
public involvement should be explored with the case characteristics in mind, general policies within the
heritage management practice could help remove more common barriers and help different parties
explore possibilities. Both the case interviews and the practitioner interviews provided useful input for
these policies, by shedding light on the need to consider ways to shape room for local parties to become
true dialogue partners in decision-making processes.
The interviews with different practitioners in the heritage management field delivered insight in the
opportunities the studied policies could provide to establish a better collaboration between local parties,
governments and heritage experts, based on the beliefs, suiting the vector-approach, that local parties
are able to enrich heritage management processes with indispensable knowledge and values. It was
found that all three policies seemed promising in stimulating a change towards better integration of local
values through more profound public involvement within the heritage management processes. However,
due to the steering nature of these policies, the envisioned shift in practice cannot be enforced upon
parties active in the heritage management sector. Therefore, an important finding has been the
recognition that while the policies might provide tools and guidelines that could help change the practice
of heritage management, the actual influence of these policies on practice is highly dependent on how
beliefs and ideas are actually implemented by parties in the field. Therefore, the different parties that
are active in the heritage management practice should feel responsible to take action in exploring
possibilities to transform the intentions shaped in policies to executable actions. This exploration seems
best to carry out in reciprocity between government officials, heritage experts and local parties. While
governmental parties, heritage experts as well as project initiators might be mainly responsible for
creating room for public involvement, public actors that wish to participate should also take on a
proactive attitude in sharing their experiences and desires. Through collaboration and transparency of
all parties about their needs and requirements, actions to facilitate improved public participation within
heritage management processes such as adaptive reuse can be formulated. Besides the support for
dialogue between the different actors in the field, the practitioners have also highlighted the need to
explore improvements through learn-by-doing or by reflecting on completed or current heritage
management processes in relation to the intentions of the studied policies. Here, the case findings of
this research could possibly be of help. While these findings might to a large extent be regarded as
case-specific, they do provide an insight in practice and reveal a first glimpse of the many ways public
participation and the integration of local values could be shaped. Thereby, adaptive reuse projects such
as the studied cases could help policies to further tie in with developments in the heritage management
practice.
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While this research is formally specified to the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage, the findings on the
importance of integrating the local-human perspective should be seen as generalizable outside the
heritage management sector as well. While processes of valuation might often be linked to distinguished
‘valuable’ objects, implicit processes of valuation take place in all types of decision-making processes
concerning our environment. This research aims to stimulate the different actors in environmental
management to recognize the inextricable values objects and places are laced with and to explore the
(often) less evident local values and knowledge about the source at stake. Moreover, this report hopes
to provide insight in the importance of taking into consideration the dynamics of time and place when
assessing suitable approaches to integrate this local wisdom in decision-making processes through
public participation. This advice is not limited to decision-making concerning the adaptive reuse of
cultural heritage sources, but seems applicable to all types of spatial planning activities.

6.2 Recommendations for future research
This research has provided insight in the possibilities for public participation within heritage valuation
processes for the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage by using the vector-approach to cultural heritage
for an integration of the local-human perspective. A number of recommendations for future research can
be made in light of future scientific contribution to the understanding of public participation within heritage
valuation processes.
While this research has revealed the need for a facilitated dialogue during the valuation of cultural
heritage sources and has shaped some broad recommendations to obtain this, it has not made a division
into concrete methods to deploy in order to realize an environment that allows for dialogue to be carried
out sufficiently. Therefore, future research could further develop the translation from practice into policies
by researching what circumstances are needed to facilitate the envisioned dialogue between different
parties on local values. Thereby, the specific issue of involving the public as local experts in order to
obtain the local perspective should be further explored. For example, further research could make
progress on more modern forms of public involvement, by taking into account the glimpse that was
given in this research as a starting point to explore the dynamics of the public participation concept.
Whereas more insight in general circumstances to stimulate dialogue is deemed useful, the somewhat
contrasting case findings of this research have also pointed out that decision-making processes
concerning the management of heritage sources should not be generalized into needed one form of
public participation. Instead, the case findings have actually revealed the relevance of taking into
considering the uniqueness of each decision-making process. While this research has not dived into
possible explanations for the differences found between both cases, it is deemed interesting for further
research to use such findings as a reference point for investigating a possible relation between a
decision-making process’ unique characteristics and the different possibilities for public participation and
heritage valuation.
Considering the influence of the distinguished policies, this research has solely looked at the possible
impact of each policy individually. However, it is to be expected that these different policies are to some
extent in line with each other. Therefore, it is advised that further takes this possible interrelation into
account. By doing so, such research could obtain understanding if these different policies influence one
another and, if so, in what way and what consequences this implies. Moreover, it could be interesting to
research the effects of the international policies more intensively, in order to understand how these
policies could be better used to their advantages in stimulating adoption of local knowledge and values.
To do so, further research could explore the integration of these policies in the national context of
countries that have more experience with these policies. On a national scale, it could be interesting to
evaluate some of the current experiments regarding heritage management processes that are currently
carried out by municipalities or other actors to prepare for the upcoming Environment and Planning Act.
Here, possible research could range from exploring useful tools or incentives, investigating motives and
barriers, to analysing discourses amongst parties involved in the heritage management sector.
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Appendix 1: Case interviews protocol sheet
Appendix 1A: Case interviews protocol sheet: Dutch
Introductie:
Ten eerste hartelijk bedankt voor uw medewerking aan mijn onderzoek! Ik ben Judith Hinfelaar. Op dit moment
werk ik aan mijn master thesis binnen het vakgebied ruimtelijke planning aan de Wageningen Universiteit. In mijn
onderzoek focus ik me op de mogelijke rol van het publiek in waarderingsprocessen in het herbestemmen van
cultureel erfgoed in Nederland. Dit interview zal gaan over het herbestemmingsproces van (casus), de omgang
met erfgoed en de rol van publiek in het proces van erfgoed herbestemmen. Middels dit interview krijg ik graag
meer te weten over het herbestemmingsproces van dit cultureel erfgoed. Voordat het interview begint wil ik u eerst
graag vragen of u ermee akkoord gaat dat dit interview opgenomen zal worden, zodat ik het later kan transcripten.
Uw gegevens worden anoniem verwerkt en uw antwoorden zullen gebruikt worden om een beter inzicht te krijgen
in de rol van burgerparticipatie bij het herbestemmen van cultureel erfgoed.
Als u het wenselijk vindt om te weten welke informatie ik zal gebruiken voor mijn thesis, kan ik dit u laten weten als
ik meerdere interviews verwerkt heb en deze ga analyseren. Dan nu door naar het interview.
Algemeen/introducerend:
1.
Kunt u iets meer vertellen over uw werk en achtergrond met betrekking tot dit project?
Vector benadering erfgoed:
2.
Hoe zou u cultureel erfgoed omschrijven? Ziet u cultureel erfgoed ook als iets immaterieels?
3.
Is het volgens u belangrijk dat het (casus-specifiek) erfgoed behouden kan/kon worden door
herbestemming? Om welke reden(en)?
4.
Welke waarde(n) heeft (casus-specifiek) erfgoed volgens u? (voor u, voor de omgeving)
5.
Hoe is de keuze tot de nieuwe functie in dit project tot stand gekomen? Hoe zijn de waarderingen van
het erfgoed meegenomen in de herbestemming?
6.
Welke rol speelt (casus-specifiek) erfgoed volgens u in ons toekomstige landschap?
Burgerparticipatie:
7.
Wie is/was bij dit project betrokken in het bepalen van de waarden van het cultureel erfgoed? In
hoeverre zijn/waren burgers en andere lokale partijen hierbij betrokken?
8.
Hoe worden/zijn de burgers of andere lokale partijen in dit project betrokken bij het herbestemmen van
cultureel erfgoed? (wie/wanneer/welke methodes)
9.
Om welke reden(en) worden/werden burgers en andere lokale partijen betrokken bij de herbestemming
van het cultureel erfgoed?
10.
Wat is/was volgens u de invloed van de betrokken burgers of andere lokale partijen in het
herbestemmen van dit erfgoed?
11.
Bent u van mening dat de betrokken burgers/lokale partijen het algemene publiek goed
vertegenwoordigen?
Omgevingswet / Faro programma / Historic Urban Landscape:
12.
Bent u bekend met de (policy)?
13.
Bent u van mening dat de (policy) invloed heeft/zou hebben gehad op het proces van
erfgoedwaardering?
14.
Zo ja, op welke manier heeft de (policy) invloed uit kunnen oefenen?

Afrondende vragen:
15.
Is er nog een onderwerp dat we niet besproken hebben, maar waarvan u denkt dat het goed is om nog
te bespreken?
16.
Heeft u nog aanbevelingen voor andere mensen die ik zou kunnen interviewen over deze casus?
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Appendix 1B: Case interviews protocol sheet: English
Introduction:
First of all, thank you for your contribution to my research. I’m Judith Hinfelaar. At this moment I am writing my MSc
thesis in the expertise of Spatial Planning at Wageningen University. In my research I focus on the possible role of
the public in heritage valuation in adaptive reuse processes in the Netherlands. This interview will be about the
adaptive reuse of (case), the way heritage is dealt with and the role of citizens in the adaptive reuse of this heritage.
With this interview I aim to obtain information about the adaptive reuse process of this heritage source. Before we
start the interview I want to ask you if you accept that this interview will be recorded, so it can be transcribed
afterwards. Your personal data will be handled confidentially and your answers to my interview questions will be
used to obtain better insight in the role of public participation in the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage.
If you wish to be informed about which answers I will use in my thesis, I can inform you about this after I’ve
transcribed the interviews and start the analysis phase. Okay, now let’s start the interview.
General/Introductory:
1.
Can you tell something about your profession and background with regard to this project?
Vector-approach to heritage:
2.
How would you describe cultural heritage? Do you also view it as something that could be immaterial?
3.
Do you believe it is important that (case-specific) heritage can/could be preserved through adaptive
reuse? Because of what reasons?
4.
Which values does (case-specific) heritage have according to you? (for yourself, for society)
5.
How was the new function of the heritage source chosen? How were heritage values dealt with in the
adaptive reuse process?
6.
Which role does (case-specific) heritage have in our future landscape?
Public participation:
7.
Who is/has been involved in deciding the values of the heritage source(s)? To what extent are/were
citizens or other local parties involved?
8.
How are/were citizens or other local parties involved in the adaptive reuse of heritage? (who/when/how)
9.
For which reasons are/were citizens and other local parties involved in the adaptive reuse?
10.
What is/was the influence of involved citizens and other local parties in the adaptive reuse?
11.
Do you believe the citizens and local parties are/were a good representation of the general public?
Environment and Planning Act / Faro Programme / Historic Urban Landscape:
12.
Are you familiar with (policy)?
13.
Do you believe (policy) could influence the heritage valuation process?
14.
If yes, in what way could (policy) influence this?
Wrap up:
15.
Is there something we haven’t discussed yet, but of which you believe it is good to mention?
16.
Do you have any recommendations for other people I could interview about this case?
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Appendix 2: Practitioner interviews protocol sheet
Appendix 2A: Practitioner interviews protocol sheet: Dutch
Introductie:
Ten eerste hartelijk bedankt voor uw medewerking aan mijn onderzoek! Ik ben Judith Hinfelaar. Op dit moment
werk ik aan mijn master thesis binnen het vakgebied ruimtelijke planning aan de Wageningen Universiteit. In mijn
onderzoek focus ik me op de mogelijke rol van het publiek in waarderingsprocessen in het herbestemmen van
cultureel erfgoed in Nederland. Met dit interview wil ik graag meer inzicht krijgen in hoe diverse
wetten/programma’s invloed kunnen uitoefenen op de praktijk van burgerparticipatie in het herbestemmen van
erfgoed. Dit interview zal gaan over de invloed van (policy) in relatie tot het herbestemmen van cultureel erfgoed.
Voordat het interview begint wil ik u eerst graag vragen of u ermee akkoord gaat dat dit interview opgenomen zal
worden, zodat ik het later kan transcripten. Uw gegevens worden anoniem verwerkt en uw antwoorden zullen
gebruikt worden om een beter inzicht te krijgen in de rol van burgerparticipatie bij het herbestemmen van cultureel
erfgoed. Als u het wenselijk vindt om te weten welke informatie ik zal gebruiken voor mijn thesis, kan ik dit u laten
weten als ik meerdere interviews verwerkt heb en deze ga analyseren. Dan nu door naar het interview.
Algemeen/introducerend:
1. Kunt u in het kort iets over uw relatie met erfgoedbeheer vertellen?
Omgevingswet:
2.
Wat betekent de Omgevingswet voor de erfgoedsector?
3.
Wat betekent de Omgevingswet voor participatie binnen het onderwerp erfgoed?
4.
Wordt er in de Omgevingswet omgegaan met de verschillende waarden die mensen aan een object of
landschap koppelen? zo ja, op welke manier?
5.
Hoe wordt er omgegaan met immaterieel erfgoed in Omgevingswet?
6.
Zou de Omgevingswet invloed kunnen uitoefenen op herbestemmingsprocessen van cultureel erfgoed?
zo ja, op welke manier? Zijn hiervoor concrete middelen of manieren van aanpak?
7.
Denkt u dat de Omgevingswet nieuwe kansen of verbeteringen biedt voor het herbestemmen van
cultureel erfgoed, met name gelet op de burger betrokkenheid? Waarom wel of niet?
Faro programma:
8.
Welke invloed heeft het Faro programma op de erfgoedsector?
9.
Wat betekent Faro voor participatie binnen het onderwerp erfgoed?
10.
Wordt er in Faro omgegaan met de verschillende waarden die mensen aan een object of landschap
koppelen? zo ja, op welke manier?
11.
Zou het Faro programma invloed kunnen uitoefenen op herbestemmingsprocessen van cultureel
erfgoed? zo ja, op welke manier? zijn hiervoor concrete middelen of manieren van aanpak?
12.
Denkt u dat het Faro programma nieuwe kansen of verbeteringen biedt voor het herbestemmen van
cultureel erfgoed, met name gelet op de burger betrokkenheid? Waarom wel of niet?
Historic Urban Landscape:
13.
Welke invloed heeft de HUL benadering op de erfgoedsector?
14.
Wat betekent de HUL voor participatie binnen het onderwerp erfgoed?
15.
Wordt er in de HUL benadering omgegaan met de verschillende waarden die mensen aan een object of
landschap koppelen? zo ja, op welke manier?
16.
Zou de HUL benadering invloed kunnen uitoefenen op herbestemmingsprocessen van cultureel
erfgoed? zo ja, op welke manier? zijn hiervoor concrete middelen of manieren van aanpak?
17.
Denkt u dat de HUL nieuwe kansen of verbeteringen biedt voor het herbestemmen van cultureel
erfgoed? Waarom wel of niet?
Afrondende vragen:
18.
Is er nog een onderwerp dat we niet besproken hebben, maar waarvan u denkt dat het goed is om nog
te bespreken?
19.
Heeft u nog aanbevelingen voor andere mensen die ik zou kunnen interviewen over deze casus?
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Appendix 2B: Practitioner interviews protocol sheet: English
Introduction:
First of all, thank you for your contribution to my research. I’m Judith Hinfelaar. At this moment I am writing my
MSc thesis in the expertise of Spatial Planning at Wageningen University. In my research I focus on the possible
role of the public in heritage valuation in adaptive reuse processes in the Netherlands. Through this interview I
hope to obtain more insight in the possible influence of diverse policies/programmes on the practice of public
participation in the adaptive reuse of heritage. This interview will be about the influence of (policy) in relation to
the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. Before we start the interview I want to ask you if you accept that this
interview will be recorded, so it can be transcribed afterwards. Your personal data will be handled confidentially
and your answers to my interview questions will be used to obtain better insight in the role of public participation
in the adaptive reuse of cultural heritage. If you wish to be informed about which answers I will use in my thesis, I
can inform you about this after I’ve transcribed the interviews and start the analysis phase. Okay, now let’s start
the interview!
Introductory:
1. Could you tell something about your relation with heritage management?
Environment and Planning Act:
2.
What does this act mean for the heritage sector?
3.
What does this act mean for public participation within the heritage sector?
4.
Does the act take into consideration different values that people could relate to an object or landscape?
If yes, in what way?
5.
How is intangible heritage dealt with in this act?
6.
Do you think the act could influence processes of adaptive reuse? If yes, in what way? Through which
approaches?
7.
Do you believe the act could provide opportunities or improvements for the adaptive reuse of cultural
heritage, especially with attention to the involvement of citizens? Why or why not?
Faro programme:
8.
What does this programme mean for the heritage sector?
9.
What does this programme mean for public participation within the heritage sector?
10.
Does the programme take into consideration different values that people could relate to an object or
landscape? If yes, in what way?
11.
Do you think the programme could influence processes of adaptive reuse? If yes, in what way? Through
which approaches?
12.
Do you believe the programme could provide opportunities or improvements for the adaptive reuse of
cultural heritage, especially with attention to the involvement of citizens? Why or why not?
Historic Urban Landscape:
13.
What does this approach mean for the heritage sector?
14.
What does this approach mean for public participation within the heritage sector?
15.
Does the approach take into consideration different values that people could relate to an object or
landscape? If yes, in what way?
16.
Do you think the approach could influence processes of adaptive reuse? If yes, in what way? Through
which approaches?
17.
Do you believe the approach could provide opportunities or improvements for the adaptive reuse of
cultural heritage, especially with attention to the involvement of citizens? Why or why not?
Wrap up:
18.
Is there something we haven’t discussed yet, but of which you believe it is good to mention?
19.
Do you have any recommendations for other people I could interview about this policy?
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Appendix 3: Interviewee list
Appendix 3A: interviewee list Binckhorst
INTERVIEWEE
SHIE (foundation for industrial
heritage in The Hague)
Member I’M BINCK

DATE OF INTERVIEW
17-06-2020

REFERENCE CODE
heritage expert

17-06-2020

B.citizen 1

Member I’M BINCK

18-06-2020

B.citizen 2

Former local entrepreneur BS
We Think Binck project
developer
Student landscape
architecture / researcher at the
Binckhorst

24-06-2020
29-06-2020

B.citizen 3
project developer

29-06-2020

B.researcher

Citizen The Hague
Former local entrepreneur KH

29-06-2020
01-07-2020

B.citizen 4
B.citizen 5

Municipality member

02-07-2020

Member I’M BINCK

09-07-2020

municipality The
Hague
B.citizen 6

Appendix 3B: interviewee list Sas van Gent
INTERVIEWEE
Member Elisabethparochie

DATE OF INTERVIEW
22-06-2020

REFERENCE CODE
church board

Member ‘Stichting Behoud
Cuyperskerk’
Architect & member
‘Stichting Behoud
Cuyperskerk’

22-06-2020

SvG.citizen 1

23-06-2020

SvG.citizen 2

Councilor municipality
Terneuzen
Citizen Sas van Gent

01-07-2020
01-07-2020

municipality
Terneuzen
SvG.citizen 3

Citizen Sas van Gent

08-07-2020

SvG.citizen 4

Appendix 3C: interviewee list practitioners
INTERVIEWEE
Program director @
Toekomst Religieus Erfgoed
Consultant @ Province of
Zeeland
Rijksdienst Cultureel
Erfgoed – HUL expert
Consultant @ The Missing
Link
Consultant @ Erfgoedhuis
Zuid-Holland (Province)
Consultant @ Het Oversticht
Faro program employee @
Erfgoedbrabant

DATE OF INTERVIEW

REFERENCE CODE

15-07-2020

practitioner 1

15-07-2020

practitioner 2

17-07-2020

practitioner 3

17-07-2020

practitioner 4

20-07-2020

practitioner 5

20-07-2020
22-07-2020

practitioner 6
practitioner 7
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