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Voorwoord 
 
Beste lezer,  
 
Na vele malen een sprintje te hebben moeten trekken op station Arnhem om de trein naar 
Doetinchem te kunnen halen (1 minuut overstaptijd!), is de reis letterlijk ten einde gekomen. 
Voor u ligt namelijk mijn masterscriptie, het eindstation van de master Human Geography aan 
Radboud Universiteit Nijmegen, maar óók de eindhalte van ‘student zijn’. Na de eerste jaren in 
het vertrouwde Utrecht gestudeerd te hebben, was de overstap naar Nijmegen een geslaagde 
aanvulling hierop. Dat ik hierdoor ook een tijdje heb mogen rondlopen in Doetinchem was een 
leuke ervaring!  
 
Omdat er meerdere personen en organisaties belangrijk zijn geweest voor het behalen van dit 
eindstation wil ik hen graag via deze weg bedanken.  
Ik wil gemeente Doetinchem bedanken voor de geboden kans om hier stage te kunnen lopen. 
Dit meekijken ‘in de echte wereld’ vond ik zeer interessant, leerzaam, en ook gezellig. In het 
bijzonder wil ik hierbij Bart Teunissen en Sanne Ruiter bedanken, vooral voor hun 
meedenkende houding en hun adviezen. Ook de verschillende uitstapjes die we hebben 
ondernomen om de stad Doetinchem beter te leren kennen – zoals de bezoeken aan het 
Stadsmuseum en wandelingen door de binnenstad – waardeerde ik zeer.  
Ook gaat mijn dank uit naar alle geïnterviewden in Deventer en Doetinchem die, dankzij hun 
medewerking, enthousiasme, gastvrijheid en hartelijke opstelling, mij veel hebben kunnen 
vertellen over de herontwikkeling van ‘hun gebouwen’. Ik heb veel aan deze verhalen gehad. 
De geïnterviewde ambtenaren van beide gemeente vormen vanuit beleidsmatig perspectief 
een mooie aanvulling op deze persoonlijke verhalen.  
Daarnaast dank ik hierbij ook mijn scriptiebegeleider Gert-Jan Hospers. Door zijn contacten 
werd een stage in Doetinchem mogelijk. Ook zijn op- en aanmerkingen op mijn geschreven 
teksten waren waardevol, maar nog meer waardeer ik zijn grote interesse in (minder bekende) 
steden en regio’s.  
Edwin van de Wiel wil ik tot slot bedanken voor zijn aandeel in het methodologische hoofdstuk 
van deze scriptie. Dankzij zijn voorstel heb ik een voor mij nog onbekende nieuwe techniek 
toegepast om data te verzamelen.  
 
Rest mij niets anders dan hopen dat meer mensen na het lezen van deze scriptie zich 
betrokken voelen bij gebouwd erfgoed, en wellicht zelf een herontwikkeling initiëren.  
 
 
Rosa Alferink  
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Samenvatting 
 
Door bombardementen tijdens de tweede wereldoorlog en grootschalige stadsvernieuwing in 
de jaren ’60 en ‘70 is veel vooroorlogse historische bebouwing in de binnenstad van 
Doetinchem verdwenen. Ook recenter, in 2007, is een cultuurhistorisch interessant gebouw 
gesloopt, terwijl het gebouw genomineerd was voor een monumentenstatus. De laatste jaren 
echter is het Doetinchemse bestuur steeds meer doordrongen van het belang van  
erfgoedbehoud voor de aantrekkelijkheid van de stad. Het nog resterende gebouwde erfgoed 
wil men bewaren. Herontwikkeling hiervan, het verschaffen van een nieuwe functie aan een 
bestaand gebouw, kan een bijdrage leveren aan de oplossing. De burger wordt hierbij een 
belangrijke rol toegedicht, namelijk van initiatiefnemer, bepaler van de nieuwe invulling, en 
(mede)financier. De gemeente heeft hierbij een faciliterende rol.  
Gemeente Doetinchem heeft de wens meer inzicht te krijgen in de factoren die een rol spelen 
bij het nemen van het initiatief tot herontwikkeling en in de wijze waarop de gemeente hierbij 
kan ondersteunen door de inzet van haar planningsinstrumentarium. Men ziet het Deventer 
Havenkwartier als lichtend voorbeeld voor herontwikkeling van gebouwd erfgoed door 
burgers. Vanuit deze wens is de volgende onderzoeksvraag opgesteld:  
Welke factoren bepalen dat burgers participeren bij de herontwikkeling van gebouwd 
erfgoed, hoe kunnen gemeentelijke overheden participatie door burgers faciliteren en wat 
kan gemeente Doetinchem in dat kader leren van de ervaringen in Deventer? 
 
Om deze vraag te beantwoorden is een conceptueel model opgesteld met daarin de factoren 
die van invloed zijn op de burgerparticipatie bij de herontwikkeling. In dit onderzoek wordt 
onder burgerparticipatie verstaan: het initiatief nemen tot en/of invulling geven aan de 
herontwikkeling van het erfgoedobject. Essentieel hierbij is dat de participerende burger 
(deels) financieel risicodrager is.   
 
De factoren met invloed op participatie zijn deels in de persoon gelegen, deels in het 
erfgoedobject en deels in sturing die door de gemeentelijke overheid kan worden uitgeoefend 
door middel van de inzet van planningsinstrumenten. Om de vormen van burgerparticipatie te 
beschrijven is gebruik gemaakt van de participatieladder van Edelenbos en Monnikhof (2001). 
De persoonsgebonden factoren voor participatie zijn onderscheiden in motivatie, capaciteit en 
invitatie door een netwerk. De planningsinstrumenten zijn getypeerd aan de hand van het 
verschil tussen de eerste en tweede generatie sturingsinstrumenten zoals door De Bruijn en 
Ten Heuvelhof (1991) beschreven. Ook kenmerken van het erfgoedobject zijn in het onderzoek 
betrokken.  
 
Er zijn acht cases onderzocht; vier in de binnenstad van Doetinchem en vier in het Deventer 
Havenkwartier. In elke case is aan de hand van een topic lijst gesproken met de burger die het 
initiatief heeft genomen tot herontwikkeling en/of de nieuwe functie heeft bepaald en 
ingevuld.  
Aanvullend hierop is per gemeente een betrokken gemeentelijk ambtenaar geïnterviewd. 
Hierbij is van belang te vermelden dat de vier cases in Deventer deel uitmaken van een 
gebiedsgerichte herontwikkeling van het havengebied terwijl de cases in Doetinchem 
verspreid staande objecten in de binnenstad zijn. De objecten in Deventer waren op het 



    

 

iv 

 

moment van initiatief nog in bezit van de gemeente, drie objecten in Doetinchem waren in 
particuliere handen.  
 
In zes cases, waarvan vier in Deventer, blijkt eigenbelang het belangrijkste motief te zijn voor 
de herontwikkeling: een ruimer atelier, een uniek woonhuis, financiële winst, enz.  Het hierop 
volgende motief is een bijdrage willen leveren aan de ontwikkeling van wijk of stad. Voor de 
meeste andere persoonsgebonden factoren is er geen opmerkelijk verschil geconstateerd 
tussen cases in Deventer en Doetinchem. Het hebben van tijd, bepaalde vaardigheden, maar 
zeker ook eigen financiële middelen, zijn in alle cases noodzakelijke capaciteiten gebleken. Een 
uitgebreid netwerk met connecties in de politiek bleek bevorderlijk te zijn. Hiermee is de 
verwachting over de invloed van persoonsgebonden eigenschappen op de burgerparticipatie 
bij de herontwikkeling van erfgoed bevestigd voor deze cases.  
Er zijn meer duidelijke verschillen geconstateerd tussen de Deventer cases en de cases in 
Doetinchem wat betreft de inzet van sturingsinstrumenten. In het Deventer Havenkwartier zijn 
de tweede generatie instrumenten ingezet. In Doetinchem is een verscheidenheid aan 
instrumentarium ingezet, variërend per case van enkel eerste generatie tot een brede inzet 
van de tweede generatie planningsinstrumenten. 
Bovenstaande bevindingen resulteren in verschillen in de mate van participatie tussen de cases 
in Deventer en die in Doetinchem; in Deventer zijn alle cases toe te wijzen op de 
participatieladder op een ‘hoge’ trede, namelijk ‘co-productie’. In Doetinchem varieert dit 
sterk, van geen participatie tot een verstrekkende vorm van participatie. Hierbij moet wel 
worden opgemerkt dat het indelen van de cases op de treden van de participatieladder 
problemen opleverde bij objecten die al vanaf de start in particulier bezit waren. De 
participatieladder van Edelenbos en Monnikhof, die vooral gericht is op participatie in 
beleidsvorming, lijkt vooralsnog minder geschikt voor het terrein van burgerparticipatie bij 
herontwikkeling van gebouwd erfgoed, waarbij participatie is gedefinieerd zoals eerder 
omschreven. Het verfijnen van dit model zodat het passender is voor dit terrein van de 
ruimtelijke ordening is een onderwerp voor nieuw onderzoek.  
 
Uit dit onderzoek bleken een aantal elementen belangrijk te zijn bij het faciliteren van burgers 
door een gemeente. De belangrijkste zijn:  

- Een flexibel bestemmingsplan of het faciliteren van een bestemmingsplanwijziging; 
- Het opstellen van een gebiedsvisie en hiermee proberen aan te sluiten bij provinciaal 

beleid inzake herontwikkeling van erfgoed, dit met het oog op het verkrijgen van 
provinciale subsidie;  

- Het toekennen van een beschermde status om sloop of aantasting van de historische 
waarde te voorkomen en zo mogelijk financieel ondersteunen; 

- Potentiële initiatiefnemers gericht benaderen en uitnodigen ideeën te leveren voor 
herontwikkeling; 

- Een open communicatie met de participerende burger. 
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Summary 
 
Due to the bombings during World War II and the large-scale urban renewal in the sixties and 
seventies, many pre-war historical buildings in the inner city of Doetinchem have vanished. 
Even more recently, in 2007, a historically interesting building was demolished, while, at the 
same moment, it was nominated to become a monument. In the last couple of years, the city 
council of Doetinchem has become persuaded of heritage preservation, as part of making the 
city more attractive. The still remaining built heritage has to be kept intact. Redevelopment, 
the granting of a new function to an already existing building, may contribute to the solution. 
In this process, an important role is attributed to the citizen, namely the role of initiator and/or 
the person to decide the new function and the person to (co-)finance the redevelopment. The 
municipality has a role of facilitator.   
The city of Doetinchem has the wish to gain more insight in the factors that play a role in 
initiating redevelopment and in the way in which the municipality may support citizens by 
using its instruments. The Deventer Harbour area is seen as an inspiring example of 
redeveloping built heritage by citizens. Out of this wish, the next research question was 
formulated:  
 
Which factors determine that citizens participate in a redevelopment process of heritage, 
how may municipal authorities facilitate this participation, and how may Doetinchem learn 
from the experiences in Deventer?  
 
To answer this question, a conceptual model was developed, which depicts the decisive factors 
for citizen participation in the redevelopment of heritage. In this study, the term citizen 
participation is seen as: taking the initiative for and/or filling-in the redevelopment of an 
object of heritage. Essential in this is that the participating citizen (partly) takes financial risk.   
 
These factors are partly linked to the personal characteristics of the individual participant, 
partly to the object and partly to the deployed planning instruments of local governments. To 
describe the degree of participation, the participation ladder of Edelenbos & Monnikhof (2001) 
has been used.  
Thanks to scientific literature, personal characteristics for participation can be distinguished in 
Motivation, Capacity and Invitation by a network. The planning instruments have been 
characterised with the help of the difference between first and second generation instrument, 
as distinguished by De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (1991).  The characteristics of the object have 
also been studied in this study.  
 
Eight redevelopment cases have been examined: four in the inner city of Doetinchem, four in 
the Deventer Harbour area. In every case, with the help of a topic list, I have spoken with the 
citizen that took the initiative for redevelopment and/or determined and filled-in the new 
function. Complementary to this, in each city one municipal civil servant involved has been 
interviewed. It should be noted that the cases in Deventer were part of a territory-centred 
development of the area, while the cases in Doetinchem were isolated projects, located in the 
inner city. It should also be said that the premises in Deventer were owned by the municipality 
of Deventer at the time of the start of the redevelopment. In Doetinchem, three objects were 
private properties.  
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In six cases, of which four were situated in Deventer, self-interest seemed to be the main 
motive to start the redevelopment: obtaining a larger art studio, a unique residence, financial 
profit. Making a contribution to the area or city was the next motive.  
No remarkable differences have been noticed between the cases in Deventer and the cases in 
Doetinchem regarding the personal characteristics. The disposal of time, appropriate skills  
and, certainly, own financial means were necessary capacities for initiating a redevelopment 
process. An extensive network with political connections seemed to be beneficial. The 
expectation about the influence of personal characteristics on citizen participation has thus 
been confirmed by the cases studied.  
Clearer differences between Deventer and Doetinchem were however observed in the 
deployment of the planning instruments. In the Deventer Harbour area, instruments of the 
second generation have been used, while in Doetinchem the deployment varied per case: from 
solely first generation to a broad application of the second generation instruments.  
These differences might cause the differences in the degree of participation between Deventer 
and Doetinchem, but also between the cases within the last mentioned city. In Deventer, all 
cases were appointed to a higher level on the participation ladder, named ‘co-production’. In 
Doetinchem, this varied significantly, from no participation to the highest level of citizen 
participation. It should however be noted that applying the cases to the levels on the 
participation ladder produced problems, especially when the objects were in private hands 
from the start. The participation ladder of Edelenbos and Monnikhof (2001), which is especially 
focused on participation of citizens in policy formulation, seemed to be less suitable for citizen 
participation in redevelopment processes. The development of a more fitting model that is 
more suited for this terrain of spatial planning is subject for future investigation.  
 
This study showed that a number of elements is important when local governments want to 
facilitate citizen participation in this field of redevelopment: 

- Flexible zoning plan or facilitate the modification of a zoning plan; 
- The design of a territory-centred development vision that shows links to provincial or 

national policy. This linkage enlarges the chances for subsidy possibilities; 
- The granting of a protected status to avoid demolition or damage of the building; 
- Deliberately approaching and inviting people for creating ideas for redevelopment; 
- An open communication with the participating citizen. 

     
  
  



    

 

vii 

 

 

Table of contents  
Chapter 1 Introduction .................................................................................................................. 1 

1.1. Background......................................................................................................................... 1 

1.2. Problem definition ............................................................................................................. 2 

1.2.1. Research objective ...................................................................................................... 2 

1.2.2. Presentation of the question ...................................................................................... 4 

1.3. Relevance of this research ................................................................................................. 5 

1.4. Outline of this research ...................................................................................................... 7 

Theoretical framework .................................................................................................................. 8 

Chapter 2 Heritage and redevelopment ....................................................................................... 8 

2.1. Concept of heritage ............................................................................................................ 8 

2.2. Types of heritage ................................................................................................................ 9 

2.3. Importance of conservation of heritage .......................................................................... 11 

2.3.1. Collective identity ...................................................................................................... 12 

2.3.2. Economic chances ..................................................................................................... 13 

2.3.3. Attractive cities and regions ...................................................................................... 13 

2.3.4. Information source .................................................................................................... 14 

2.4. Critical notes ..................................................................................................................... 14 

2.4.1. Heritage of whom? .................................................................................................... 14 

2.4.2. Authenticity ............................................................................................................... 15 

2.4.3. Unliveable cities due to tourism ............................................................................... 16 

2.5. Process of conservation and re-use of heritage ............................................................... 16 

2.6. Heritage policy and spatial planning: the Dutch context ................................................. 17 

2.7. Final words ....................................................................................................................... 19 

Chapter 3 Citizen participation and planning instruments ......................................................... 20 

3.1. Changing roles between government and citizen ............................................................ 20 

3.1.1. Generations of citizen participation .......................................................................... 21 

3.1.2. Forms of citizen participation ................................................................................... 22 

3.2. Factors influencing citizen participation in a redevelopment process ............................ 25 



    

 

viii 

 

3.2.1. General factors influencing citizen participation ...................................................... 25 

3.2.2. Capacity to participate in the redevelopment of heritage ....................................... 26 

3.2.3. The motivation to participate in the redevelopment of heritage ............................. 29 

3.2.4. The invitation to participate in the redevelopment of heritage ............................... 33 

3.3. Planning instruments influencing citizen participation .................................................... 33 

3.4. Final words ....................................................................................................................... 35 

Chapter 4 Methodology .............................................................................................................. 36 

4.1. Conceptual model ............................................................................................................ 36 

4.2. Research strategy ............................................................................................................. 37 

4.3. Selection of the cases ....................................................................................................... 37 

4.4. Data collection.................................................................................................................. 38 

Chapter 5 Results ........................................................................................................................ 41 

5.1. Deventer ........................................................................................................................... 41 

5.1.1. Development Deventer Harbour quarter ................................................................. 41 

5.1.2. Cases Deventer Harbour area ................................................................................... 43 

5.1.3. Factors and incentives in the Deventer Harbour quarter ......................................... 45 

5.2. Doetinchem ...................................................................................................................... 50 

5.2.1. Development of the inner city of Doetinchem ......................................................... 50 

5.2.2. Cases inner city Doetinchem ..................................................................................... 52 

5.2.3. Factors and incentives in the inner city of Doetinchem............................................ 55 

5.3. Comparison of the cases Deventer and Doetinchem....................................................... 60 

Chapter 6 Conclusion .................................................................................................................. 62 

6.1. Answering the research questions ................................................................................... 62 

6.2. Recommendations ........................................................................................................... 64 

6.3. Discussion ......................................................................................................................... 65 

6.4. Reflection ......................................................................................................................... 66 

Appendix 1 Literature .................................................................................................................. 67 

Appendix 2 Operationalisation scheme ...................................................................................... 78 

Appendix 3 Topic list & Coding scheme ...................................................................................... 83 

 



    

 

ix 

 

 

Figures, tables and photos  

 
Figure 1: Geographical location of Deventer & Doetinchem within the Netherlands  3  
Figure 2: Participation ladder by Arnstein      22 
Figure 3: Dutch participation ladder with complementing governance styles  23 
Figure 4: Conceptual model        36 
Figure 5: Situation Harbour quarter Deventer       41  
Figure 6: Construction periods buildings inner city Doetinchem    51 
 
 
 
Table 1: Contextual facts Deventer and Doetinchem     4 
Table 2: Types of heritage according to UNESCO     11 
 
 
 
Photo 1: Redeveloped into art studio       43 
Photo 2: Redeveloped into business complex       44 
Photo 3: Is being redeveloped into residential accommodation    44 
Photo 4: Is being redeveloped into coffee company      45 
Photo 5: Redeveloped into retail space        52 
Photo 6: Is being redeveloped into inspiration centre     53 
Photo 7: Redeveloped into museum and café-restaurant    54 
Photo 8: Redeveloped into apartments       55  
 
  
 



    

 

1 

 

Chapter 1 Introduction  
 

1.1. Background 
 
Doetinchem is a city in the Achterhoek, a shrinking region in the province of Gelderland close 
to the border with Germany. Due to the bombings of Doetinchem during World War II and 
large-scale urban renewal in the sixties, a large part of the historic buildings and monuments 
within the city was lost. For this reason, Doetinchem has nowadays the least number of 
monuments per capita in the Achterhoek-region (Bureau Buiten, 2016; Van Meijel, 2009; 
Ruimte & Erfgoed, 2012).  
This of course does not mean that there is no heritage at all in the city. The complete 
municipality contains 36 national monuments and 84 municipal monuments such as church 
buildings and residential properties, of which a large part is situated in the inner city 
(Gemeente Doetinchem, 2015; Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed, 2016). The medieval 
egg-shaped street pattern in the inner city, called ‘het Ei’ (the egg’), has also remained intact. 
 
Over the course of years, a part of this heritage has been given a new function and has 
therefore been kept intact for future generations. Examples are the City Museum in the 
redeveloped post office which took its place in 2011, and the Brewinc Culture Cluster which is 
nowadays located in a historic school building (Bureau Buiten, 2016; Gemeente Doetinchem, 
2014).  
These examples of redevelopment of heritage show a general interest in the preservation of 
historic and monumental buildings. Not only in Doetinchem, but in the whole of the 
Netherlands. For years there has been a growing interest in history and heritage among the 
general Dutch public, and also municipalities, business life and tourists recognize the 
advantages of preservation (Haasdonk, 2013). 
Due to this widespread interest, some 63.000 monuments were protected by the national 
government, and 45.000 monuments received municipal protection in 2012. Examples of 
national heritage are the Amsterdam Stock Exchange by Berlage, the Deventer Lebuïnus 
church, the Van Nelle plant in Rotterdam, the water pumping station in Haarlemmermeer and 
Eise Eisinga’s Planetarium in the city of Franeker. The inner city of Delft is one of the 400  city- 
and village views that receive protection from  the national government (Haasdonk, 2013). 
Not only the status of protection must contribute to the preservation of built heritage, also the 
legal obligation for municipal authorities to have the cultural-historical  values counted in the 
realization of zoning plans must contribute to protecting the cultural history within the Dutch 
landscape (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed, 2013).  
  
However, in the past years, the playing field of heritage care has changed significantly. It 
seems that the role of the citizen in the preservation and development of heritage is becoming 
more and more important. The crisis in real estate has made the intervention of market parties 
(such as real estate developers) in the world of heritage less obvious. Also, the budgets of 
governmental authorities are shrinking due to the corresponding economic downfall (Bams, 
Van Essen, Van der Heide & Ligtvoet-Janssen, 2012). This government’s withdrawal has 
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resulted in citizens (seemingly) playing a central role in the preservation and redevelopment of 
heritage (Janssen, Luiten, Renes & Rouwendal, 2014; Luijten, 2014). A well-known example of 
such a role division can be seen in the Hallen in Amsterdam-West. Halfway the first decade of 
this century, residents revolted against the new construction plans for the area with its vacant 
tram depot and repair unit. The redevelopment into a multifunctional cultural centre became, 
amongst others, possible through the investment of private capital and the establishment of 
various small companies and organisations in the building (Kennis - en Projectenbank 
Herbestemming, 2015a).  
 
Within the civil service of Doetinchem too, there is a wish to have the citizens contribute in 
preserving and developing the city’s heritage. In a 2010 supplement on the 2008 policy paper 
‘Doetinchem: Cultuurhistorierijk!’, it is stated that “an appeal will have to be made on the 
personal determination of the citizens for making heritage care a matter-of-course issue” 
(Gemeente Doetinchem, 2010, p. 1, translation RCA1).  After all, the supplement emphasizes, 
“an investment in cultural history will eventually be reimbursed as a quality impulse, as a 
treasure-chest of our memories, and as a necessary social benefit” (Gemeente Doetinchem, 
2010, p. 1). However, “a lot of work and many challenges lie ahead of us in the coming years”. 
The emphasis will have to shift from making an inventory of cultural history to the “initiation 
of contemporary plans and redevelopment initiatives”. This can be done by “entering into 
smart links and cooperation with partners”, so it is stated in the supplement (Gemeente 
Doetinchem, 2010, p. 1).  
 

1.2. Problem definition  

1.2.1. Research objective  

 
The naming of cultural history and heritage as a quality impulse for the city of Doetinchem is 
not a matter-of-course issue. In the first decade of this century, the municipality was given a 
warning by the national authorities for the then existing policy in the field of heritage and 
cultural history. Of all Dutch municipalities, Doetinchem ranked second worst, (probably) 
caused by the recent demolition of a valuable cultural-historical building (Gemeente 
Doetinchem, 2008). The lack of cultural history and heritage can have negative consequences 
for the attractiveness of the municipality, since the experience of history and culture are 
considered to be important pillars for a pleasant environment for inhabitants, companies and 
visitors (Gemeente Doetinchem, 2014; Gemeente Doetinchem, 2013).  
 
Since that moment, the preservation of heritage has received priority within municipal policy. 
Focus was put on an inventory of the then existing cultural history, which was to be translated 
into the above mentioned “contemporary plans and redevelopment initiatives” (Gemeente 
Doetinchem, 2010, p. 1).  
This translation proved not to be an easy task. In spite of some isolated redevelopment 
successes – such as the former post office and the Kapoeniestraat warehouse – citizens 
initiating the redevelopment of heritage is very limited in Doetinchem. This is unfortunate 

                                                           
1
 Quotes out of Dutch policy papers are translated into English by R.C. Alferink  
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because citizen participation offers chances for the present and future historical buildings, 
considering the decreasing financial means of local authorities (Gemeente Doetinchem, 2014; 
Bams et al., 2012).  
 
Non-governmental initiatives can play an important role in the preservation of still existing 
built heritage according to the Doetinchem municipality. There are still pearls of monumental 
buildings in the inner city of Doetinchem, but these “pearls do not form a necklace” (Hospers, 
Van de Wiel & Rutgers, 2015). These authors mention a missing synergy between the 
monuments. The municipality of Doetinchem, too, revealed in a previous policy paper (2013) 
that it was hard to experience the city’s history. As was heard in an internal inquiry within the 
Doetinchem civil service, there has been little focus on “coherent and visible redevelopment 
projects” (G. Dutman, personal communication, 2016, March 14).   
 
Within the municipal boundaries of Deventer, more experience has been made with the (area-
based) redevelopment of cultural-historical buildings by citizens. In this respect, the Deventer 
Harbour area has been redeveloped through initiatives of individuals and entrepreneurs, in 
cooperation with the municipality of Deventer.   
Thanks to the successful redevelopments in this area, Deventer forms an inspiring example for 
Doetinchem and for other cities.  
 
Studying the experiences in Deventer provides 
Doetinchem the possibility to draw lessons for its 
future policy, in order to have citizens feel 
compelled to initiate a redevelopment of local 
heritage. Therefore, my research has the aim of 
getting insights in the factors that play a role in 
initiating the redevelopment of heritage by citizens. 
Moreover, there must be attention for the way in 
which local authorities may facilitate this process.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1: Geographical location of 

Doetinchem and Deventer within the 

Netherlands  
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1.2.2. Presentation of the question  

 
In order to acquire good insight into the factors that determine whether citizens participate in 
the redevelopment of heritage, and into the way that local authorities may facilitate this 
process, I have drawn up the next question:  
 
Which factors determine that citizens participate in a redevelopment process of heritage, 
how may municipal authorities facilitate this citizen participation, and how may Doetinchem 
learn from the experiences in Deventer?  
 
For being able to answer this question I have formulated the next sub questions: 
 

1. Why is the redevelopment of heritage considered to be of interest? 
2. Which factors determine that citizens participate in a redevelopment process of 

heritage?  
3. In what ways may local authorities facilitate this participation? 

 
4. Which factors determine that citizens in Deventer and Doetinchem have participated 

in a redevelopment process of heritage?  
5. In what ways have local authorities of Deventer and Doetinchem facilitated this 

participation? 
 

6. What can the municipality of Doetinchem learn from the experiences in Deventer?  
 
In dealing with these sub-questions, it should be noted that in my study the term citizen 
participation is concretized to taking initiative and/or filling-in the redevelopment, including 

Municipality Doetinchem  Deventer 

Covers The city of Doetinchem, the 

villages of Gaanderen and 

Wehl and some townships 

The city of Deventer 

Number of inhabitants (1 

Jan. 2015) 

56.484  98.540 

Number of monuments 36 national monuments in 

the city of Doetinchem 

(2016), 127 municipal 

monuments of which 84 in 

the city of Doetinchem 

(2015) 

586 national (2016) and 541 municipal 

monuments (2012) 

Table 1: Contextual facts about Doetinchem and Deventer 

Sources: Gemeente Doetinchem, 2015; CBS Statline, 2016; Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed, 2016 
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the (co-)financing of it. In the rest of my study, the phrase ‘initiating redevelopment’ also 
comprises filling-in the redevelopment and bearing financial responsibility.  
 
I have opted for this definition because in the Deventer Harbour area – as the chosen example 
area for Doetinchem – the term was filled-in in this way.  
Moreover, the municipality of Doetinchem did not fill-in the term in relation to 
redevelopment; it considers stimulating citizen participation in redevelopment desirable 
(Interview civil servant Doetinchem).  
Besides, the term citizen participation is central in the description of the Deventer Harbour 
area in the exemplary list (‘voorbeeldenbank’) ‘Spatial Quality’ by the province of Overijssel  
(2012).  
 
The first three sub questions will be looked into by way of literature study. The second and 
third sub questions serve as a theoretical basis for answering question four and five, that refer 
to the cases of Deventer and Doetinchem. These sub questions will be answered by way of 
empirical research. The last sub question will be answered from the results of the empirical 
sub questions.  
   

1.3. Relevance of this research 

 
In spite of the increased public attention for heritage, it still appears that many cultural- 
historical buildings in the Netherlands are under pressure. After having lost their original 
function, farms, churches and monasteries are unoccupied to a large extent, because it is 
difficult to give new functions to these buildings. This is even more hindered by the 
widespread vacancy in shrinking regions (Janssen et al., 2014; Erfgoedvereniging Heemschut, 
2016a).  
But it is not only agricultural and religious heritage in these regions that face many problems, 
other types of heritage in the rest of the country also face an uncertain future, as the list of 
‘heritage at risk’ of the national Dutch heritage organization Heemschut shows. On this list are 
among others schools, water pumping stations, water towers and residential houses (including 
heritage in big cities), which encounter demolition as a potential scenario as a result of 
structural neglect and vacancy (Erfgoedvereniging Heemschut, 2016b). The loss of these 
buildings would be pitiful, the more so because these structures have great social value.  
 
Social relevance  
The preservation of heritage has many social advantages. De Graaf et al. (2014) state that local 
heritage has an identifying effect on the inhabitants of villages, cities and regions, because of 
the memories, stories and emotions linked to it. It can therefore contribute to establishing a 
‘feeling of being at home’ among the inhabitants, just like feelings of harmony and security. 
Besides, it can offer grip and pride (De Graaf et al., 2014). This identifying effect of heritage has 
the advantage of contributing to links between the inhabitants. By sharing the same identity, 
inhabitants can more easily identify with one another, so that they feel related.  
Conservation of heritage also offers the advantage of contributing to an attractive city. Van 
Duijn and Rouwendal (2013) state that heritage improves a city’s quality of life. This is because 
heritage gives a unique, historical identity to urban areas. So cities become not only attractive 
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to inhabitants, but also to businesses and tourists. For this reason, urban areas with heritage 
form an attractive stage for amenities like shop, restaurants, cafes, theatres, that, taken 
together, contribute to a high quality of life in a city (Van Duijn & Rouwendal, 2013).  
Moreover, heritage conservation is socially relevant because heritage makes the past visible. 
According to cultural historian Frijhoff (2007), heritage gives information “on the genesis of 
historical items and their historical functions, meanings and contexts” (as cited by Duineveld & 
Kolen, 2010, p. 113). In doing so, it offers anchors for societies in order to understand the 
present and to reflect on the future (Stichting Erfgoed Actueel, Vereniging van Nederlandse 
Gemeenten & het Overleg Provinciale Erfgoedinstellingen, 2006; Van den Berg, 2014).   
 
In the preservation of heritage, the citizen has become more and more important. On the one 
hand this has to do with the authorities strong focus on free market processes: the neoliberal 
market ideology that has become a guideline from the nineties of the last century. On the 
other hand, provincial and municipal budgets have come under significant pressure since the 
real estate crisis. Revenues from national funds (‘Gemeentefonds’), earnings from land 
developments and buildings sites diminish, while the municipal duties increase due to the 
process of decentralisation (Bams et al., 2012). 
Duties that were formerly under the responsibility of the national and provincial governments, 
have now been passed over to municipalities because these are supposed to be more capable 
of fine-tuned solutions (Neven-Horony, 2008). Culture and arts, amongst them heritage, often 
fall prey to cut-backs in municipal expenditure (Bams et al., 2012).  
In this context it is precisely the citizen’s input that provides new opportunities for the 
preservation and development of heritage (Janssen et al., 2014). Because this study yields 
information on the ways that local authorities may facilitate citizen participation within the 
heritage care this study is socially relevant.  
 
Scientific relevance  
For some decades, the term citizen participation seems to have been a popular research object 
in the (inter)national scientific world. Many of these published studies and literature focus on 
public administration and deal with the role of authorities in relation to citizen participation 
(Oude Vrielink & Van de Wijdeven, 2011; Van Dijk, 2010).  
 
In spatial planning, the relationship between government and citizen is also a much discussed 
subject in literature and research (Boonstra & Boelens, 2011; Van Rooijen, 2015; Van der Voet, 
2013). Redevelopment of heritage has a particular position in this discussion. Giving a new 
function to an existing building is completely different to the (new) design of an area. Van 
Rooijen (2015) states that the extent of the actual change of an area is defining for the citizen’s 
need for influence. In the case of redeveloping heritage, hardly anything changes in the space, 
only in the function. So recent history shows that citizens mainly resist against the imminent 
demolition of built heritage, and so care about the change in space. Examples of this are the 
citizen protests for preserving a former tram depot in Amsterdam-West and for conserving the 
former railway repair works in Amersfoort (Kennis - en Projectenbank Herbestemming, 
2015ab).  
 
Scientific studies into the role of citizens in heritage redevelopment mainly focus on the citizen 
that resists demolition and that wants to co-decide on the object’s future. This mainly applies 
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to large-scale heritage objects and complexes that are often given a social-cultural function 
(such as the former Cereol-factory in Utrecht as described in the work of Groot-Koerkamp, 
2014 and the former railway repair works in Amersfoort as described in the work of Van der 
Voet, 2013). In these cases, the individual citizen bears no financial responsibility for this 
redevelopment.  
This study is, on the contrary, focused on the citizen that decides to attribute a new function to 
a heritage object, and bears financial risk to initiate this redevelopment. In this respect, this 
study is innovative.  
 
Moreover, this study shows to what extent the general theories on motives and the necessary 
capacities of the participating citizen are applicable to this specific field of initiating 
redevelopment.   
This study also could make clear whether the forms of citizen participation (as described in the 
participation ladder of Edelenbos and Monnikhof, 2001), apply to this specific situation. 
 
In short, it shows links between, on the one hand, personal characteristics, planning 
instruments and object factors and, on the other hand, citizen participation in heritage 
development. Besides, It could answer the question to what extent the various distinguished 
factors sufficiently explain differences in citizen participation in this field.      
 
   

1.4. Outline of this research  

 
This research consists of a number of chapters. This introduction will be followed by two 
theoretical chapters that treat the concepts of heritage, redevelopment and participation. 
Moreover, attention will be given to the planning instruments that authorities may use in 
order to facilitate citizens in a participation process. The research method will be explained in 
chapter 4: here attention is given to methods used and a conceptual model is presented. 
Chapter 5 deals with the empirical part of this research, namely the case studies in Deventer 
and Doetinchem and this is at the same time the chapter of the results. In the last chapter, 
conclusions, recommendations and discussion points will be mentioned.  
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Theoretical framework  

Chapter 2 Heritage and redevelopment 
 
As mentioned in the introduction of this study, it is desirable that heritage is preserved. 
Heritage not only forms an important representation of the social identity of a group – which 
will give members of this group feeling of togetherness – it also contributes to attractive cities 
and regions.  
These positive effects of the preservation of heritage are further explained in this second 
chapter. However, these effects should be seen in perspective. After all, heritage raises 
questions about who is profiting of the conservation of heritage.  In order to further explain 
these effects and notions related to the preservation of heritage, I start with an explanation of 
the concept of heritage.  

2.1. Concept of heritage 
 
The concept of heritage is, in everyday life, associated with all kind of subjects; buildings, 
landscapes, archaeological sites, but also dialects, customs and stories. According to  
Duineveld and Kolen (2010, p. 112), the concept is widely known under the general public as 
“everything that is old, over or what could be recycled”.  
 
Although a uniform definition of heritage is absent in the domain of science and policy, most 
definitions underline the meaningful character of heritage. Historic geographer Renes (2011) 
defines (cultural) heritage as traces from the past that have meaning for today, which is similar 
to the description given by Lowenthal (1998) and Van Gorp (2009) who both state that 
heritage is about traces from the past which are valuable for people in present time (both 
cited by Kuypers & Wiss, 2009). Cultural historian Frijthoff (2007) also mentions that heritage 
has meaning for today and therefore simultaneously has a meaningful role for society of 
tomorrow (as cited by Duineveld & Kolen, 2010).  
 
As can be read in these definitions, the present plays an important role in defining heritage. 
Frijthoff (2007), as cited by Duineveld & Kolen, 2010, explains that heritage is formed by the 
present. Heritage is after all defined by the transformation of values and identities of people 
through time. Some events, persons and things are being remembered, while others are being 
forgotten, ignored and suppressed by contemporary society. McDowell (2008) underlines this 
selective character of heritage by stating that “heritage can be seen as an aggregation of 
myths, values, and inheritances determined and defined by the needs of societies in the 
present” (McDowell, 2008, p. 37). Walker (1996) also underlines the role of the present for 
heritage: “We remember the past in the light of our (present) needs and aspirations” (as cited 
by McDowell, 2008, p. 42). Heritage is therefore a “social construction which is determined by 
cultural and economic practices” (Graham, 2002, as cited by McDowell, 2008, p. 38). This 
selective character of heritage has the result that heritage is a continuous process; “It 
constantly develops and mutates” (McDowell, 2008, p. 38). 
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2.2. Types of heritage 
 
Whereas in the 19th century and the first half of the 20th century the definition of heritage was 
limited to individual buildings and monuments, the scope of heritage has been broadened 
since the nineteen-sixties, due to the internationally adopted (1964) International Charter for 
the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites (also known as Venice Charter). 
This charter paved the way for the inclusion of groups of buildings such as historic urban and 
rural centres (Ahmad, 2006). It pointed out principles for architectural conservation and 
restoration. It has also helped to direct international cooperation in this field but, most 
importantly, it has provided a set of principles for the protection of architectural heritage and 
sites. Since its adoption, the charter has been used as a basis for the development of other 
conservation documents and policies (Ahmad, 2006). Since the emergence of the charter, the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization [UNESCO] and the 
International Council on Monuments and Sites [ICOMOS] have been in the forefront of striving 
for a common international terminology and scope (Ahmad, 2006).  
 
At the (1972) World Heritage Convention, UNESCO introduced the concepts of ‘World 
heritage’ and its corresponding ‘World Heritage List’. World heritage – “heritage that is of 
unique and universal value for humanity and which should be preserved for future 
generations” - includes cultural heritage and natural heritage (UNESCO, 1972, p. 2; UNESCO, 
2015).  
However, explicit definitions of cultural- and natural heritage were not provided. Instead, both 
components were explained by the presented subdivisions (Ahmad, 2006; Rudolff, 2006). 
Cultural heritage includes monuments, groups of buildings and sites, which are of “outstanding 
universal value from the point of view of history, art or science” (UNESCO, 1972, as cited by 
Vecco, 2010, p. 322) and is explained as follows:  
 

- Monuments: “architectural works, works of monumental sculpture and painting, 
elements or structures of an archaeological nature, inscriptions, cave dwellings and 
combinations of features, which are of outstanding universal value from the point of 
view of history, art or science”;  

- Groups of buildings: “groups of separate or connected buildings which, because of 
their architecture, their homogeneity or their place in the landscape, are of 
outstanding universal value from the point of view of history, art or science”; 

- Sites: “works of man or the combined works of nature and man, and areas including 
archaeological sites which are of outstanding universal value from the historical, 
aesthetic, ethnological or anthropological point of view” (UNESCO, 1972, p. 2). 

 
Natural heritage is explained by the following subdivision:   

- “natural features consisting of physical and biological formations or groups of such 
formations, which are of outstanding universal value from the aesthetic or scientific 
point of view”; 

- “geological and physiographical formations and precisely delineated areas which 
constitute the habitat of threatened species of animals and plants of outstanding 
universal value from the point of view of science or conservation”; 
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- “natural sites or precisely delineated natural areas of outstanding universal value from 
the point of view of science, conservation or natural beauty” (UNESCO, 1972, p. 2). 

 
The distinction between cultural and natural heritage is still used today, although both 
components are renamed into cultural- and natural properties in official UNESCO documents 
(Ahmad, 2006, p. 298; UNESCO Operational Guidelines, 1999). Also, the scope of cultural 
property was widened by adding “objects and artefacts in museums and collections” (UNESCO, 
2006, as cited by Rudolff, 2006, p. 16). New is also the acknowledgement of cultural 
landscapes as a distinctive component of world heritage. Cultural landscapes - the 
combination of cultural and natural properties – are described as “the combined work of 
nature and man” and are enlisted on the World Heritage list since 1992  (Mitchell, Rössler & 
Tricaud, 2009, p. 16). Today, 1.052 properties of cultural, natural or a combination are placed 
on the World Heritage list, across 165 states (UNESCO, 2016). 
 
Also important is the recognition of intangible heritage by UNESCO at the Convention for the 

Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage in 2003. Intangible heritage is defined by 
UNESCO as: “The practices, representations, expressions, knowledge, skills—as well as the 
instruments, objects, artefacts and cultural spaces associated therewith—that communities, 
groups and, in some cases, individuals recognize as part of their cultural heritage. This heritage 
is “transmitted from generation to generation, is constantly recreated by communities and 
groups in response to their environments, their interaction with nature and their history, and 
(it) provides them with a sense of identity and continuity, thus promoting respect for cultural 
diversity and human creativity” (UNESCO, 2003, p. 2).  
This attention for “living cultural properties” (RCA: intangible heritage) at UNESCO was formed 
to balance the monumentality of world heritage and the idea that heritage is only confined to 
“single monuments in isolation” (Rudolff, 2006, pp. 15, 22). Heritage is also about “the totality 
of tradition-based creations of a cultural community (…) as they reflect its cultural or social 
identity” (UNESCO, 1989, as cited by Rudolff, 2006, p. 24).  
 
As an effect of the adoption of intangible values as heritage, cultural and natural heritage is 
since this moment implicitly linked to “immovable, tangible aspects” (UNESCO, 2005, as cited 
by Rudolff, 2006, p. 1). Although this definition is never used in official documents, the sharp 
division between tangible and intangible is nowadays firmly established within UNESCO 
(Rudolff, 2006). Maybe due to this sharp line, intangible heritage is not enlisted on the World 
Heritage List (UNESCO, 2016) (Table 2).  
 
Within my research, focus is laid on cultural properties, specified to built heritage. Built 
heritage refers to immoveable property with cultural historical values, from individual objects 
– buildings, street lights, and landmarks – to coherent ensembles of buildings, such as country 
seats, monasteries, sanatoria (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed, 2014).  
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Table 2: Types of heritage according to UNESCO 
Heritage 

World heritage  

Tangible heritage Intangible heritage 

Cultural properties Natural properties Cultural 
Landscapes 

 

Example: (groups 
of) buildings 

Example: nature sites in 
nature parks   

Example: Rice 
terraces 

Example: Rituals, 
traditional 
craftsmanship 

(Sources: Ahmad, 2006, 298-299; UNESCO Convention, 1972, p. 2; UNESCO Convention 2003, p. 2; 
UNESCO Operational Guidelines, 1999; Mitchell et al, 2009, p. 16). 

 
Several authors state however that the strict division between tangible heritage and intangible 
heritage -given by UNESCO – should not be made (Swensen, Jerpåsen, Sæter & Tveit, 2013; 
Kaufman, 2013). Some even state that this separation between “instrumental, material 
structures” (tangible heritage) and “meaning, values, memories and feelings” (intangible 
heritage) has led to favouritism of physical attributes in the international classification of 
heritage within UNESCO (Munjeri, 2004, as cited by Swensen et al., 2013, p. 204).  
What binds them together is that they all emphasize that tangible and intangible heritage 
values cannot be separated: intangible values are always reflected in tangible heritage 
(Swensen et al., 2013). Munjeri (2004) states that “the tangible can only be understood and 
interpreted through the intangible and society and values are thus intrinsically linked” (as cited 
by Swensen et al., 2013, p. 204). Society and heritage are linked due to notions of power. After 
all, “those who wield the greatest power can influence, dictate or define what is remembered 
and what is forgotten” (McDowell, 2008, p. 43). Heritage is therefore more than just a 
collection of objects; it is a collection of dominant ideas (Swensen et al., 2013).   
Kaufman agrees with the authors mentioned above that tangible heritage often owes its 
importance to intangible values, but it can also work the other way around (Kaufman, 2013). 
According to him, many aspects of intangible heritage are grounded in specific (tangible) 
places. He gives the example of the tango, which came to a rise among the lower classes of 
Buenos Aires and Montevideo. Over the years, the tango became the cornerstone for the 
identity of the places where this dance was practiced: the bars, cafés and dance halls where 
tango dance evenings were organized. This example demonstrates a strong connection 
between intangible heritage and a place (Kaufman, 2013). In order to protect intangible 
heritage values related to specific tangible places, the author stresses the importance of 
paying attention to people’s (ordinary) customs, stories, and memories. These can give insights 
into the psychological bonds that people form with these places (Kaufman, 2013).  
 

2.3. Importance of conservation of heritage  
 
As earlier mentioned in the introduction of this research, the preservation of (built) heritage is 
desirable. This section dives deeper into the reasons behind this point of view.  

 



    

 

12 

 

2.3.1. Collective identity  

 
Heritage plays a role in defining and symbolizing the cultural and social identity of a (specific) 
group. It contributes to symbolizing the unique identity of this group of people, which helps to 
distinguish their identity from the identity of other groups (Light & Dumbraveanu-Andone, 
1997; Bessière, 1998; Henderson, 2008). Because this distinguished identity of a group is 
shared between the members of the group, it physically and emotionally ties members of a 
group together. This shared identity endows feelings of belonging and feelings of fellowship 
between members of a group (Light & Dumbraveanu-Andone, 1997).  
 
A collective social identity is formed by a shared interpretation of events and experiences 
which have formed during time. “Sometimes this will include an accepted belief about the 
origins of the group, as in the case of many nation-states, where emphasis may be on vivid 
turning points and symbolic moments which confirm the self-image and aspirations of the 
group” (Tosh, 1991, as cited by McDowell, 2008, p. 41). Lowenthal (1985) formulates this as 
followed: “Collective beliefs play a fundamental role in securing a sense of togetherness and 
cultural solidarity which is vital in the formation and legitimisation of any national identity” (as 
cited by McDowell, 2008, p. 41). National cohesion can therefore, according to McDowell 
(2008),  only be reached by a collective identity which is supported by common (historic) 
experiences.   
Due to the unifying element of heritage, it is widely embraced as a political tool to create 
pride, unity and solidarity within a community or nation. Underlying goal of this unifying 
element is that unity reduces the chances on internal dissonance (Henderson, 2008; Light & 
Dumbraveanu-Andone, 1997). Defining national identity is however complex, because this 
identity is “imagined”: It consists of a group of people who will never know or meet each 
other, yet they share the belief that they all belong to the same community” (Anderson, 1983, 
as cited by Light & Dumbraveanu-Andone, 1997, p. 28).  
 
Because heritage incorporates shared values of meanings, memories, lived experiences and 
attachment, it is for this reason “meaningful through processes of memory, traditions and 
attachments” (Clarke and Johnson, 2003, p. 1). It symbolizes the symbolic values and meanings 
that are shared among the members of the social group (Scannell, & Gifford, 2009). They form 
locations where people (physically and emotionally) connect and where people experience 
feelings of belonging, which help to ensure their identity (Creswell, 2004, as cited by McDonell, 
2008). 
 
These shared values, experiences, meanings and identities – represented by heritage – are 
often tied to particular places and regions, but can also be found on national level (Bessière, 
1998; Henderson, 2008). Due to the fact that heritage could contribute to a distinctive and 
unique identity of a place - because of the (distinctive) architecture, historical or cultural value 
of the heritage - it helps to create a stronger sense of connection between people and their 
local surroundings. It helps to create a distinctive identity, and could spread pride among the 
inhabitants. This contributes to evoke feelings of ‘being home’, senses of security and harmony 
and feelings of belonging to a group (Bullen & Love, 2011; De Graaf et al., 2014). Especially in 
our modern time of globalization - with its rootlessness and rapidly moving global flows - there 
seems to be a desire for security and being rooted. Heritage, which represents distinctive local 
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identities, appears to be an instrument for this need for a stable and fixed identity (Lafrenz 
Samuels, 2010; Halewood & Hannam, 2001).  
 

2.3.2. Economic chances 

 
Due to the fact that heritage can function as a touristic attraction and as element of leisure 
consumption, it is increasingly considered as a driver for economic growth. Greater cultural 
awareness, the rise of the ‘experience economy’, increased economic prosperity, increased 
amount of free time and improvements in mobility have led to a growing demand for places of 
entertainment, leisure and tourism (Kuypers & Wiss, 2009; Mengüşoǧlu & Boyacioǧlu, 2013; 
Yildirim & Turan, 2012; Henderson, 2008). The rise of the ‘experience economy’ – people are 
prepared to pay for experiences – offers also numerous commercial opportunities, for example 
in the form of entrance money and parking fees at theme parks (Van Gorp, 2003, as cited by 
Kuypers & Wiss, 2009, p. 15).   
According to Bedate, Herrero and Sanz (2004, as cited by Yildirim & Turan, 2012, p. 495), 
heritage can contribute in fulfilling this need by stating that “heritage and culture are the most 
important components of leisure activities”. For this reason, heritage is deployed as an 
important instrument to attract tourists (Mengüşoǧlu & Boyacioǧlu, 2013; Kuypers & Wiss, 
2009).  
 
Heritage is recognized as an important instrument for constructing and promoting a positive 
image of cities and regions, in order to attract investors, inhabitants and tourists in the (global) 
competition between cities. It forms a widely deployed tool “for the production of more 
variegated spaces within the homogeneity of international exchange” (Harvey, 1991, as cited 
by Mengüşoǧlu & Boyacioǧlu, 2013, p. 117). By highlighting unique and distinctive 
characteristics of a city with the help of heritage, cities try to distinguish themselves from 
other cities (Mengüşoǧlu & Boyacioǧlu, 2013; Kuypers & Wiss, 2009).  
 

2.3.3. Attractive cities and regions  

 
Van Duijn & Rouwendal (2013) emphasize that heritage contributes to a high quality of life 
within a city. First of all, heritage possesses high aesthetic values, which contribute to a 
positive image of the city. Also, the unique and distinctive identity through heritage, adds to 
this positive image. Therefore, cities with heritage are attractive for inhabitants, firms and 
tourist. The research by Van Duijn & Rouwendal (2013) has shown that households - particular 
by high-educated households - are attracted by the presence of heritage in cities in their 
search for housing. This group of households is prepared to pay more for living on locations 
with the availability of heritage. The research also showed that house prices will sharply fall 
when heritage disappears, for example by demolition. Secondly, due to this positive image and 
good market prospects, cities form an attractive market for the settlement of urban amenities, 
such as shops, museums, restaurants, theatres etc.. The settlement of these amenities further 
increases the attractiveness of the city, which further attracts people, companies and 
investments. This effect is called the multiplier effect. 
 



    

 

14 

 

The attractiveness of heritage is not only applicable in urban areas, but is also relevant for 
(shrinking) rural areas. Due to the fact that heritage gives an own identity to a village or a 
region, it could create opportunities in attracting people from outside, both new inhabitants 
and tourists. Besides that, heritage offers chances for attracting new (economic) activities 
which could lead to an influx of people and money into the area. This is particularly interesting 
for shrinking rural areas where vacancy is common. Heritage could namely be interesting for 
starting entrepreneurs who are in search for affordable accommodation with character, such 
as starters in the creative sector (De Graaf et al., 2014).  
 

2.3.4. Information source 

 
Finally, heritage has (scientific) value as information source about the past (Kuypers & Wiss, 
2009). According to cultural historian Frijhoff (2007, as cited by Duineveld & Kolen, 2009), 
heritage offers an insight in the past. It shows information on the roots of historical cases -
whether those are material or immaterial traces- and their historic functions, meanings and 
contexts. Heritage is therefore an important tangible source which learns us about ourselves: it 
creates awareness about who we are and how we as a society have developed (Stichting 
Erfgoed Actueel, Vereniging van Nederlandse Gemeenten & het Overleg Provinciale 
Erfgoedinstellingen, 2006; Van den Berg, 2014).  
 

2.4. Critical notes  
 
Although many advantages haven been given in the former paragraphs on the preservation of 
heritage, the concept is also loaded with difficulties. This section slightly touches upon the 
difficult sides of heritage.  
 

2.4.1. Heritage of whom? 

 
Already slightly touched upon in a former paragraph, heritage is about power (Ashworth, 
2007; McDowell, 2008). According to Ashworth (2007, p. 1), “heritage is both a reflection of 
power structures and an instrument in the exercise of power”.  
Heritage as a reflection of power structures can be understood by the question of who decides 
what heritage is. After all, “those who wield the greatest power, therefore, can influence, 
dictate or define what is remembered and consequently what is forgotten” (McDowell, 2008, 
p. 43). Therefore, (built) heritage is the visible outcome in the struggle over power (McDowell, 
2008). 
This outcome has the effect that heritage evokes feelings of belonging and feelings of not 
belonging, due to the fact that heritage represents the values of a particular group or 
community (McDowell, 2008). Moreover, this outcome has the effect that heritage “serves 
particular interests and political ideologies in the present” which are compiled by the ones 
with power – which is often the nation-state (Gillis, 1994, as cited by McDowell, 2008, p. 42).  
These effects link to the statement of Ashworth that heritage forms an instrument in the 
exercise of power. Heritage can be used as an instrument of the powerful for creating and 
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sustaining the leading culture, while the cultural heritage of minority of groups is marginalized 
or ignored in order to prevent the growth of these cultures (Ashworth, 2007).  
 
That heritage is selective is because heritage is used to fulfil individual, group or communal 
requirements of identity at a particular time and in a particular space, and therefore serves 
particular interests and political ideologies in the present (Gilles, 1994, as cited by Dowell, 
2008). This causes that certain heritage values are being remembered while others are 
suppressed. Heritage is therefore a “social construction which is determined by cultural and 
economic practices” (Graham, 2002, as cited by McDowell, 2008, p. 38).  
 

2.4.2. Authenticity  

 
As explained in a former paragraph, heritage forms an important component in the 
experience-economy. This desire for experiences plays a central role in tourism. Tourists are 
often in search of authentic experiences, because they want experiences that are “based on 
nostalgia for the past and (RCA: they have) the desire to experience diverse cultural landscapes 
and forms” (Zeppal & Hall, 1991, as cited by Chhabra, Healy & Sills, 2003, p. 703). These 
authentic experiences can be found outside everyday life in contemporary society 
(MacCannell, 1976, as cited by Chhabra et al., 2003, p. 705). Being directly immersed in 
authentic experiences such as folkloric traditions, ethnic histories, social customs and cultural 
celebrations is therefore sought by tourists (Chhabra et al., 2003).  
 
Due to the high economic value of tourism, heritage is often created and re-created. It occurs 
that providers of heritage (like tour operators or hosting communities) put their culture on sale 
in order to create an appealing and ‘authentic’ package. MacCannell (1979, as cited by 
Chhabra et al., 2003) calls this ‘staged authenticity’: the tourist in search for authenticity is 
staged due to the packaging of the product, which leads to a change of the original and 
authentic nature of the product to change. He states that experiences cannot be counted as 
authentic even if tourists might think they have experienced such encounters. Other authors, 
such as Crick (1986), state on the other hand that “all cultures are staged and in a certain sense 
inauthentic”, because “cultures are invented, remade, and the elements are reorganized” 
(Crick, 1986, as cited by Chhabra et al., 2003, p. 706). Lowenthal (1998) also underlines  that 
heritage is not about a true reflection of the past, but is more about believing the presented 
narrative , whether this narrative is authentic or not (as cited by Kuypers & Wiss, 2009).  
 
Behind this staged authenticity lays the argument that inauthenticity is the effect of the 
commodification and standardization processes of heritage products (and other cultural 
products). Because heritage possesses an exchange value (especially in the experience 
economy) heritage will be alienated from its authentic context in order to make (more) money. 
Inauthenticity is also caused by the standardization of heritage products which is the 
“translation of a local phenomenon into a global one” (Halewood & Hannam, 2001, p. 567).  
To illustrate the loss of authenticity of heritage products, Mengüşoǧlu & Boyacioǧlu (2013) give 
the example of industrial heritage in British cities. Industrial heritage has become a saleable 
good in the need for re-making and re-imaging the city, thanks to urban redevelopment 
schemes, city marketing campaigns and the tourism industry. Industrial heritage is widely 
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being converted into places of living, leisure and consumption. This results in the loss of unique 
“urban landscapes of production” (RCA: by converting them) “into new landscapes of 
consumption” (Atkinson et al., 2002, as cited by Mengüşoǧlu & Boyacioǧlu, 2013, p. 118). Also, 
the use of the same strategy and schemes for the redevelopment of industrial heritage has the 
effect that the historical significance and authenticity of local industrial heritage in these cities 
has been lost. Moreover, the redevelopment causes the rise of gentrification and its 
corresponding negative effect, due to targeting a specific group of residents, namely young 
affluent starters (Mengüşoǧlu & Boyacioǧlu, 2013).  
 

2.4.3. Unliveable cities due to tourism 

 
Cities have become popular tourist destinations in the search for authentic experiences. Due 
to the confined space of cities, cities need adequate infrastructure and amenities in order to 
cope with these tourist flows. It could occur that demand overcomes the urban supply of 
facilities and infrastructure, which will have negative consequences for the liveability within 
the city, and on the long run for the development of the city (La Rocca, 2005; Russo, 2002).  
The liveability is affected by congestion and overcrowding due to the overlap of daily activities 
of residents and activities of tourists on specific locations within the city. In Italy for example, 
urban functions and public services are mostly located within the (historic) city centre which is 
also the place where tourists can be found. This could cause problems between inhabitants 
and tourists (La Rocca, 2005; Russo, 2002).  
Liveability is also affected by high property prices – thanks to private market investments in 
order to make money out of tourism – which could eventually lead to a retreating population. 
Then, a decrease in population is problematic in order to finance the high cost for the urban 
facilities and infrastructure, which will affect both residents and tourists (Herrera, Smith & 
Vera, 2007; Russo, 2002). Also, the strong focus on tourism based jobs within these cities could 
have devastating effects for the economic development in case the city doesn’t attract 
(enough) tourists anymore (Russo, 2002).  
 

2.5. Process of conservation and re-use of heritage  
 
Redevelopment – the granting of a new function – could function as an solution for preserving 
built heritage. However, not every heritage object may be attractive to be redeveloped. This 
paragraph explains what object factors may function as incentives for citizens in initiating 
redevelopment.  
 
Transforming an old building into a new function is often paired to a high level of complexity 
(Bullen & Love, 2011a). Redevelopment projects mostly have to face organizational and 
technical complications and in the field of resources there is complexity, too. These difficulties 
may obstruct a successful redesign (Maylor, 2005, as cited by Kurul, 2007). Heritage 
redevelopment projects that turn out to be successful are characterized by a respectful 
manner of dealing with the cultural-historical meaning of the object. Besides, the redesign 
adds a contemporary dimension that provides a value for the future (Bullen & Love, 2010; 
Bullen & Love, 2011b). The preservation of and the respect for the existing cultural a historical 



    

 

17 

 

quality of heritage is one of three criteria that must be met for a successful re-use, according 
to the Dutch Cultural Heritage Agency named Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed [RCE]. The 
other two are: ‘the re-used building offers fitting accommodation for the new function’ and 
‘the re-used building offers a sustainable purpose’. The sustainability must be revealed in a 
proper technical construction and in financial independence, so that exploitation and 
maintenance cost can be paid for by the new user (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed, 
2013b).  

 
Object factors influencing redevelopment of heritage 
Literature shows various object properties that influence the possibilities for redevelopment of 
heritage:  

- Location: the location of the structure plays an important role in a possible 
redevelopment (Van der Veen, 2000). An urban environment offers more and better 
chances for heritage, because of a more promising exploitation and higher earnings 
prospects; outside this environment fewer functions will be feasible (Balk, Van den 
Bergh & Strolenberg, 2009); 

- State of maintenance: a good condition works out positively for the possibilities of a 
successful redevelopment. Repairing overdue maintenance often demands high 
investments, whereas redeveloping a structure to a new function is already in itself an 
expensive affair (Van der Veen, 2000);    

- Scale of the structure: large-scale structures are directly linked to higher cost for 
restoration, renovation and rebuilding than a small building (Jordans, 2012). Besides, 
multiple use of space is necessary for large-scale structures (Harmsen & Van der Waal, 
2008); 

- Cultural status: protection through the status of national or local monument offers 
compensation for rebuilding and maintenance costs for the owner. At the same time, 
this status might prove to be a handicap, because of the many rules to comply and the 
long period of time for decisions to be taken, resulting in uncertainty (Ministerie van 
Onderwijs, Cultuur & Wetenschap [OC&W], 2009).   
 

2.6. Heritage policy and spatial planning: the Dutch context 
 
Citizens initiating a redevelopment is a relatively new phenomenon in the Dutch heritage care. 
According to Janssen and Luiten (respectively professor in spatial planning and professor in 
cultural history and design), this is due to the dominance of three distinctive approaches in the 
recent history of the Dutch heritage care. These approaches can be seen as dominant views in 
successive phases of the heritage care. Meanwhile, these approaches still co-exist up to the 
present day (Luijten, 2014).  
 
The first approach, the ‘sectorbenadering’, is characterized by the emphasis laid upon the 
protection of heritage. In this approach, dominant in the early sixties of last century, focus is 
laid upon the preservation of individual monuments. Heritage was mostly considered to be 
fallen prey to spatial developments. A defensive protection, by national law, had to guard 
heritage from demolition plans. The (1961) Monumentenwet had to protect national and later 
on, municipal monuments from tearing down (Van der Zande, 2010). This legal status, apart 
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from protection, also affected the possibility of financial compensation (subsidies, loans and 
fiscal advantages) for the cost of maintenance and renovation, provided that conditions for the 
preservation of cultural and historical qualities were met. This defensive protection implied 
that the heritage care did not play a role within spatial planning (Janssen et al., 2014; Van der 
Valk, 2014).  
 
The emphasis on socio-economic advantages is a characteristic of the second view, the 
‘factorbenadering’. At the end of the last century, in many European countries the idea 
emerged that heritage could become a means to social and economic (re)development. The 
existence of heritage in a region could offer social, cultural, ecological and economic 
possibilities and prospects for spatial design, like chances for tourism, recreation, leisure time 
and other cultural activities. These possibilities could ensure socially vivid and economic strong 
cities and regions. For this reason heritage was seen, in the eighties and nineties, as an 
important means for renewal projects and scientists in these days favoured an integration of 
heritage within spatial planning (Janssen et al., 2014). From the nineties on, this integration 
has taken place more and more in Europe; there are various projects in Germany, the UK and 
France where heritage was used for rural and urban development. The earlier given example 
of revitalisation of former industrial sites in British cities is an example of this.  
In the Netherlands, this change in the preservation of heritage took also place in the nineties. 
This change was particularly backed by the growing interest in history and heritage with the 
general public, and the change was speeded up by the appearance by the Nota Belvedere 
(Janssen et al., 2014). This policy paper laid a link between heritage preservation and spatial 
planning: the use of heritage could serve as a means for spatial planning. The paper explained 
that cultural history could add quality and meaning to spatial developments and tried to 
promote the preservation and use of cultural heritage. By means of projects, financed by the 
Belvedere programme, the use of cultural history in spatial transformation was stimulated. The 
policy letter ‘Modernisering Monumentenzorg’ (MoMo) of 2009 elaborated on the line of 
reasoning of the paper and its adjoining programme (Ministerie van Onderwijs, Cultuur en 
Wetenschap [OC&W], Ministerie van Landbouw, Natuurbeheer en Visserij, Ministerie van 
Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke Ordening en Milieubeheer & Ministerie van Verkeer en 
Waterstaat, 1999; Ministerie van Onderwijs, Cultuur &Wetenschap, 2009). 
 
In order to make cultural-historical identity more directive for the spatial design, three pillars 
were raised. The first one targeted on having cultural-historical interests weighed in the spatial 
planning by means of a territorial approach (the legal obligation to weigh cultural historical 
values for the enactment of a zoning plan, is an example) (Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel 
Erfgoed, 2013a). The second pillar aimed at designing stronger and simpler rules about 
monument preservation, while the last pillar focused on promoting the redevelopment of 
cultural heritage in order to enlarge the possibilities for heritage preservation and cultural 
history (Ministerie van Onderwijs, Cultuur &Wetenschap, 2009).  
 
Since the real estate crisis, resulting in the stranding of the market-centred ‘factorbenadering’, 
heritage care has moved into a next phase, in which the initiative for heritage care seems to 
have shifted in the direction of the citizen. In this so called ‘vectorbenadering’, it is the 
interested citizens together with social organisations, companies and local authorities that 
engage in the protection and preservation of heritage. This shift to the larger society as the 
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initiator of heritage care has the effect of placing heritage in a broader perspective. Whereas in 
former days, authorities and the (economic) market decided what heritage should be 
preserved, it now seems to be the citizens with their innate interest for the story behind 
heritage that decide (Luijten, 2014). So Luiten (2014) states: “there is less significance for the 
stones. The story is central: heritage as a part of a continuing story, of its own history, fitting in 
a broader perspective” (as cited by Luijten, 2014).  
 

2.7. Final words 
 
This chapter has shown that built heritage has positive sides. Therefore, the preservation – e.g. 
by redevelopment – forms an important pillar of national heritage policy, while heritage 
contributes to an attractive living space (Ministerie van Onderwijs, Cultuur & Wetenschap, 
2009). Local authorities, too, become more and more aware of the role that built heritage 
plays in attracting new inhabitants, companies and visitors. Whereas, before the real estate 
crisis, emphasis on initiating of and participating in redevelopment processes laid on 
stimulating private market contributors, it is now the concerned citizen that seems to be 
drawn into this role.     
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Chapter 3 Citizen participation and planning instruments 
 
Not only in the field of heritage, the role of the citizen has changed fundamentally. Everywhere 
in Holland, citizens are active in the public domain nowadays. Citizens engage in maintaining 
public gardens, try to reduce nuisances in their neighbourhood or organise contacts between 
various groups within the population. The state is greatly interested in these civil initiatives. 
The idea that solving social problems is not solely the task of public authorities has resulted in 
passing the ball more and more often to the citizen (Tonkens & Verhoeven, 2011). 
So Tonkens (2006) states that the citizen appears to be entrusted with a central role in the 
public domain nowadays: “entrusted with the social-economic political rights that he has 
enquired in the last decades, he is now explicitly invited to play an active role in the public 
domain” (Tonkens, 2006, p. 9). This appeal on the citizen is understandable within the larger 
debate about the shifting relation between authorities and citizens (Oude Vrielink & Hendriks, 
2013).  
 
The term citizen participation is however unambiguous. Peeters (2012) describes the term as   
“a matter of policy-making in which citizens, individually or in organised groups, have the 
chance, directly or indirectly, to exercise influence on the formulation, implementation and/or 
evaluation of policy” (as cited by Bos, 2014, p. 5). The same distinction in formulation, 
implementation and evaluation of policy is made by Edelenbos and Monnikhof (2001).  
Other authors prefer a broader interpretation of the term citizen participation by connecting it 
to the terms ‘active citizenship’ and ‘citizen initiatives’ (Van de Wijdeven, De Graaf & Hendriks, 
2013). These authors make a link to the crumbling welfare state that has met its limits in the 
last decades. A start has been made for the transition of the welfare state into the 
participation society: a society in which every citizen bears responsibility, not only for his own 
life, but also for his (social) environment. The citizen, therefore, actively engages in the public 
domain (Tonkens, 2006).     
 
In this study on citizen participation in redevelopment, the broader meaning is applicable: the 
citizen decides for himself whether or not to engage actively; in this case to initiate a 
redevelopment.  

3.1. Changing roles between government and citizen 
 
In the first decades after World War II, the initiative for solving social issues often laid in the 
hands of the state. More state action was mostly seen as the key to solving a problem. In these 
days of the emerging welfare state, the citizen had a passive role: under certain conditions he 
had an (automatic) right to social-economic facilities, for instance, the old age pensions law. In 
the seventies, the thought arose that citizen who acquired these rights should also have a say 
in these rights. The citizen was to have a voice, not only in relation to the government, but also 
to all kinds of institutions, like companies, schools and care organisations. The social and 
economic rights should be enlarged with the right to have a (great or small) say, with the 
mature or responsible citizen as an ideal picture. Many laws of those days were built on giving 
the citizen the possibility to influence. The initiative in this period was, according to Tonkens 
(2006, p. 7), still with the government, but “citizens had to be able to play along and to be of 
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influence on the course of the play”. In the last decade of the past century, the attention 
shifted to the ‘market’. This change was primarily caused by the high cost that the welfare 
state (and thus the public authorities) brought with it. Besides, such a design of society was 
said to make a passive and dependent citizen. Privatisation, market incentives and market 
effects, were seen as miracle means in order to serve the citizen better and to activate him 
more. The ideal picture of the citizen shifted from a mature citizen to a self-managing 
entrepreneur and a critical, actively choosing consumer. In the period of neoliberal market 
ideology, the seed was laid for the citizen’s self-management. Good citizens were no longer 
dependent on the state, but managed themselves, socially and economically. So, at least, was 
the line of thinking and during that decade the individual self-management evolved into a 
collective one: taking things in your own hands was not only better for the individual but also 
for the whole of society. The citizen seems to have now become the central player in the 
public domain and is considered by the government to take on an active role (Tonkens, 2006).  

3.1.1. Generations of citizen participation 

 
Because of the changing division of roles between government and citizen, different 
generations of participation can be distinguished, according to Lenos, Sturm and Vis (2006, as 
cited by Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013).  
The authors differentiate multiple generations in Dutch society starting in the seventies. They 
emphasize that the generations shouldn’t be understood as approaches which replace each 
other in time, but represent the continuous development of citizen participation. According to 
them, the generations exist next to each other with a permanent extension of a generation 
during time (Lenos et al., 2006, as cited by Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013). 
 
The first generation of participation can be traced back to the nineteen seventies, when 
empowered citizens pleaded for having a voice in decisions procedures. In the nineties, the 
second generation of participation was on the rise. This generation focuses on coproduction 
and interactive policy: citizens are given the possibility to participate next to the government 
in the early stages of policy development.  However, the government will still dictate in which 
phases the citizen is welcome (or not) to participate and how this participation should be filled 
in (Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013).  
 
Since the beginning of this century citizen participation has moved to a stronger focus on 
citizen initiatives. Within this third generation, citizens decide for themselves in which cases 
they are committed to start an initiative, instead of the government dictating how and when 
citizens should participate (such as the former generations of participation). Central is thus 
that citizens are leading, both in content as well in the development process of the initiative: 
“civil society initiates, government participates” (Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013, p. 9). Due to 
this focus on the leading role of civil society, this generation is also known as state 
participation. In this generation, the government has a supportive role, for example by 
providing services, knowledge and financial funds to citizens (Rijksoverheid, 2016).  
New of this generation is also the scale of participation: all citizens are encouraged and 
stimulated to participate. Back in the eighties and nineties, participation of citizens was already 
mentioned in specific policies, such as ‘Sociaal vernieuwingsbeleid’ and the 
Grotestedenbeleid’. These policies were however targeting the societal participation and 
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activation of specific groups of citizens within 
society, namely disadvantaged and vulnerable 
groups of citizens. The large-scale stimulation of 
participation and activation of all kind of groups 
of citizens in contemporary Dutch society is 
therefore innovative (Van de Wijdeven et al., 
2013).      

3.1.2. Forms of citizen participation 

 
(Scientific) authors emphasize that citizen 
participation comes in different forms. A well-
known model that acknowledges this is the 
participation ladder by Sherry Arnstein (1969) 
(Figure 2). This ladder distinguishes different 
levels on which ‘citizen participation’ takes place 
in the field of policy formulation. After all, there 
is a difference between giving your opinion as a 
citizen on policy formulation while there is no 
guarantee that there will be acted accordingly, or 
having the possibility to co-produce policy 
(Arnstein, 1969). Former sentence shows that 
citizen participation is about power, and without 
a redistribution of power citizen participation is 
an “empty and frustrating process for the 
powerless” (Arnstein, 1969, p. 216). She continues 
with: “it (RCA: citizen participation) allows the powerholders to claim that all sides were 
considered, but makes it possible for only some of those sides to benefit” (Arnstein, 1969, p. 
216). Therefore, according to Arnstein (1969), only the top rungs of the ladder offer the 
powerless the opportunity to influence directly the outcome of the process.  
 
The two lowest levels of Arnstein’s participation ladder are ‘Manipulation’ and ‘Therapy’. 
Arnstein labels these two lowest rungs as non-participation of the citizen, because 
participation on these levels takes place to the rules and wishes of the government: the 
government dictates how the citizen should participate. Here, participation is therefore purely 
symbolic, according to Arnstein (1969).    
On the rungs three up to and including five, citizens are informed by the government and they 
have the right to respond, react and give their advice on this. Citizens, however, lack on these 
rungs the effective power to be heard by the government: there is no guarantee that the 
citizen’s wishes will be granted. Therefore, citizens do not have direct influence on the creation 
of policy. Due to the fact that the ultimate choice is in the hands of the government, rungs 
three, four and five are labelled as ‘tokenism’: citizens do have a voice, but the government 
decides what will happen with this input of the citizen (Arnstein, 1969). Participation on the 
upper levels, six up to and including eight, enables citizens to exercise influence. Partnership 
on level six offers for example the opportunity for negotiation between citizens and 
government, whereby citizens have the power to be heard. On this level, government and 

Figure 2: Participation ladder Arnstein  

(Source: Arnstein, 1969)  
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citizens work together in the production of policy (Meijs, 2012). On rung seven, ‘delegated 
power’, citizens form the majority – next to officials of the government –to develop and 
execute policy. Finally, on rung eight, the citizen is the only actor who develops, executes and 
manages policy (Arnstein, 1969).  
 
Within the Dutch context, the ladder of citizen participation of Edelenbos & Monnikhof (2001) 
is often mentioned. The authors distinguish five gradations of participation, which are:  

- To inform: The government determines the creation of policy. Other actors than the 
government do not have the possibility to deliver input into the formation of policy; 

- To consult: The government determines the formulation of policy to a high degree. 
Other actors than the government are involved as partner. However, the government 
does not commit itself to the partner’s input in advance;  

- To advise: In general, the government determines the policy, but gives other actors the 
possibility to offer ideas, advice and solutions for future policy. Their input fully plays a 
role in the formulation of policy. The government is committed to their offered input, 
but can deviate with argued explanation; 

- To co-produce: The government cooperates with other actors in the development of 
policy. A mutual solution for problems, whereby the government commits itself to the 
result of this cooperation, is sought; 

- To decide: Other actors than the government are fully responsible for the creation of 
policy. The government only plays an advisory role. Results out of the process of policy 
formulation are directly adopted (Edelenbos, Domingo, Klok & Van Tatenhove, 2006).  

 
In scientific literature, these gradations of the participation ladder are often brought in relation 
with the role of government. After all, the role of the government changes in proportion as 
citizens are offered the possibility to participate in policy formulation. Looking to the role of 
the government in relation to citizen participation, the corresponding governance styles by 
Pröpper and Steenbeek (1999) are often complemented to the model of Edelenbos and 
Monnikhof (Figure 3):  
 
Figure 3: Dutch participation ladder with complementing governance styles  

Ladder of citizen 
participation 
(Edelenbos & 
Monnikhof, 2001) 

Governance styles 
(Pröpper & Steenbeek, 
1999) 

Role of citizens Role of government 

Participant isn’t 
involved 

1: Closed authoritarian 
style 

None Executes policy 
independently and 
doesn’t provide 
information 

1: to inform 2: Open authoritarian 
style 

Target-audience of 
investigation/information, 
but the citizen doesn’t 
deliver input 

Executes policy 
independently and 
provides information 

2: to consult 3: Consultative style Consulted partner Offers citizens the 
possibility to comment, 
but is not obliged to 
act accordingly 
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3: to advise 4: Participative style Adviser Determines policy, but 
is open for other ideas 
and solutions 

4: to co-produce 5: Delegating style 
 
 
 
 
6: Co-functioning style 

Co-decision maker within 
specific preconditions 
 
 
 
Co-operation partner on 
basis of equality 

Decides on policy in 
accordance with 
specific predefined 
conditions 
 
Government co-
decides and co-
operates with 
participants on basis of 
equality  

5: to decide 7: Facilitating style Initiator Offers support and 
gives responsibility to 
participants in the 
design of policy 

(Source: Edelenbos et al., 2006) 

 
In the scheme just given, the generations of participation cannot be placed, because this last 
division is very rough. This is also mentioned by Mantel (2016, p. 24), who states that the 
participation form of co-production and its corresponding governance styles are left out in the 
generation model.  
 
Specified to spatial planning, different forms of participation can also be distinguished 
(Boonstra & Boelens, 2011). From the seventies on, different ‘rounds’ of citizen participation 
can be seen, that partly coincide with the three generations mentioned by Lenos et al. (2006).  
The first round is characterised by citizens having a say as a possibility to react on spatial plans. 
In the second round, emphasis is put on cooperation between different actors by way of 
‘collaborative planning’. In practice, however, this cooperation takes mostly place between 
public authorities and big market parties (project developers and investment firms) in which 
(financial) responsibilities are shared. In this way, big construction- and infrastructural projects 
were implemented in the nineties in the Netherlands. Because of the fact that in this round the 
citizen has hardly any influence, a third round emerged: citizen initiatives backed by 
government subsidies, but fitting within the frames of public authorities (Boonstra & Boelens, 
2011).  
The authors argue for an ongoing form of citizen participation in the field of spatial planning, 
namely the self-organising citizen in the network society in which public authorities only 
facilitate. This form corresponds with the highest level on the participation ladder of 
Edelenbos and Monnikhof’s ladder (2001). Citizens taking the initiative for redevelopment, 
while being facilitated by the government, should be classified on the highest rung of this 
ladder.   
Yet, one cannot speak of real autonomy since the participating citizen must - in the case of 
Dutch spatial planning and thus also for redevelopment - always comply with the spatial 
frames of the government. This, therefore, raises the question whether the citizen’s initiative 
cannot also be ranked on the lower level of the ladder; on the level of co-production. The 
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initiative is then tested on the ground conditions set by the government, instead of facilitating 
an initiative without comments.     
 

3.2. Factors influencing citizen participation in a redevelopment 

process  
 
As can be read in the introduction, this study is focused on the initiation of a redevelopment 
process by the participation of citizens. At first the general factors for citizen participation are 
given. Further on in this paragraph, these factors are specified to the participation of citizens in 
a redevelopment process.  
 

3.2.1. General factors influencing citizen participation 

 
Within the (international) scientific world, well-known models can be found which pay 
attention to factors that support and withhold citizens to participate. An example is the CLEAR-
model by Lowndes, Pratchett and Stoker (2006). According to the authors of this model, 
participation is most successful when citizens: 

- Can do: have appropriate resources and skills to participate; 
- Like to: have a sense of attachment that reinforces participation; 
- Enabled to: are provided with the opportunity for participation, through groups and 

organizations; 
- Are Asked to: are directly asked to participate by other people; 
- Are Responded to: see evidence that their effort is making a difference (Lowndes et 

al., 2006).  
 
Another example is the Civic Voluntarism Model by Verba, Schlozman and Brady (1995). The 
authors of this model wondered why some people do participate while others don’t. After 
asking why people did not take part, the researchers found three reasons: because they can’t, 
because they don’t want to or because nobody asked. They can’t is due to lack of resources – 
time to take part, money to contribute and skills to use time and money effectively. They don’t 
want to is because of lack of engagement, due to lack of interest, little concerns, a belief that 
activity can make little or no difference or having other priorities.  Nobody asked is because of 
isolation from the networks of recruitment (Verba et al., 1995, as cited by Schlozman, Verba & 
Brady, 1999). The results thus imply that three factors are needed for citizens to participate 
actively, namely the motivation to get involved, the ability to contribute and the connections 
to the networks of individuals who ask others to become involved (Kirlin, 2002; Schlozman et 
al., 1999).  
However, this model was initially introduced to explain why certain citizens actively engage in 
political activities (such as voting and doing campaign work) while others don’t feel this urge 
(Kirlin, 2002). In spite of this political basis, Gamson (1975) says the model should also be 
applied to social movement participation, “given the common view that the latter is simply 
politics by other means’” (as cited by Barkan, 2004, p. 915).  
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This distinction in three factors underlying citizen participation is also used by the Dutch 
authors Van de Wijdeven, de Graaf & Hendriks (2013) in their study on citizen participation. 
They use the terms capacity, motivation and invitation to explain citizen participation (Van de 
Wijdeven et al., 2013, p. 21). 
Overall, the different authors mention the same factors which are needed for citizen 
participation. Due to the distinctiveness and compactness of the words, I have chosen to use 
the same labelling of the factors as used by Van de Wijdeven et al. (2013), namely Capacity, 
Motivation and Invitation. The five factors used in the CLEAR model are absorbed in these 
three factors. I have tried to relate these three factors of civic participation as good as possible 
to the preservation of built heritage.  
  

3.2.2. Capacity to participate in the redevelopment of heritage 

 
The capacity to participate is according to Schlozman, Verba & Brady (1999) related to the 
individual’s resources of time, money and civic skills. These resources come from experiences 
at home, school, work as well from family circumstances and possible involvement in  
voluntary associations. 
 
Participation requires an investment in time, be it in being active with political activities (such 
as in the Civic Voluntarism Model) or in any other activity (Schlozman et al., 1999). The 
provision of money could also be important in facilitating citizen participation. Having money is 
especially important for political activity of citizens in the US (due to expensive campaigning 
costs that have to be covered) according to Schlozman et al. (1999). Also in the field of 
heritage, having economic resources might facilitate redevelopment by citizens, due to high 
costs for restauration and adaptation costs (Boon & Vehof, 2014). The same accounts for 
having time, due to (possible) lengthy redevelopment processes (Gelders Genootschap, 2012).  
 
Besides time and money, having the skills to use these resources effectively facilitates the 
capacity for citizens to participate. These skills are acquired during life; at home and in school 
and they later on further developed by education and occupation (Schlozman et al., 1999).  
According to the Civic Voluntarism Model, communication and organizational skills are 
important for political participation (Schlozman et al., 1999; Kirlin, 2003).  
Organizational skills can roughly be described as skills which are necessary for accomplishing 
tasks, for “knowing how to cope in an organizational setting” (Verba et al., 1995, as cited by 
Kirlin, 2003, p. 20). Specific skills include “Planning to take action”, “Planning and running 
meetings” and “Organizing to take action”2 (Boyte, 2000, as cited by Kirlin, 2003, p. 20; Verba 
et al., as cited by Kirlin, 2003, p. 20). According to Kirlin (2003, p. 20), these skills reflect the 
capacities needed to understand “the process side of participating” (Kirlin, 2003, p. 20).  
 
 

                                                           
2
 Because of the overlap with ‘Planning to take action’, no attention is paid to ‘Planning and running 

meetings’ in the operationalisation of this study (see appendix 2). 
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Communicative skills are more known for their practical basis, such as “writing letters”, “being 
proficient in the common spoke language”, “having a proficient vocabulary”3 and “doing oral 
presentations or speeches” (Verba et al., 1995, as cited by Kirlin, 2003, p. 20). Also belonging 
to this list is the capability to “adapt communication to different groups” (Batisttoni, 2000, as 
cited by Kirlin, 2003, p. 17) and “persuading others with the help of argumentation” 
(Batisttoni, 2000, as cited by Kirlin, 2003, pp. 17, 21).  
 
Kirlin (2003) adds to this set of abilities the skills of collective decision making and critical 
thinking. Political participation processes are often characterized by a wide range of different 
actors with different interests, and possessing this third skill could be useful. The skill of 
collective decision making includes the interrelated skills of “expressing your own opinion”, 
“hearing other’s opinions” and “working towards a consensus (in case of conflicting opinions) 
for the collective or common good” (Kirlin, 2003, p. 21). This skill thus involves “interacting 
with others to promote personal and common interests” (Patrick, 2000, as cited by Kirlin, 
2003, p. 21).  
The last skill, critical thinking, is characterized by a general and broad nature. This skill includes 
identifying, analysing, explaining, synthesizing and describing political information and stand 
points, thinking critically and constructively on political views and formulating positions on 
political issues4 (Patrick, as cited by Kirlin, 2003). According to Kirlin (2003, p. 22), this set of 
skills “is how you distinguish describing political activities from describing historical activities or 
any other category of knowledge”.  
 
Having these abilities might be of relevance in initiating a redevelopment, due to required 
communication and possible negotiation with the local government and other parties. 
Possessing the ability to plan the lengthy process of the redevelopment could also be useful. 
Besides these skills, it could help to have experiences within the world of real estate and 
construction to operate effectively (Boon & De Zeeuw, 2011).   
However, Van de Wijdeven et al., (2013, p. 23) explicitly emphasize that citizens expand their 
civil skills during the setup of a citizen initiative. The research of Oude Vrielink and Van de 
Wijdeven (2007) illustrates that citizens acquire different skills during the start and execution 
of an initiative, varying from gaining specific knowledge to acquiring better communicative 
skills (as cited by Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013).  
 
Within the general theoretical literature on participation, it is claimed that when people have 
the appropriate skills and resources, they are more able to participate (Lowndes & Pratchett, 
2006). But among which individuals are these skills and resources best to be found?  

                                                           
3
 Because of overlap, several mentioned phrases have been composed to one phrase in this study (see 

appendix 2: Operationalisation): for ‘Writing letters’, ‘Being proficient in the common spoken language’ 
and ‘Having a proficient vocabulary’, an alternative phrase for this study has been made which covers 
these three sentences. This alternative is specified to formal communication, which is of relevance for 
communicating with a government in case of a redevelopment.  
4
  Although Kirlin (2003, p. 22) specifically  links this skill to political participation, having this skill may be 

of relevance for initiating a redevelopment. After all, initiators of redevelopment have to deal with 
political information. Due to broad description of this skill in the theoretical chapter, an alternative 
phrase has been made for this study which can be found in appendix 2: Operationalisation. 
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Traditionally, someone’s socio-economic status [SES] is generally seen as an important 
predictor in someone’s (political) participation. Verba et al. (1995) stated that “those with 
higher education, higher income and higher-status jobs –are more active in politics” (Verba et 
al., 1995, as cited by Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013, p. 22). People with a low(er) socio-
economic status are often assumed to have less time and energy to participate, due to the fact 
that this group is constantly focused on keeping track of their daily lives (RMO, 2007, as cited 
by Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013). Besides time and money, civic skills are more commonly 
found among the better educated and the better paid: those of higher economic status 
(Lowndes & Pratchett, 2006). The Dutch authors Bovens and Wille also noticed in their study of 
2010 that higher educated people are overrepresented in relation to actual undertaking 
participation. They even speak of the word “diploma democracy” (Bovens & Wille, 2010, as 
cited by Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013, p. 22). Having a high educational status as predictor for 
civic participation is also underlined in international literature (Burr, Caro & Moorhead, 2002). 
This overrepresentation of people with a higher socio-economic status can be explained by the 
better possibilities and capacities to participate: these are more found among people with a 
higher socio-economic status. This group has often better developed civic skills which ease the 
capacity to participate (Lowndes et al., 2006; Crenson, 1983; Marshall, 2004, as cited by Van 
de Wijdeven et al., 2013; Barkan, 2004).  
Van de Wijdeven et al. (2013) nevertheless emphasize that having a high socio-economic 
status is not solely a predictor of being part of a participation process. After all, participation 
could contain much more than the execution of civic skills. It is about citizens with ambition 
and interest who see opportunities to set up and embody an initiative in order for the 
common good. This public entrepreneurship could also be executed by citizen with different 
socio-economic backgrounds (Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013). This is underlined by Lowndes 
and Pratchett (2006, p. 2) who state: “None of the requisite skills and resources is exclusively 
the property of high socio-economic status”.  
 
Age is also mentioned in the scientific literature as a predictor of (non-)involvement of citizens 
in a participation process. Middle-aged adults and the young elderly are generally more likely 
to participate due to their better resources in time and money in comparison with younger age 
groups. They are often more strongly attached to a local community, due to the length of time 
that they reside in a community compared to younger age groups. Besides, they have better 
physical abilities in comparison with elder age groups (Burr et al., 2002).   
 
The element of gender also plays in role in civic participation processes. Conway, Steuernagel 
and Ahern (1997), as cited by Anthony, Knuth & Lauber, 2004, state that women are less likely 
to participate than men due to their perceived lack of efficacy of their actions.  Also the lesser 
accessibility to resources of women is traditionally mentioned to explain gender differences in 
participation (Schlozman, Burns & Verba, 1994, p. 964). However, this last element should be 
approached with caution, now that more women have financial resources.  
 
Also applying on initiating redevelopment?  
This tendency of high educated males of older age in participation processes could also be 
found among volunteers in the heritage sector. According to the research of Huysmans and De 
Haan (2007), which paid attention to the volunteering community within this sector, most of 
the volunteers are highly educated, male and with a tendency towards elder age groups. The 
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share of elder age groups has even increased within the period of 1995-2003 (Landelijk 
Kennisinstituut Cultuureducatie en Amateurkunst, 2014).  
 
Due to lack of data it is unclear whether this view could also be found among citizens that 
started the redevelopment process of heritage. Central in these projects is however that they 
are driven by “inspired fools” (translation RCA) who feel engaged to the object and location, 
and its corresponding history, regardless their capacities (Boon & De Zeeuw, 2011; Nationaal 
Programma Herbestemming, 2014).  
Participation in this field is off course smoothened by certain skills and resources, which is 
earlier explained: communication- and collective decision making skills due to communication 
and negotiation with different (government) actors, and organizational skills to plan the 
redevelopment process. Additional knowledge of real estate and construction further 
smoothen the pad to participation. The resources time and money do make the possible start 
of a redevelopment  easier, due to costly and lengthy redevelopment processes, allowing the 
expectation that the highly-educated and people with more time are more able to start these 
processes (Boon & De Zeeuw, 2011; Boon & Vehof, 2014; Gelders Genootschap, 2012).  
 
As explained above, gender, age and socio-economic status have indirect influence on the 
question whether or not to initiate a redevelopment by influencing the direct variables of 
financial means, time and skills. Only the latter three - the directly influencing variables - are 
being investigated in this study.  
 

3.2.3. The motivation to participate in the redevelopment of heritage 

 
In general, there is a diverse range of motivations for citizens to participate, varying from 
making a contribution for the common good to gaining personal benefits. According to Verba 
et al. (1995), there are four motivations for citizens to participation. The first one is the 
positive expectation that the individual has influence to change the current situation, while the 
three remaining motivations could be understand as ‘revenues’ in return for participation. 
These three motivations - civil, social and material based motivations - are about making a 
contribution for a better society (civil motivation), while the second and third motivation 
(social and material) are based on social and personal advantages of participation (Verba et al., 
as cited by Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013).  
 
These four motivations might also be of importance for the redevelopment of heritage. After 
all, individuals might initiate a redevelopment due to gaining personal profits (such as making 
financial profit) or due to making a contribution to society (by preserving heritage). Below is a 
list of motivations that I think are relevant in the redevelopment of heritage. Each of these 
motivations is explained by general literature on participation, later on specified for the field of 
heritage. 
 
 
 
 
 



    

 

30 

 

Dissatisfaction with the current situation  
An important motivation for citizens to participate is dissatisfaction with the current situation, 
public services and/or policy. Citizens experience imperfections and shortcomings in current 
policy or they feel that they are being negatively affected, and as reaction to this, citizens start 
to participate to ameliorate the situation (Lowndes et al., 2001; Verhoeven, 2009; Marshall, 
2004, as cited by Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013).  
Specht (2012) calls this dissatisfaction and frustration ‘voedingsbodem’, but adds to this that a 
specific ‘trigger’ is needed to become active (Specht, 2012, as cited by Van de Wijdeven et al., 
2013). According to Specht, a trigger is a specific incident - for example the intended closure of 
a community centre – which motivates citizens to act. The trigger not only motivates citizens 
who are already active, but triggers a wide range of citizens, including citizens that have not 
been active before. The trigger is often the starting point of a participation process (Specht, 
2013). 
Within the heritage field, citizens could be triggered to come into action due to the poor state 
of the building, structural vacancy or a threatening demolition (Nationaal Programma 
Herbestemming, 2014).  
 
Positive expectation to influence current situation 
Also the expectation is needed that citizens could positively influence the current situation. If 
citizens feel that they can’t influence collective outcomes, they won’t participate. Lacking a 
positive expectation to influence the situation has a paralyzing effect on citizens (Jones, 2003, 
as cited by Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013). So states Bolt (2005) that having the expectation 
that you can influence the current situation, is an important predictor of participation in the 
neighbourhood (Bolt, 2005). Having the positive expectation that your acting will have 
influence on the current situation is related to having trust in your capacities (Bolt, 2005; WRR, 
2012, as cited by Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013).  
Unfortunately no scientific literature has been found on this specific motivation in relation to 
the redevelopment of heritage. It is however obvious that having positive expectations 
towards own actions to preserve heritage, could be relevant as a motivation to participate in a 
redevelopment process.     
 
Affinity with the subject of heritage 
As earlier mentioned, the report on volunteers in the heritage sector state that volunteers 
participate due to their affinity with the subject. This group is often interested in the local 
history of their city or region. The wish to preserve heritage is an important factor to 
participate for volunteers in the heritage sector (Landelijk Kennisinstituut Cultuureducatie en 
Amateurkunst, 2014).  
Having interest in heritage is, probably, an important motivation to start a redevelopment 
process. After all, redevelopment is based on the wish to preserve built heritage. Starting a 
redevelopment process is in its turn motivated by engagement to a particular monumental 
object and/or by a specific place and its corresponding history, according to Nationaal 
Programma Herbestemming (2014). 
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Place attachment  
Someone’s identity and meaning is often tied to a particular place. Places, according to Malpas 
(2008), constitute our sense of our own identity and our feelings of belonging to those places. 
As Rose suggests: “One way in which identity is connected to a particular place is by a feeling 
that you belong to that place. It’s a place that you feel comfortable, or at home, because part 
of how you define yourself is symbolized by certain qualities of that place” (Rose, 1995, as 
cited by McDowell, 2008, p. 38).  
The quotation mentioned above shows that people could feel emotionally attached to 
particular places. This ‘place attachment’ is an “authentic and emotional bond with an 
environment” of an individual which has developed over time (Relph, 1976, as cited by 
Scannell & Gifford, 2009, p. 3). Places could evoke a wide range of individual emotions, varying 
from love to fear and hatred: the emotional bond is not necessarily positive (Scannell & 
Gifford, 2009). In general however, place attachment is linked to positive emotions (Giuliani, 
2003, as cited by Scannell & Gifford, 2009). So speaks Malpas of “sense of belonging” (2008, 
pp. 199-200), while other mention “feelings of pride and a general sense of well-being” (Brown 
et al., 2003, as cited by Scannell & Gifford, 2009, p. 3). These positive emotional bonds with 
places arise from personal memories tied to these places. The experiences that are gained in 
these places create individual meaning and individual attachment to these places and they 
form therefore a component of self-identity (Manzo, 2005, as cited by Scannell & Gifford, 
2009; Proshansky, as cited by Williams & Vaske, 2003).  
 
The importance of emotional bonds with localities in relation to citizen participation is shared 
internationally: “our thoughts, feelings and beliefs about our local community places impact 
our behaviours towards such places and how we might participate in local planning efforts” 
(Manzo & Perkins, 2006, p. 336). Bolt and Ter Maat (2005) also emphasize that individuals who 
feel connected with their local surroundings are more willing to participate. The same 
accounts for the research by Bakker et al (2011), who pinpoint the strong feelings of 
connection with the neighbourhood in relation to citizen involvement in a neighbourhood in 
Enschede (as cited by Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013). 
Due to the fact that heritage could contribute to a distinctive identity of a place - because of 
the (distinctive) architecture, historical or cultural value of the heritage - it helps to create a 
stronger sense of connection between people and their local surroundings. This could evoke 
feelings of ‘being home’, sense of security, pride and harmony and feelings of belonging to a 
group, such as explained in the theoretical framework (Bullen & Love, 2011; De Graaf et al., 
2014).  
As mentioned before, the Nationaal Programma Herbestemming (2014) also emphasizes that 
contributions of citizens in redeveloping heritage could arise from engagement with a specific 
place and its corresponding history.  
 
Duty 
Fulfilling your civic duty could be accounted as another motivation to participate. Individuals 
could feel a sense of responsibility to start participating (Tonkens & Verhoeven, 2011). The 
feeling of civic duty to preserve heritage could be relevant for citizens to participate in a 
redevelopment process.  
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Social motives 
Individuals could also start to participate due to social motivations. Van de Wijdeven et al., 
(2013) emphasize that individuals participate because they like the idea of being active with 
other people. Tonkens & Verhoeven (2011, pp. 45-46) mention in their research on citizen 
initiatives nine other social motivations of individuals to participate, namely “doing something 
for others”, “getting appreciation by others”, “being a role model for others”, “Getting to know 
your neighbours and other inhabitants of the neighbourhood”, “nobody else could/would do 
it”, “not being able to say no”, “being excited to participate”, “to understand other people”, 
“being part of a group/community”5.  
This last element is also underlined in the model Lowndes et al. (2006) which states that 
people are more willing to participate if they feel to be part of a community. In contrast, the 
sense of being an outsider can decrease participation (Lowndes et al., 2006).   
Social motives could also be relevant for citizens to initiate a redevelopment, especially if the 
process is initiated by a number of citizens.   
 
Self- interest 
Obtaining personal profit could also form as motivations to participation. Self-interests 
motivations are gaining financial profit and gaining new knowledge, skills and contacts that are 
relevant for your career (Tonkens & Verhoeven, 2011).  
Another motivation in this category is participating for reasons of personal growth. This last 
example of personal motivations can also be found in studies about motivations for voluntary 
work (Anderson & Moore, 1978; Jenner, 1982 both cited by Clary et al., 1998).     
Personal interest motives are also applicable within the field of redevelopment of heritage, for 
example financial profit (rental income, higher market value) or learning relevant career 
contacts. Another important self-interest motivation for redevelopment is of course the 
prospect in progress by chasing a better home or workplace.    
 
Pragmatic motivation  
Tonkens & Verhoeven (2011) round this list with pragmatic motivations to participate. This 
means that individuals participate in order to make a contribution for the improvement of the  
collective good, but which, at the same time, benefits themselves. An example of this is 
cleaning litter of the street where you live in (Tonkens & Verhoeven, 2011).  
Initiating a redevelopment in order to improve the neighbourhood or city might be a 
pragmatic motivation specified to this research subject.   
 
 

                                                           
5
 Clearly, not all of these motivations are relevant in practice for this study. The  motivations of ‘Doing 

something for others’, ‘Not being able to say no’, ‘Being excited to participate’ , ‘To better know your 
neighbours and other inhabitants’ and ‘To understand other people’ are left out in this study. Therefore 
has been chosen because it is assumed that initiating a redevelopment is not about pleasing other 
people, understanding other people or being enthusiastic to participate in participation process. After 
all, someone’s engagement with the object, its history and its location are far more important in this 
field, as described earlier.  The motivation ‘Getting to know your neighbours or other inhabitants of the 
neighbourhood’ shows overlap with ‘being part of a group/community’ and/or ‘being active with others’ 
and is therefore left out in this study (See appendix 2: Operationalisation). 
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3.2.4. The invitation to participate in the redevelopment of heritage 

 
The last element is invitation. Research has shown that people are often willing to participate 
if they are asked to participate (Verba et al., as cited by Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013). Being 
invited could be understood in a more implicit way: having the feeling that your contributions 
will be validated and appreciated is also a form of invitation (Van de Wijdeven et al., 2013).  
 
Barkan (2004) also underlines the effect of recruitment by friends and associates. He states 
that “people may have the resources and engagement (…) but still remain inactive unless 
asked by their network members to take part” (Barkan, 2004, p. 916).  Besides networks of 
family and friends, networks are also found in voluntary organizations and work settings. 
People with greater involvement in networks are therefore more likely to be recruited to 
participate. Especially when citizens are part of a voluntary organization linked to heritage, 
being invited into participation is very likely (Barkan, 2004). (Local) governments can also play 
an inviting role in inviting citizens to participate, which is further explained in next section.  
 

3.3. Planning instruments influencing citizen participation  
 
Whereas the last paragraph informed about the factors that influence the participation of 
individual citizens in redevelopment, this paragraph is centred around the role of public 
authorities in the participation process. By using various planning instruments, (local) 
authorities can stimulate the citizen’s input.  
 
Planning (steering) instruments, according to De Bruijn and Ten Heuvelhof (1991), can be 
defined as means to realise certain aims. Steering is to be seen as using target-conform 
influence. Essential is the targetness of steering: in order to plan or steer, an actor must have 
set aims. There are various planning instruments for (local) authorities (De Bruijn & Ten 
Heuvelhof, 1991; Van den Heuvel, 2005):  

- The oldest ones, first generation planning instruments, comprise the issue of law and 
statute rules. Characteristic is their unilateral and direct nature. An authority, out of its 
public law nature, imposes orders on or bans certain behaviour (De Bruijn & Ten 
Heuvelhof, 1991). 
Local authorities possess some steering instruments that have a relation with heritage 
redevelopment: for instance, the (local) execution of the (national) law concerning 
monument care or the embedding of cultural-historical values in a zoning plan 
(Jordans, 2012; Ministerie van Onderwijs, Cultuur & Wetenschap, 2009). Local 
authorities may introduce a (partly) flexible zoning plan, as tight, inflexible plans often 
result in long and expensive redevelopment courses if changes in the plan in the 
course of a redevelopment must be made (Harmsen & Van der Waal, 2008; Van Laar, 
2013).  

- The second generation planning instruments have been developed after the 
awareness that certain problems could not be solved by unilateral, public law rules by 
the government (De Bruijn & Ten Heuvelhof, 1991). When more actors were involved 
in a policy problem, the unilateral behaviour of one actor (the government) proved to 
result in a lack of legitimacy and acceptance at the part of the other actors. The second 
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generation instruments give a steering that is to be seen as a mix of consultation, 
influence and conciliation. These instruments therefore have a stimulating character 
and form a supplement to the first generation instruments. Only in a very limited 
number of cases they could evolve into a complete alternative to the first generation 
instruments (Van den Heuvel, 2005; De Bruijn & Ten Heuvelhof, 1991).  
 

According to Van den Heuvel (2005), second generation planning instruments can be 
subdivided into: 

- Juridical instruments that, instead of the first generation instruments, have a private 
law nature and are meant to have a horizontal effect: agreements between a local 
authority and a private market party on, for instance, the purchase of a building/site, 
or a PPC (Public Private Cooperation). These private law agreements enable local 
authorities to uphold their scheduled targets and desired qualities, for the 
redevelopment of heritage.  For private parties, financial motivations are central for 
such forms of cooperation. However, a well-though tuning between government and 
market party must be considered in this kind of construction; poor tuning between the 
actor, lack of trust and openness and insufficient attention for motives and need of the 
cooperation may jeopardize a good result. Composing the financial responsibilities of 
every party in advance, may help to overcome these difficulties (Van den Heuvel, 
2005; Harmsen & Van der Waal, 2008; Lousberg, 2012).  

- Financial instruments: subsidies, loans with low interest rates and bank guarantees 
may stimulate, or when they lack, may discourage choices. In this respect, you can 
think of various municipal restoration funds for the redevelopment, restoration and 
maintenance of municipal monuments (Van den Heuvel, 2005). 

- Communicative instruments; these instruments comprise the mutual conveyance of 
information between the local authorities and the actors involved. The instrument 
consists of supplying and exchanging information. By way of supplying information on 
alternatives and their consequences, the knowledge of the actors involved can be 
steered. These instruments come in many forms: advices, expert consultations, 
lectures, new letters, etc. So local authorities may have exploratory talks with potential 
initiators of redevelopment or serve as a knowledge desk in order to enlarge the 
chances for redevelopment. Sound information supply about redevelopment may 
stimulate owners, real estate firms and initiators to fully investigate development 
possibilities. These possibilities can also be improved by the proactive approach of 
structurally vacant buildings/sites by the municipal government. Authorities may 
establish a registration desk for vacant buildings through which the supply of vacancy 
can be linked to the demand for space. Municipal authorities may, as a way of 
promoting a well-thought out plan, organise preliminary consultations between an 
initiator and all other parties involved for the exchange of experience and knowledge. 
In these consultations, municipal authorities may already treat the question whether a 
redevelopment plan fits within the broader zoning plan and whether environmental 
laws and monument criteria can be met. Besides, the local authorities may press to an 
inventory to a favourable financial construction, fiscal advantages and subsidies (De 
Bruijn & Ten Heuvelhof, 1991; Harmsen & Van der Waal, 2008; Rijksdienst voor het 
Cultureel Erfgoed, 2013b).  
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3.4. Final words  
 
Citizens initiating redevelopment appears to be partially influenced by various individual 
factors; capacities, motivations and invitations. As was explained in this chapter, this 
participation is quite often the result of a strong motivation of citizens to redevelop. It is often 
the ‘inspired fool’ that feels entwined with an object of heritage and its adjoining history or 
location. The capacities may however very much ease the start of redevelopment, considering 
the time-consuming and the expensive nature of such a process. The same goes for the role of 
public authorities through the use of their planning instruments. In the empirical part of this 
research, attention will be given to the mentioned factors and concepts in the theoretical 
framework.  
Because various authors underline the importance of invitation for participation in general 
sense – so not specifically targeted on participation in the field of heritage redevelopment – 
this factor will also be considered in this research.  
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Chapter 4 Methodology 
 

4.1. Conceptual model 
 
As explained in the third chapter, three factors can be distinguished that explain why citizens 
come into action. These three factors - the capacity to participate, the motivation to 
participate and being invited to participate -  are necessary for participation by citizens.  
For citizen participation in the field of redevelopment these three factors are also important.  
After all, also in this field citizens need to have the capabilities and the will to initiate a 
redevelopment. No literature was found about  the third characteristic: being invited to 
participate in such a process. Due to its importance for participation in general, this last factor, 
however, must be paid attention to. Because these three factors could vary per person, they 
are brought together in the conceptual model under the heading ‘Personal characteristics 
citizen’ (Figure 4).  
Besides these three personal characteristics, citizen participation in redevelopment is also 
influenced by external characteristics. These external characteristics could appear as object-
related factors and as planning instruments, the latter deployed by the local government. 
Because of the (possible) stimulating effect, they are called incentives. For example, a subsidy 
could encourage individuals to initiate a redevelopment, while strict regulation could stand in 
the way of citizen participation.   
 
As earlier mentioned, citizen participation in this study is concretized to taking initiative and/or 
filling-in the redevelopment, including the (co-)financing of it. 
 
Figure 4: Conceptual model  

 
 
 
(Source: Own research, 2016) 
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As explained in the introduction, a difference between citizen participation in Deventer and in 
Doetichem can be noticed. The question now is, which personal characteristics and/or 
incentives account for this difference.   
 
In order to avoid a strong overlap with the theoretical framework, the content of the different 
terms influencing the participation of citizens are explained in appendix 2; operationalisation 
of the research.  
 

4.2. Research strategy 
 
A qualitative research design is chosen for this study, because qualitative research has the 
purpose to describe in a detailed way the behaviour of people and its underlying meaning and 
to understand and to explain this behaviour (Boeije, et al., 2009, p. 254). Describing and 
explaining why citizens initiate a redevelopment and how local governments might facilitate 
this decision is central to this research.   
 
The citizen who initiates the redevelopment and/or who fills-in the redevelopment, and who 
(co-)finances it forms the research unit (‘onderzoekseenheid’) in this study. Qualitative 
research is characterized by few research units, due to the in-depth description of behaviour 
and meanings in a particular context (Boeije et al., 2009).  
 
On the basis of the study of redevelopment processes in both Deventer and Doetinchem, I 
have tried to obtain a detailed description why citizens decide to initiate a redevelopment and 
how local governments might influence this decision by the deployment of different planning 
instruments.  
Case studies depict, according to Baarda et al. (2013), an overall picture of a phenomenon in a 
particular context. Within this research, such a phenomenon is the decision of citizens to 
initiate a redevelopment and how this decision might be facilitated by municipal governments. 
Due to the high amount of development projects initiated by citizens in a particular 
neighbourhood in Deventer, this district could function as an example for the inner city of 
Doetinchem.  
Due to the limited number of cases in this research, it is not possible to generalize to similar 
situations. Generally applicable results on the given support by local governments to influence 
the decision to initiate a redevelopment can’t be provided. After all, every redevelopment 
process is unique. Instead, this research gives a detailed description on how a local 
government could support citizens in their decision to initiate such a process, which might help 
redevelopment projects in the future.  
 

4.3. Selection of the cases 
 
As mentioned in the introduction, the city of Deventer is presented as an inspiring example for 
Doetinchem in the field of redevelopment of built heritage by citizens. This interest of 
Doetinchems officials in the successful experiences finds its origin in the recent policy plans for 
the development of the inner city of Doetinchem. Within these plans redevelopment is 
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labelled as important because historical buildings contribute to a positive experience of the 
city. Participation of the Doetinchem citizen in the preservation of heritage is therefore a 
policy aim of the local government (Gemeente Doetinchem, 2014). 
 
Since 2012, in the Deventer Harbour quarter, citizens have initiated redevelopments of 
buildings with cultural-historical values, which has been facilitated by the municipality of 
Deventer. At this moment, the majority of these buildings at the ‘Eerste havenarm’- the area 
closest to the inner city - has already received a new function.  Because of the recently started 
development in this area, a choice was made for this part of the Deventer Harbour Quarter.  
The initiators of redevelopment were selected by the availability of their personal data on the 
internet. Because I had no insight in the official registration data of the Deventer buildings, I 
could only make use of the internet. Potential interviewees were at first approached by mail. 
In the absence of response, the potential interviewee was approached by telephone or by a 
short letter. Considering the fact that the thesis had to be finished in a particular timeframe, 
the time factor also played an important role in the selection of the interviewees.  
 
In the case of Doetinchem, I approached initiators that have initiated a redevelopment in or 
nearby the inner city. This location was chosen because of the political interest in the inner 
city. Thanks to the municipal databank, personal data were easily acquired. In the case of 
Doetinchem, potential interviewees were approached by mail.   
 

4.4. Data collection 
 
Use has been made of different qualitative data collection methods, namely interviews and the 
study of existing material (desk research) (Baarda et al., 2013). Using different methods for 
data collection (method triangulation) increases the validity of the research. Validity concerns 
the degree in which research results form an valid representation of the phenomenon in 
reality; a high degree of validity is beneficial for the quality of the research  (Baarda et al. 
2013).      
 
The first three sub questions are answered by reviewing scientific literature. This literature 
research on (the preservation of) heritage and citizen participation forms the backbone for the 
empirical research, which paves the way for answering the remaining sub questions. For 
answering the empirical sub questions use has been made of desk research and ten oral topic-
interviews with actors involved.   
Topic-interviews are characterised by the use of pre-composed topics, but meanwhile, it 
allows interviewees to bring up other relevant topics and information. In this interview form, 
the interviewer is inspired by the remarks of the interviewee, but at the same time, takes care 
that all topics are treated. This form is chosen because every redevelopment is unique. After 
all, receiving subsidy, for instance, might not be relevant in every redevelopment case. Making 
use of a structured interview with pre-defined questions is therefore not suitable.  
 
Via propositions written down on little cards, the initiators of redevelopment have been asked 
for their motivations to initiate this redevelopment process. Because of the multiplicity of the 
specific motivations, use has been made of specific propositions matching the motivations in 
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the theoretical framework. Piece by piece,  these propositions, written on cards were read out 
loud by the interviewer. The interviewee was asked to appoint the motivations which were 
(not) important in initiating the redevelopment. Hereafter, the little card could be put on a 
green sheet of paper (=motivation was important to initiate redevelopment) or a red sheet of 
paper (motivation was not important to start redevelopment OR the motivation was not 
relevant in this specific redevelopment context). The interviewee was asked to clarify his/her 
choices. In order to acquire a complete picture, interviewee could also bring up other relevant 
motivations, which had not been mentioned. Eventually, the interviewee was asked to select 
the most important motivation for initiating this redevelopment process.  
By this specific way of questioning, underlying motivations for redevelopment can directly be 
sought, which contribute to a complete and detailed view on the motivations. In case of an 
open question, the risk could emerge that relevant motivations are not mentioned due to fact 
that the interviewee did not thought about it during the interview.  
 
This method for data collection shows similarities with the Q-method, which is focused on 
tracing subjective information. By this method, interviewees are subjected to “pronunciations 
which are representative for the discussion around a certain topic” (Brown, 1980, as cited by 
Van Baren, 2001, p. 70). The interviewee is ordered to arrange these pronunciations – for 
instance sorting by the degree of desirability. Due to the mandatory execution of arrangement, 
awareness on this topic should occur by the interviewee, which is beneficiary for the quality of 
the response. Although the interviewee in this research is not obliged to execute an overall 
arrangement, this method of questioning surely shows which motivations are important and 
which are less important. Also, differences and similarities between the given motivations of 
the different interviewees can easily be found (Kralendonk, 2009; Van Baren, 2001).  
The civic skills have also been asked by propositions, namely via a Likert response scale. This 
method is often used to measure opinions, attitudes and knowledge of (large groups of) 
people. In this way of asking, the interviewee is asked to react on propositions by means of 
crossing in a certain response category, varying from strongly disagreeing to strongly agreeing 
(the response category ‘not relevant’ was also included) (Verhoeven, 2010). This method of 
asking was chosen to measure someone’s civic skills at a particular moment. The interviewees 
were asked to fill in the skills which were present at the start (the idea to redevelop) and the 
end of the decision-making process (the actual decision to redevelop). By measuring different 
moments, improvement of the skills can be researched.  
 
In order to improve the validity of the research I have chosen to interview multiple relevant 
actors who were involved in initiating a redevelopment. By interviewing multiple parties, the 
chances are higher that the research corresponds with reality. In both cities, relevant civil 
servants have been questioned about the ways in which the local governments have facilitated 
citizens in initiating a redevelopment. As earlier mentioned, citizens are also interviewed. They 
have been asked about their personal characteristics and how these characteristics were 
important in their decision to initiate a redevelopment. They have also been asked about the 
(possible) municipal facilitation which could have helped them to decide on a redevelopment.    
In both cities, four citizens have been interviewed and one civil servant, which makes ten 
interviewees in total.  
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The interviews took place in July and August. In order to reach a complete research, the oral 
interviews have been recorded, providing that permission was given. To increase the validity of 
the research, the interviews have been typed out literally. Afterwards, the typed-out 
interviews have been send to the interviewees, therefore giving them the chance to add 
relevant information and to make some minor changes. Some interviewees made use of this 
possibility. The interviews are manually analysed with the help of a coding scheme (Appendix 
3: coding scheme).  
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Chapter 5 Results 
 
This chapter contains the findings of the interviews that were held with eight citizens that 
initiated and/or were responsible for filling-in the redevelopment; four of them in Deventer, 
the other four in Doetinchem. This chapter is made up of two parts, one about the Deventer 
Harbour quarter, the other about Doetinchem, followed by a comparison between the 
Deventer cases and those in Doetinchem. Each part starts with a general description of the 
situation in which the redevelopment took place. These descriptions are based on municipal 
policy papers and interviews with two civil servants involved. The middle section is formed by 
the description of every individual redevelopment project. At the end, the results of the 
interviews are presented in line with the theoretical framework.  

5.1. Deventer  

5.1.1. Development Deventer Harbour quarter  

 
In the twenties of the last century, on the initiative of  
alderman Mr. H. F. de Boer, the digging of an inner harbour 
started: the Deventer Harbour quarter (Figure 5). The then 
already existing harbour was not considered to be fit for the 
expected large scale harbour and other industrial activities 
(Havenkwartier Deventer, 2016; Departement Tijdelijke 
Ordening, 2015a). 
 
In the following years the harbour was enlarged by the 
digging of a second and third arm. Large scale production 
companies settled in the area. The favourable location 
resulted in the harbour being an important storage and 
transit facility for raw materials and agricultural products. 
The quarter’s icon, the 51-meter-tall CODO-silo 
(‘Coöperatieve Op- en overslag Deventer en Omstreken’) 
dates back from these years (photo 3). From the seventies on, due to a decrease of harbour 
related activities and an international economic recession the area deteriorated 
(Havenkwartier Deventer, 2016; Departement Tijdelijke Ordening, 2015a).  
 
In order to revitalize the area, in the nineties, the goal was set to have the new head office of 
Wolters Kluwer Publishers establish in the area. Therefore the city of Deventer bought a lot of 
real estate, but eventually this plan did not become a success. As an alternative, a Public 
Private Cooperation-construction (PPC-construction) was designed, in which the city of 
Deventer, in cooperation with two private parties, was to develop large scale housing. The 
existing buildings in the area would have to make way for residential towers and urban villas. 
In 2001 all parties involved designed a masterplan (Havenkwartier Deventer, 2016; 
Departement Tijdelijke Ordening, 2015a).  
 

Figure 5: Situation Harbour 

quarter Deventer 

(Source: Gemeente Deventer, 2010, p. 7)  
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At the end of 2004 this plan and the PPC-construction were suspended, due to protests of 
nearby companies, because of the plan not being financially feasible and because priorities 
shifted to other parts of the city (Havenkwartier Deventer, 2016; Departement Tijdelijke 
Ordening, 2015a). 
In that same period, cultural organisation Kunstenlab Deventer in cooperation with the city 
and SIED (Stichting Industrieel Erfgoed Deventer, which is a volunteer organisation focused on 
industrial heritage) organized an art-manifestation in various buildings in the harbour area. 
The manifestation’s idea was that these buildings, taken together, could serve as a breeding 
place for the creative sector in Deventer. The manifestation also fitted well in the provincial 
project about revitalization of industrial terrains and industrial heritage (Departement 
Tijdelijke Ordening, 2015b; Gemeente Deventer, 2012). After the manifestation, many artists 
and creative entrepreneurs presented themselves to move into the buildings in this area. A 
number of premises were designated as a  ‘creative incubator’ (Departement Tijdelijke 
Ordening, 2015b, p. 2). “The already existing interest from the creative sector for this location 
and the experiences from elsewhere with creative breeding places as an engine of territorial 
development” was underlying (Gemeente Deventer, 2009 p. 1). 
In order to house a dynamic creative sector, “an explicit choice is made for a balanced mix of 
autonomous artists (expressive, theatre and music) and more commercial creative firms 
(modellers, advisors, designers)”(Gemeente Deventer 2009, p. 2). The tenants-to-be could 
accommodate themselves for a period of five years at a modest rent in this municipal real 
estate at the first arm of the harbour (the area closest to the inner city). At the end of this 
rental period in July 2012, it was expected that the initial masterplan for large scale housing 
would be realized. By investing 1.3 million euro in this area at the first arm- provided by city of 
Deventer and Province of Overijssel - the chosen premises could be made wind- and 
waterproof and the uneconomic rent for the city could be reimbursed (Departement Tijdelijke 
Ordening, 2015a; Departement Tijdelijke Ordening, 2015b). 
 
When the real estate crisis emerged in 2008 it became clear that the masterplan with its large 
scale housing was no longer realistic and the plan was now rejected. New ways were sought; 
those were aimed at the qualities already present in the area:  the buildings as well as the 
people. A new development strategy, called the ‘Flemish Model’, was designed with the help 
of a urban developer. A development in steps with some communal values within this scenario 
was presented: “heritage as an inspiration, development in time, a favoured living and working 
in the city, discovery of the harbour and a sanctuary for ideas” (Havenkwartier Deventer, 
2016). A flexible zoning plan and a quality plan formed the accompanying planning instruments 
for the city of Deventer in order to realize this organic growth. The motto was “Less ruling, 
more setting free (although fitting-in the existing policy frame)” (Departement Tijdelijk 
Ordening,  2015a, p. 3, translation RCA). In this way the model sought “to offer room and 
freedom to a multitude of functions, where inhabitants, visitors and entrepreneurs can dream, 
where they challenge each other and inspire” (Havenkwartier Deventer, 2016). 
 
The ‘Flemish Model’ was adopted in 2009 by the municipal executive and was elaborated in a 
development plan. Whereas the emphasis within the developing of the area was formerly on 
cultural activities, now there was more room for living, working and leisure. Room for 
construction in self-control for future housing and housing in the previous industrial premises 
was permitted (Gemeente Deventer, 2010; Department Tijdelijke Ordening, 2015a; 
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Havenkwartier Deventer, 2016). Today this functional mix can be found everywhere in the 
area: living, working, and leisure in the harbour quarter.   
 
When the temporary rents were ended in 2012, many of the artists ‘of the first hour’ decided 
to leave because of the high prices of sale and rent. A few stayed and decided to buy the 
properties. From 2013 on, more and more municipal real estate was sold, under the duty to 
restore for maintaining the cultural-historical value of the buildings (Departement Tijdelijke 
Ordening, 2015ab; Havenkwartier Deventer, 2016).  
  

5.1.2. Cases Deventer Harbour area  

 

1. From blacksmith to art studio 
 
After having worked for a long time in a small studio in the centre of Deventer, a former 
ironmongery and blacksmith forge in the harbour area – built in 1931-, offered a good chance 
for the better for this artist duo (Photo 1) (I’m Architecten, 2009). After they had said to the 
‘KunstenLab’ that they were interested in renting a place in the harbour area, they got this 
opportunity to rent here. They choose this building because of the size and because they got 
the disposal of the total building for themselves. Halfway august 2007 they moved in. Thanks 
to a small own investment, the building 
became more comfortable: windows were 
replaced and a toilet and kitchen unit were 
installed. At the end of the term of rent, the 
local government put forward the idea of 
buying the building, under the obligation of 
restoration. In February 2013, the duo 
bought the property and the activities for 
the restoration started. Part of the cost was 
covered by a subsidy of the Province of 
Overijssel (Provincie Overijssel, 2013). In the 
summer of 2014, a hotel room was built on 
top of the building. 

 
 

 
  

Photo 1: Redeveloped into art studio 

(Source: Own research, 2016) 
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2. From warehouse to business complex 
 
The interviewee, the initiator of a business complex for one-man companies in spatial planning 
and real estate, had rented in the Havenkwartier since the beginning of the redevelopment of 
the quarter. He was not allowed to buy the first building that he was renting, due to the closed 
and private function of the activities. Thanks to political support it was possible to buy another 
building in this quarter, under the condition that this building was restored. This warehouse, 
built in 1955, was part of Van den Berg & Co, a wholesale in ironmongery with more buildings 

in the harbour quarter (Photo 
2). Thanks to a large and much 
needed restoration,  the 
building became liveable at the 
start of 2015 (I’m Architecten, 
2009). The province of 
Overijssel subsidized (a 
maximum of) 100.000 euro, 
which covered a large part of 
the cost for restoration and 
redevelopment (Provincie 
Overijssel, 2014b).    

 
 

 

3. From silo to housing accommodation 
 
In order to catch attention for the redevelopment 
of this unused silo (earlier mentioned in paragraph 
5.1.1), the local government decided in 2011 to 
send it in for a European architecture contest (Photo 
3). This contest was put up for young European 
architects who wish to develop urban architectural 
ideas for buildings and areas in European cities. The 
idea to use the silo for horticulture or city gardening - 
cultivation on different levels - won the contest (De 
Erfgoedstem, 2011).  
 
However, this plan soon appeared to be not financially 
feasible, because of the very high cost for rebuilding. 
The silo deteriorated quickly; stones were falling 
down. The local heritage association, 
Erfgoedvereniging Stichting Industrieel Erfgoed 
Deventer [SIED], a volunteer group of interested 
people in industrial heritage, was very concerned 
about this. The interviewee is a member of this group. 

Photo 2: Redeveloped into business complex  

(Source: Own Research)  

(Source: Own research)  

Photo 3:  Is being redeveloped into 
residential accommodation  
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She, together with her partner, got the idea to move into the silo. Of course, therefore it was 
necessary to rebuild the silo for residential purpose.  Thanks to the flexible zoning plan, 
residing in the silo was allowed. Initially, the city government was surprised about the 
residential plan because it was expected that a company would settle in the building. Also, 
some concerns about the safety requirements were raised. However, due to political support 
and a well-elaborated plan the residential function was approved in 2014. The local 
government demanded that a social function was given to the ground floor in order to prevent 
a closed private object. For the buyers that was no problem and they became the owners of 
the building at the end of 2014. Meanwhile the activities for renovation had already started. 
Thanks to financing in advance by the local government, the concrete renovation started 
before the sale was agreed upon. Later on, the renovation of the roof began.  A part of the 
cost was covered by a provincial subsidy, granted in 2015 (Provincie Overijssel, 2015). It is 
expected that the rebuilding for the residential function will be finished at the end of 2017. 
The rebuilding of the ground floor is scheduled to finish in spring 2017.  
 

4. From warehouse to coffee company 

This warehouse, built in 1948, housed the company Van den Berg & Co, a wholesale company  
in steel pipes (Photo 4). The building consists of a big storage room and a little office.  In 2014  
the government of Deventer put this building for sale under the condition of restoration. 
Potential buyers had to present their plans with a description of the future function. The local 
government had the wish that the building would accommodate businesses of which the 

activities were visible from the street. The 
minimum price was 125.000 euro (Gemeente 
Deventer, 2014a, pp. 4, 9-11). The interviewee 
was selected from a group of six interested 
people.  Halfway 2015 the building came in the 
possession of the interviewee.  He is planning to 
open an energy-efficient coffee-roasting house, 
a demonstration room for the making of coffee 
and a coffee bar, to be opened in November 
2016. The interviewee made a request for 
provincial subsidy - with the help of an expert - 
which was completely granted.  
 

 
 

5.1.3. Factors and incentives in the Deventer Harbour quarter 

 
Object factors 
The harbour quarter is situated near the centre of Deventer and comprises various buildings, 
varying in volume and state of maintenance. Because their original function was storage hall, 
production hall or silo, the buildings were not fit for their new function of workshop, house, 
studio or office space. The buildings are not monuments, but they have been designated as 
being of cultural-historical value.  

Photo 4: Is being redeveloped into coffee 
company  

(Source: Own research)  
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For the interviewees the location was an important incentive for redeveloping the buildings. 
The nearby railway station and the inner city were highly valued by them. For the coffee firm, 
with its cafe, the central position is important; much of the catering work will be done by 
students, who mostly depend on public transportation or bike. The artists and the spatial 
designers appreciate the nearby inner city and station for visitors that do not travel by car. On 
the other hand the nearby motorway is important too for them. So the artist stated that the 
accessibility was of high importance for them: “Leaving the highway and travelling by train and 
foot is all very easy”6.  Coincidentally, every interviewee appreciates the location because of 
the closeness to their private homes.  
 
Next to the location, it was also the volume of the building that was decisive for establishing 
here. Whereas in the theoretical framework a big building is primarily seen as 
disadvantageous, because of the high restoration cost and therefore the (economic) need to 
house more than one function, the greater part of the interviewees does not oppose to a large 
building. So for the initiator of the business complex his building offered the potential to have 
his firm grow. The initiator of the silo valued the office function at the ground floor greatly for 
contributing to a vivid mix of housing and working. The coffee entrepreneur, too, did not see a 
problem in the volume of his warehouse, because that size offered chances for establishing a 
mix of functions, that all have to do with coffee. The artist duo, on the contrary, like the fact to 
be established in a smaller building, because they feel more free to go their own way. 
 
In spite of all the buildings not being in a good state of maintenance prior to the 
redevelopment process, that obviously did not stop the interviewees from initiating the 
redevelopment. For the silo-initiator (the building was surrounded by fences, because of the 
falling pieces of concrete) it was indeed an important stimulus. So she said: “Just one time bad 
luck and the discussion about tearing down the building starts. That is what I want to avoid.” 
At the same time, the financial compensation from the province for the restoration appears to 
be important for most of the interviewees for getting most of the cost covered.  
 
The four buildings do not have the status of national or local monument, but they have been 
designated as cultural-historical valuable, which granted the initiators the possibility of 
provincial subsidies. Yet, the interviewees do not seem to have been led by this, since, in 
advance, there was no guarantee for compensation.  
The silo initiator remarks to be happy about the fact of the building not having another form of 
protected status. She said that owners of national monuments have almost no freedom in 
making adaptations to the object, and the surplus of a local status is for her negligible, due to a 
slow application procedure at the Deventer Restoration Fund.  
 
 
 
 
Motivations  

                                                           
6
 The quotes of the interviewees have been translated from Dutch into English by R.C. Alferink    
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Three of the four interviewees initiated redeveloping because they were looking for a better 
place for work or business. One of them looked for a spacious high and open studio, another 
for a big open space to house an expending firm and the third one looked for an open space in 
which more functions could be established. The silo-initiator did not so much look for an 
improvement in housing comfort – “we now have an excellent home” – but more for an 
unique dwelling. “For us the houses in self-control in the harbour area were not that 
attractive”.  
Other arguments mentioned were also based on the idea of own interest. “For us, image is 
very important, we use these premises as our visiting card. The building itself and the area: it 
all positively works for us artists to be here. The same line of thinking came from the business 
complex initiator. “We want to distinguish ourselves; we cannot do that on a few boring 
square meters or a dull office”. It is the artists that state that redevelopment was for them also 
a financially rational decision. “We bought this building because we have no pensions. This 
building actually is partly in order to create capital. (…) We saw this developing area and we 
thought being here could be a wise investment”. This financial motivation did not apply to 
other initiators. 
 
The silo initiator remarks she wanted to preserve the silo. She said: “My heart is with industrial 
heritage”, and she continues by saying: “To avoid the tearing down of the building was my 
main motivation for starting this process”. For the other interviewees the imminent demolition 
was not a relevant motivation for developing, although they underline the thought that they 
are glad to have been able to contribute to maintaining the premises. “I would feel sorry to see 
such a building disappear, after all it is a part of the Deventer history (studio initiator). 
Initiating the redevelopment actions was seen by some interviewees as a civil duty, a duty to 
contribute to redevelopment of the Harbour quarter. Initiating the silo project was seen as a 
must for preserving the image defining character of the silo for the harbour and for the rest of 
Deventer. Other people, too, state to have dealt out of sense of duty. “I consider it a duty to 
invest in the place where you live. I have the opportunities and this was the chance to choose 
a place that contributes to the harbour area’s development, through which you give an extra 
boost to this area” (coffee entrepreneur). And one of the artists: “It sounds a bit heavy, the 
word duty, but that is what it is. (…). I would like to contribute to a place where I feel linked 
to”. 
From the previous quotes it becomes clear that a link with the harbour area seems to have 
played a role in initiating the redevelopments. All the interviewees endorse the view to have 
chosen consciously for the harbour area. “We feel at home in the neighbourhood, everything 
happens here, hip and trending”, so the initiator of the business complex. And the coffee 
entrepreneur state: “We already thought the Harbour quarter to be a nice location to settle 
because it will become the nicest place in the whole of Deventer. And to redevelop a place 
where I live nearby, that was actually quite decisive”. 
The unique and unorthodox image of the buildings appears to have played a big role in the 
redevelopment decisions. The industrial character of the former warehouse was considered 
very attractive by the business complex initiator. “We want a rough, unorthodox and 
contemporary space. The uniqueness, the roughness, the unexpectedness”. The coffee 
entrepreneur also thought it an advantage for his business that the building was rough and 
less conformist as the calibrated industrial premises on normal industrial terrains”. 
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And the silo initiator: “The harbour quarter without the grey silo is not my ideal harbour 
quarter”.  
 
Social motivations for redevelopment were applicable, although not for all interviewees. So 
the artists came to this area in order to have contact with other artists. “The contact with 
other people stirs, it provides dynamics”. This regular contact has resulted in them staying in 
this area and, later on, developing their building. The business complex initiator also found the 
contact with other people so rewarding for staying in this area. This social component was not 
so much emphasized by the other Deventer initiators. 
 
Capacities 
Time and money are important resources for participation, as was explained in the theoretical 
framework. All interviewees endorse the view that the financial compensation has been of 
great help for covering (a large part of) the redevelopment cost. For some of them the 
redevelopment could not be completed without the subsidy. In contrast, the initiator of the 
business complex stated: “The subsidy of the province made it easier, but it wasn’t decisive. 
We would have done it anyway”. The purchase of the buildings was in all projects financed by 
private money. The purchase sum was sometimes difficult to finance: “Banks were not very 
willing to lend out money” (business complex initiator). 
Spending much time in the redevelopment applies for all interviewees. All agree that the time 
investment was worthwhile, considering the achievement. The artists spent much time in 
doing a part of the redevelopment by themselves to save some cost. This decision was 
beneficial in hindsight: “We could do everything according to our wishes, in particular by doing 
it ourselves”. The coffee entrepreneur also states: “It is very relaxing in comparison to my 
former construction plans in the harbour quarter. These construction plans were too 
overwhelming. This is different; we are not in a hurry.” On the contrary, the initiator of the 
business complex remarks, that the large-scale redevelopment had to deal with a tight time 
frame because of the conditions of the provincial subsidy. “It had to be finished in one year; it 
had to be done very quickly, so quickly, that it was almost impossible to do.” 
 
The interviewees seem to have had the relevant skills at their disposal beforehand for initiating  
the redevelopment. These skills were acquired by study, work and volunteer work. According 
to one interviewee, essential to initiating redevelopment is: “You have to have perseverance, 
and you need to be very stubborn. (…) Believing in yourself is central; this is a very good plan. 
And it is necessary that you dare to take risks” (silo-initiator). 
 
Invitation  
The initiators of the redevelopment projects were not invited by friends or family to initiate 
the process. The city of Deventer played an inviting role in the redevelopment of the coffee 
company. The initiator was interested in the sale of the warehouse after the withdrawal of his 
initial plans for constructions in the harbour area. The city of Deventer also had an inviting role 
after the ending of the renting period. The renters were asked if they were interested to buy 
the property. It is striking that this invitation was not send to the initiator of the business 
complex. He says: “In our opinion, we were excluded from the discussion to buy our former 
warehouse”. With the help of political support, the present warehouse was bought. According 
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to the Deventer civil servant, the reason for this exclusion was that the function of business 
complex would not be open, visible and public enough.  
Striking is that two interviewees (silo and business complex) needed to make use of their 
(political) network in order to realize their plans. 
 
Planning instruments 
For all interviewees the flexible zoning plan is an important condition to establish themselves 
in the harbour area and to initiate a redevelopment. The coffee entrepreneur explains: “We 
want to settle in an area with a flexible zoning plan. When we roast coffee, not as the main 
activity but incidentally, than it is important that this is OK. That a café is allowed was also a 
consideration. From the beginning, the municipality said: ‘much is allowed here’. The only 
thing we are not allowed to do is fulltime roasting; that is the heaviest form of industry”. The 
artist also states: “They (RCA: the local government) offered certain chances. When you create 
possibilities and you give room for people to do their own thing- within a certain policy frame- 
it will attract people. For us, that was an important reason to come here. We can do crazy 
things in this area, for instance the hotel room on the roof top”. The silo-initiator also says that 
the flexible zoning plan was of great importance. Therefore, a procedure for changing the plan 
was not necessary. The initiator of the business complex also stated that the city of Deventer 
created much freedom, which made the area attractive for redevelopment. He emphasizes 
that municipal coordination and management could take place thanks to the sale of municipal 
real estate instead of the usual way via changing the zoning plan. 
The city of Deventer has deployed financial instruments by investing financially in making 
buildings wind-and waterproof, before the start of the rental period. The local government had 
no role in drafting the subsidy requests for the province. The interviewees have called in 
experts for writing the subsidy request, such as SIED.  
 
Looking at the deployment of the planning instruments, the municipality has applied 
instruments of the first and second generation. Next to the zoning plan, permits had to be 
granted to the initiators. The coffee entrepreneur said that in his purchase contract explicit 
was mentioned that the purchase was not a guarantee for obtaining the necessary permits. To 
avoid such scenario, the initiator of the silo explicitly stipulated that the purchase would not 
proceed if the building permit was not granted.  
 
Getting the necessary permits was not always easy. Examination of the permit application had 
the character of a first generation instrument. It was only approved or disapproved and 
initiators had to explore by themselves how the requirements could be met. “And then you 
arrive in the trajectory of getting permits and there is another official with assessment criteria 
who is not interested in the new function of the silo”, according to the silo-initiator. She 
continues: “After a disapproval of the fire department we hired an expert in risk-based 
thinking (...). He sent his proposal to the fire department and thereafter we got the needed 
approval”.  
 
Two initiators mentioned the same points of improvement for the municipality of Deventer. 
They think it is time-consuming and illogical that the purchase has nothing to do with getting 
the building permits. They both suggest that the relevant civil servant gives an indication of 
how the requirements of the permit can be met, when the property is bought.  
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Another interviewee states: “It is important to keep the lines of communication short; 
between the local government and the citizen as well as between the different municipal 
departments” (initiator art studio). For this initiator it is important that clarity is quickly 
obtained. “Those short lines of communication have been developed in time. You need to have 
one constant contact point which brings you in contact with the concerned civil servant, to 
achieve this” (initiator art studio). 
 
Due to the constant communication between the initiators and local governments and the 
deployment of financial support, you could speak of planning instruments of the second 
generation.  
 
Citizen participation 
In all cases, the relation between the initiators and the local government in taking the initiative 
to redevelop can be characterized as co-production in the ladder of Edelenbos and Monnikhof 
(2001). The delegating style seems to apply on all cases in the phase of initiative. After all, the 
initiators decided which function was to be established, but they are bound to the existing 
policy frame.  
There seems to be no contradiction between the experiences of the initiators and the 
municipal policy that is found in official policy papers and in the remarks of the civil servant.  
 

5.2. Doetinchem 

5.2.1. Development of the inner city of Doetinchem  

 
Recently, local politics decided to spend more attention to the development of the inner city. 
In order to improve the inner city’s image, much attention is given, amongst others, to the 
heritage in the centre. In the upcoming heritage policy paper, which will appear shortly, focus 
will (probably) be given to the material heritage in the inner city and its street pattern 
(interview civil servant Doetinchem).  
 
As was already mentioned, many historical buildings in the inner city were destroyed through 
the bombings during the war. The large-scale urban renewal after the war also resulted in the 
disappearance of much of the pre-war buildings (Figure 6) (Van Meijel, 2009, p. 6; Ruimte & 
Erfgoed, 2012, p. 7). Even much more recently, historical buildings have vanished, the latest 
example being the market commission house in 2007. In spite of the fact that the building was 
nominated to become a monument, demolition of the property was decided, in favour of a 
parking lot (Gemeente Doetinchem structuurvisie, 2008). In the past, three of the four 
properties in this research were also subject of demolition plans (retail space, inspiration 
centre and museum/café-restaurant).  
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Figure 6: Construction period of buildings in the inner city of Doetinchem 

 
(Source: Van Meijel, 2009) 

 
Since the warning in 2007, issued by the national government (to demand notice for the 
cultural history within local policy, and probably to avoid the tearing-down of a building like 
the market commission house) cultural history and heritage haven been given priority within 
the municipality (Gemeente Doetinchem, structuurvisie, 2008, p. 21; interview civil servant 
Doetinchem).  
From that date, a number of projects has been executed, some in cooperation with citizens. 
The Doetinchem official interviewed states: “If people know the story of the building, they will 
take more care of it. You know more of it, and so you may grant time and money for restoring 
and maintaining it”. And later on: “In the field of cultural history, I would like to see ideas come 
from society, which we as municipality can then support in the execution”. The Doetinchem 
citizen appears in this statement to have been given an active role in preserving heritage.  
For financial support of maintenance and restoration, owners of local monuments and mills 
with national status can apply for a municipal subsidy (Gemeente Doetinchem, 2014). Owners 
of cultural-historical premises – whether it is a monument or not - can make use of the 
municipal revolving fund, which offers the possibility to loan money against low interest rates 
(Gemeente Doetinchem, 2010, p. 10). However, nowadays this municipal subsidy fund has 
nearly reached its bottom level (interview civil servant Doetinchem).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The egg-shaped 
inner city of 
Doetinchem. 
Different colours 
depict the 
construction period 
of the buildings:  
-Yellow: pre-1940 
-Red: between 
1940-1965 
-Grey: post-1965 
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5.2.2. Cases inner city Doetinchem 

 

1. From warehouse to retail space 

This warehouse, built in 1911, functioned as 
a storage facility for the wholesale company 
in grocery articles, a family business (Photo 5). 
Nearby the family also owned a retail shop in 
these articles. During the war the family 
properties were bombed, except the 
warehouse. When the wholesale company 
restarted after the war, the family also took 
on a shop in garden and animal necessities. In 
the seventies a merger led to a relocation of 
the wholesale company to Zutphen, while the 
shop remained in Doetinchem. In the eighties 
the interviewee took over the shop from his 
father and he wished to redevelop the 

warehouse in order to move in with the 
shop. However, it then appeared that the 
warehouse and its surroundings had the function of traffic area in the zoning plan, probably to 
transform this location into a road or a parking area. The owner was not aware of this 
modification. Therefore the function in the zoning plan had to be modified. In the following 
years the interviewee approached the local government several times, but the request for 
modification of the zoning plan remained without result. Eventually, after support of the 
alderman involved, the government decided to cooperate. All additional cost, like soil 
research, were at the expense of the interviewee. At the end of 2010 the redevelopment was 
finalized and after a change of the initial plan, the warehouse was rented out to a design 
studio/dealer of design kitchens. Since a couple of months, the interviewee is looking for a 
new renter.  
 

2. From chapel to inspiration centre 

This chapel and adjacent parsonage were built in 1880 on the initiative of pastor Van Dijk, a 
well-known advocate of protestant education in the region.  The chapel, which carries the 
name ‘Predik het evangelie’ (Preach the gospel), together with the parsonage form a national 
monument (Photo 6). In the sixties of the last century the local Baptist community started 
keeping services in this building. In that time the municipality was the owner of the chapel and 
the parsonage, the latter called ‘Het Dijkhuis’. In the seventies the municipality had the 
intention to demolish the buildings. The Baptists were asked to leave, but they refused. When 
time went on, the municipality became more and more convinced of the historical value of the 
buildings. In 1990 the municipality sold the buildings to the Baptist Union, an umbrella 
organization of the Baptists in the Netherlands, for roughly 225.000 guilders. And in 2006 the 
local Baptist society bought the chapel and the Dijkhuis for the same amount from the Union. 

Photo 5: Redeveloped into retail space  

(Source: Own research)  
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In 2008 a building nearby was demolished for a creating a new parking garage, causing many 
cracks subsidence in the chapel, causing subsidence of one of the walls. The Baptists 
community had to leave because of the danger of falling walls and they were forced to keep 
their services in other buildings. After the repair works, the Baptist society decided not to 
return because they concluded that a big restauration of the chapel and the Dijkhuis was 
necessary. A hired architect estimated some 950.000 euro, an amount too big for the Baptists. 
The community offered both buildings for sale to the municipality because that was one of the 
conditions of the sale in 1990. The administration of Doetinchem however did not buy the 
chapel but made a suggestion to organize a think tank with directors of local cultural 
institutions and board members of the Baptist community in order to draw up a plan for the 
future of the chapel and the parsonage. The local administration also called in the BOEi 
foundation (organisation focused on developing built heritage) to make a research on the 
possibilities for redevelopment of the chapel. The proposed redevelopment of the BOEi 
Foundation was however rejected by the Baptist community because the proposal was not in 
line with the authentic function of the building (De Gelderlander, 2013).  
in 2013, the administration of Doetinchem asked subsidy for the total restauration of both 
buildings with the Provincial authorities. This request was however not granted. In 2015, the 
Baptist community developed a new plan; they 
proposed to use the parsonage as a podium and a 
meeting place with an open character, inspired by its 
motto ‘Preach the gospel’. It will be a centre for 
inspiration, understanding and meeting, based on 
evangelical ideas. To cover the cost, cooperation with 
other cultural centres in Doetinchem will be pursued, 
so some cost can be shared. Another part of the cost 
will be covered by a small cafe in the building. Recently 
the programming of the theatre has started. 
Crowdfunding and possible subsidies should guarantee 
the future of this chapel. The municipality of 
Doetinchem has mentioned that it will not support this 
plan, financially, in the nearby future.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 6: Is being redeveloped into 
inspiration centre  

(Source: Own research)  
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3. From post office to restaurant and museum 

The post office was built in 1920, and is a 
design from the hand of Joseph Crouwel, the 
government architect who was well-known for 
his post offices, among others in Arnhem and 
Utrecht (Photo 7). In the seventies of the last 
century, the post office organisation left the 
building. Social services moved into the building 
after a rough and sloppy rebuilding, which 
resulted in the loss of many authentic details in 
the building’s interior. In 2000, the building was 
set for sale by the local government, the owner 
of the building. Soon a real estate investor 
from Zutphen, bought the property. This sale 
took place under the condition that the building would be used in the sphere of arts and crafts 
(‘kunst- en nijverheid’) (Gemeente Doetinchem, 2006, p. 1). However, the investor could not 
find a suitable renter and the building was threatened by vacancy and dilapidation. In 2005, 
the deteriorating state of the building was the reason for the municipality of Doetinchem to re-
purchase the old post office. In 2007, the municipality held a competition in order to develop 
plans for the future sale and redevelopment of the building. Additional conditions for this sale 
were a selling price of 700.000 euro, a financially sustainable and suitable exploitation and an 
obligatory restoration. The competition did not end in a positive result, due to lack of 
financially sustainable plans.  However, one particular plan was favoured by the local 
government, namely the proposal to house restaurant Het Borghuis (café-restaurant with 
cognitively disabled personnel) and the city museum of Doetinchem into the building. Both 
organisations were at that time accommodated at two separate locations in Doetinchem. In 
2010, the local government decided to sell the building in which the city museum (at that 
moment) was housed, to an investor. Due to the fact that the museum could not afford to pay 
a competitive rental price to this investor, the decision was taken to move the museum to the 
former post office. Just as at the former location, the rent of the museum was subsidized by 
the local government. The restaurant did also move into the former post office. Contrary to 
the museum, the restaurant had to pay a competitive rental price. In this same period, the 
alderman involved submitted a request for subsidy to the province of Gelderland, in order to 
redevelop the property. The sum of 1,5  million euro was granted completely. After a thorough 
rebuilding, the restaurant and museum opened their doors in 2011. The interior of the building 
and the rehousing of Het Borghuis was financed by private money.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 7: Redeveloped into museum and 
café-restaurant 

(Source: Own research)  
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4. From warehouse to shop and  apartments 

This warehouse was made up of two parts: a lower section, built in 1908 and a higher section 
that was built in 1914 (Photo 8). The design was from the hand of Bernard Ovink, descendant 
of a family of architects which designed various buildings in Doetinchem. Before the Second 
World War, the building was used by the Jewish Mogendorff family for their wholesale 
business in furniture. During the war, the family was 
deported and they never returned. The name of 
their company still adorns the sidewall of the 
building. Despite the widespread destruction of the 
city centre in and after the war, this building survived 
(Gelders Dagblad, 1997). In 1978, interviewee and his 
siblings bought the building as a second location for 
the family business in women’s fashion.  The front of 
the building was used as a shop, while the rest of the 
space functioned as a storage facility. At the end of 
the nineties, the family realized several apartments to 
let, in the higher section of the building. Several years 
later, apartments were realized in the lower section, 
too. During these redevelopments, the owners tried 
to maintain the historical details as much as possible, 
for instance, the name written in brick work. There is 
however a disfigurement at the back of the building, 
due to the careless demolition of the former 
neighboring building. That historical building, from 
1911, where the local market commission was 
housed, was demolished in 2007.  
 

5.2.3. Factors and incentives in the inner city of Doetinchem 

 
Object incentives 
All projects studied are situated in and around the city centre. The volume of the buildings 
varies. Three out of four buildings were in bad shape prior to the redevelopment. The chapel 
and the former post-office have a protected status, both being a national monument.  
 
The location in or around Doetinchems inner city seem to have been of importance for the 
possibility to give a new function to the building. This location namely offered profit prospects 
for the new function. A large building, seen as a disadvantage in the theoretical framework, 
was often not considered as such in Doetinchem.  To the contrary, the big volume of a building 
is seen as an advantage for housing multiple functions. It is the post-office initiator that said: 
“The premises were big enough for housing the museum as well as Het Borghuis. This is the 
more attractive, because “these functions are complementary”.  
In spite of various buildings not being in good shape, this apparently did not restrain the 
interviewees from initiating the process. One of the interviewees said: “That warehouse was in 
deplorable state. It had always been my wish to renovate it” (initiator retail space). For the 

Photo 8: Redeveloped into 
apartments 

   (Source: Own research)  
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Baptist congregation, the decreasing state of the monumental chapel was all the more cause 
for action.  
The former post-office is, just like the chapel and the parsonage, a national monument, but for 
both initiators the possible financial advantages of such a status do not seem to have played a 
role in initiating the redevelopments.  
 
Motivations 
For three of the four buildings goes that the decision to redevelop was taken because of the 
bad conditions in which the buildings were: vacancy, decay and threatening demolition. For 
the Baptist-community, the deteriorating state of the chapel formed the cause for action.  
“During repair works (necessary because of subsidence after building activities elsewhere in 
the neighbourhood), it became obvious that maintenance to the roof and the floors was very 
necessary. General restoration was needed; estimated at €950.000” (initiator inspiration 
centre). In order to raise this amount, the earlier mentioned development plan for an 
inspiration centre was designed.  
For others, the bad conditions of the premises were also a reason to act. So the initiator of the 
warehouse (“in deplorable state”), wanted to preserve it because of the personal history that 
linked him to this building: “My great grandfather, my grandfather and my father, they all 
three had their firms here. My roots are in this place” (initiator retail space). For the initiator of 
the redevelopment of the former post-office, the bad shape and the vacancy were also reason 
to act. He said that after the social services had left the building, small fires had been lit 
occasionally in the building; “It could have been burnt. An when it later was sold to an 
foundation, it was off course a pity that the building deteriorated in those days. Very little 
attention was given to the maintenance, which influenced the position of the building 
negatively. All by all, it is a terrible pity if such as gem disappears” (initiator museum/café-
restaurant).  
 
All interviewees endorse the view that preserving historical buildings has an surplus value for 
(the development of the inner city of) Doetinchem. They all wanted to make a contribution to 
the city by these redevelopments, in order to preserve the still existing historical buildings in 
the city. Some saw their initiative even as their duty. The initiator behind the former post-
office said: “Such as historic building contributes positively to the image of the city and 
preserving the building through redevelopment is a splendid thing”. Continued by: “Such a 
building gives sphere to a city, it is such a special premises, this building is nowhere else to be 
seen in Doetinchem. It makes a city more attractive” (initiator museum/café-restaurant).  
Another interviewee stated: “I think that preserving an older building is good for the city, all 
the more because so much has been lost here” (initiator retail space). The initiator of the 
apartments also stated to be glad that through redevelopment the building has been kept 
intact: “I find the inner city’s appearance important. I feel sorry that certain buildings are torn 
down and have not been given a better filling-in”.  
However, last mentioned initiator also stated that the redevelopment of the building had 
foremost financial reasons. The already existing company purpose in the zoning plan was the 
reason to buy this property, after which the vacant space next to the shop was redeveloped to 
apartments for economic reasons, too.  The redevelopment plans of the Baptist community 
were also partially economic motivations, namely in order to be able to pay for the expensive 
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restoration. “We as a congregation and owners of the building have the responsibility to 
maintain it for the Doetinchem community”, so states the interviewee involved. 
Acting in the interest of the Doetinchem community played also an role in the redevelopment 
of the former post office. So states the initiator: “I wanted a public function in this building, 
which is open for all Doetinchemmers. I did not want apartments in it, and therefore I choose 
the mix of a museum and a café-restaurant”.  
 
Capacities 
Whereas all initiators of the redevelopment projects are very satisfied with the results, the 
retail initiator said that “it took a very long breath” to achieve this result. The chapel initiator 
also said to have spent loads of time on different plans, that the congregation eventually could 
not or did not want to realise. Contrary to this, the other interviewees found that their 
processes passed out quite smoothly.  
The necessity to dispose of sufficient own financial means, seems to have been an obstacle for 
some of the initiators. As already mentioned, the Baptist community could not finance the 
restoration costs by itself, and the apply for a provincial subsidy had no success, which has 
made the expensive restoration of the chapel into a hard task. At first glance, the 
redevelopment of the former post office to museum and café-restaurant seem to be a 
problem through lack of financially sustainable exploitation. In the end, this was solved by a 
subsidized rent for the museum. And thanks to the provincial subsidy for restoration “all of a 
sudden, everything became possible”.  
Both entrepreneurs of the two different warehouses have financed the redevelopment 
themselves. For the initiator of the apartments, the financing seems to be no problem. The 
other initiator faced a very costly project because of the modification of the zoning plan. 
“There are all kinds of adjoining cost, like plan damage risk assessments, archaeological ground 
research (...). They bring about quite heavy cost. Eventually I said: I really want this, please 
change the zoning plan. I took the cost” (initiator retail space). Regarding the total cost of the 
redevelopment, he said: “It would have been more easy to tear down the whole lot and to 
build something completely new. That would have been cheaper”.  
 
In advance, the interviewees appear to already have many of the relevant skills needed for 
initiating the redevelopments. These skills, mentioned in the theoretical framework, had often 
been acquired through work, administrative functions and former experiences in real estate. 
One of the interviewees however said to have become more communicative in this process. 
“You become more supportive of the things you decide fully and deliberately. You convey your 
decisions better, and you learn to listen better to other people”, according to the apartment 
initiator.  
Someone else stated that he has learned to negotiate with public authorities more successfully 
through the redevelopment. But, as he said, eventually this redevelopment was mainly 
successful through his pertness. “For doing this, you need to have a high self-esteem. Such a 
redevelopment stems from dreams. I was told: that is impossible what you want. Yet, it was 
possible after all” (initiator museum and café-restaurant).  
 
Invitation 
In two of the four redevelopments projects, the initiators were invited by the local authorities 
to design ideas for redevelopment. The most specific example is the competition that was 
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issued for the former post office. If this competition had not been held at that moment, the 
building might have been vacant to this date. In the case of the Baptist chapel, the invitation 
had a totally different character. The local government invited a number of chapel committee 
executives to visit the ‘Nieuwe Poort’ (Christian inspiration centre) in Amsterdam, to find 
inspiration for the chapel’s future. The city further stated that it wanted to think “about 
opening doors of various organisations that might be of help to raise the money” (initiator 
inspiration centre).  
 
The retail space initiator himself actively used the possibilities his firm offered to come into 
contact with council members and aldermen. “My advantage was that I had a shop, and in that 
capacity I met them all. I put out feelers about my project”. The initiator of the apartments, on 
the other hand, seems to have met little difficulty in dealing with the modification of the 
zoning plan in order to obtain a housing function for a part of the building. Making use of a 
network was no question in this project.  
 
Planning instruments 
Whereas the city of Doetinchem is complemented by one initiator for the support received in 
designing and executing the process, so different is the opinion of others. The fact that the 
local government remained owner of the post office – and thus changed its initial plan for the 
sale of the building – is seen by the initiator as a determined way of acting. “When the local 
government takes its responsibility, then a building like this, poses less of a problem. 
Maintaining these premises is costly and it may be hard for a private person to raise that kind 
of money. Let alone for a longer period of time”. And the successful application for the 
provincial subsidy is because of the city of Doetinchem: “Off course, it is always an advantage if 
a local government redevelops. They know their own desks better than whoever. I don’t think 
that you could do this so easily as a private foundation. In that case, we would have never 
been given that subsidy” (initiator museum/café-restaurant).  
It is clear that the planning instruments of the second generation were used: a financial 
compensation in the form of a non-market conform rent and the city’s support for a maximum 
provincial subsidy.  
 
The chapel initiator is far less content about the effort of the city regarding financial 
compensation. He said: “The municipality makes clear that it want to support us, but not 
financially. They find that this building must be preserved for the Doetinchem community, but 
they don’t want to spend money on it”. Because of the communication between the local 
authorities and the initiator in the days of the think tank, one could speak of the use of a 
second generation instrument. Yet, the communication was not ideal; the interviewee does 
not precisely know why the subsidy application with the province – submitted by the 
municipality- was rejected. Financial compensation on the part of the municipality is also not 
offered; the chapel now seems to be on its own. The interviewee therefore remarks that he 
would like to be brought into contact with relevant organisations for financial support.  
 
The retail space initiator was very surprised about the behaviour of the municipality on the 
subject of a possible financial compensation. “I was just ready, when I read in the paper that 
there would be a subsidy for iconic buildings, like my building. So my building was set as an 
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example. If the municipality had been pro-active, than they would have come to me saying: If 
you want to restore the building, than we might have some possibilities”.  
In the field of communication, something seems to be go wrong, too. The same interviewee 
stated: “One of the things I encountered is that there are so many demands on fire security. I 
noticed that no-one could help me with this. At city hall, I was not informed on the demands. 
You have to gather information from whatever angle. I would think, there should be better 
support from the municipality or the fire department”. The same interviewee finds that the 
existing policy frame makes redevelopment in Doetinchem rather difficult. “I have beautiful 
plans, but I don’t get them arranged, because the municipality says: ‘You just apply for 
modifying the zoning plan, then you can do it’. But if I want to modify the plan, than the whole 
set of investigations comes about. I can’t always be the one to initiate. As a municipality you 
should give more room, you should make the modification possible”(initiator retail space). For 
this interviewee, only first generation planning instruments seem to have been used. Contrary 
to the negative experiences in zoning plan modification, is the experience of the apartment 
initiator. For his redevelopment, a modification was also necessary, too, but this seems to have 
passed without many problems.  
 
Form of participation 
In contrast to the Deventer Harbour area, the forms of participation in Doetinchem vary from 
project to project. In the redevelopment of the former post office, the role of the participating 
citizen can be described as advisory; the local authority issues a contest for redevelopment, 
but also decides who is going to be the winner. Later on, when applying for provincial subsidy,  
the level of co-production (in the ladder of Edelebos en Monnikhof) was more suited. 
 
In the retail space redevelopment, the style of governance can be seen as closed and 
authoritarian; the citizen is not involved and not informed on a zoning plan modification, 
possible subsidies and on permits. The citizen is thus not involved in the decision process of 
the authorities, according to the model of Edelenbos and Monnikhof. Nonetheless, the 
initiator has finished his redevelopment, but due to the lack of cooperation with the 
government in the zoning plan modification, this turned out to be an very time-consuming 
process.     
 
It is difficult to label the other two projects on the participation ladder. The apartment project 
was executed without considerable interference of the local authorities, which seems to point 
at a facilitating governance style and the most extensive form of participation. However, is this 
true when the municipal authorities hardly needed to play a role in the development of this 
project? 
In the case of the chapel, a much larger and much more extensive project, the situation is 
more or less comparable; the initiators continue to elaborate their plans for an inspiration 
centre, without the city interfering or offering support in this phase, although the municipality 
has endorsed this plan.  
 
The commitment of these initiators to develop their plans and execute them appears to be in 
line with the city’s vision on active and responsible citizens. However, than the question arises, 
whether the city should not also facilitate this.     
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5.3. Comparison of the cases Deventer and Doetinchem 
 
As already described in the previous section, the cases studied differ in the occurred 
interaction between citizen and municipality in initiating a redevelopment. On the 
participation ladder, the Deventer cases have all been labelled as co-production in the model 
of Edelenbos and Monnikhof; that is the citizen co-decides within the frameworks of the public 
authorities. The labelling of the Doetinchem cases varies between non-participation and more 
extensive forms of participation.  
As the conceptual model indicates, this difference must be caused either by the personal 
characteristics or by the incentives. In the following, differences and similarities between 
Deventer and Doetinchem are indicated.  
 
The motives of citizens for initiating a redevelopment do not appear to be very different. 
Citizens in both cities had set their eyes on progress. At first, for six interviewees, this progress 
referred mainly to themselves; larger place to work, good prospects for opening a shop, 
building of apartments. In case of the chapel and the former post-office, the initiators were 
focused on the interest of the Doetinchem community by creating a new public function in the 
building.   
The six interviewees, who initially wanted individual progress, also stated that this progress 
had a wider character. It meant to contribute as a citizen to the progress of an area or a city by 
means of heritage preservation. Preserving heritage was seen as an important thing, because it 
reflects the history of the city, but also, more important, because heritage can be part of a 
positive perception of a city. Surely in Doetinchem, the interviewees said that preserving the 
still existing heritage (by redevelopment) is important for the city, due to the loss of many of 
the historical buildings. Saving a building from deterioration or demolition was for some 
interviewees an important cause to come in action. The appreciation of the buildings to be 
redeveloped was big, with the interviewees in both cities. In Doetinchem, the building were 
cherished because of the historical nature, while in Deventer the interviewees were fond of 
the rough and industrial nature of the buildings involved. There was however a difference 
between the Deventer and Doetinchem cases concerning social motives for redevelopment. In 
Doetinchem, such motives were not relevant, contrary to at least two cases in the Deventer 
Harbour area. Clearly, this can be explained through the territory-centred approach and the 
attractiveness of the area for a certain group of people.  
 
In the field of capacities of the citizens involved, input of time and relevant skills, no big 
differences were found. This however does not go for the input of own financial means. Lack 
of own money was for some of the interviewees an obstacle, while for others this was less of a 
problem. Besides their own money, most buildings with a protected status received a 
provincial subsidy. An exception in this, is the Doetinchem chapel; the purchase of the building 
was financed by own means, but as a result of no subsidy, little or no money is available for 
the restoration and redevelopment.  
 
The interviewees in Deventer appear to have made use of their network for the correct draft 
of the subsidy application with the province. Besides that, various interviewees were informed 
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by the Deventer municipality about the sale of the building. The city of Doetinchem has mainly 
had an invitational function by organizing the contest for the former post office. For the other 
three Doetinchem buildings, invitation by the municipality was not or hardly relevant.  
In both cities, having connections in political circuits may work out positively.  
As far the various object factors (location, volume, state of maintenance and protected status) 
are concerned, no remarkable differences between both cities could be found.  
 
The big difference between Deventer and Doetinchem can be found in the way that the 
various planning instruments have been deployed. So it was the flexible zoning plan in 
Deventer that encouraged initiators to purchase the premises in the harbour area and to 
redevelop them. Meanwhile in Doetinchem, the zoning plan was an obstacle for one 
redevelopment project for a long time. This resulted in a high cost for a zoning plan 
modification, to be raised by the initiator himself.  
 
In the field of communication and cooperation with the municipality, there are also differences 
between both cities. Overall, the initiators in Deventer are fairly content on this point. This is 
different in two situations in Doetinchem. In the retail space project, communication with the 
local authorities was more or less problematic: an already execution modification of the zoning 
plan was not passed on by the municipality and there was no communication about a possible 
subsidy. In the case of the chapel, there is official wish to preserve the chapel, but there is no 
financial support by the municipality. Here, the second generation instruments appear not to 
have been deployed sufficiently.  
The private law instrument was in neither of the cities relevant.  
 
On the whole, it should be kept in mind that the begin situation in the harbour area differs 
essentially from the begin situation in the inner city of Doetinchem. Prior to redevelopment, 
the harbor area was merely a collection of buildings that had lost their original function and 
that were almost all owned by the Deventer municipality. In the sale of this real estate in the 
area, Deventer could put up conditions. Also, the new functions have begun more or less at 
the same time, and they are of recent date. Moreover, the planned territory-centred 
development of the harbour area was closely linked to provincial policy. Contrary to this, in 
Doetinchem, all the buildings (with the exception of the post-office) were in private hands. 
Next to this, the different redevelopments in Doetinchem were initiated and developed in 
different decades, which contradicts with the redevelopments in Deventer that were initiated 
in the same period.      
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Chapter 6 Conclusion 
 
Nowadays, the citizen often seems to be attributed a role in heritage-care, the more so since 
municipal budgets in the Netherlands are heavily under pressure. The city of Doetinchem, too, 
has uttered the wish to have the citizen play a larger role in this care- be it in cooperation with 
authorities – for example by initiating a redevelopment.  
This research was aimed at discovering the factors that are important in the citizens decision 
to start a redevelopment of built heritage. Because Deventer has had some successful 
experiences with active citizens in redevelopment, this city serves as an inspiring example for 
the city of Doetinchem. In order to investigate this matter, some research questions have been 
drawn up, to be answered in the next paragraph.  
 

6.1. Answering the research questions 
 
The central question of this research is: 
Which factors determine that citizens participate in a redevelopment process of heritage, 
how may municipal authorities facilitate this citizen participation, and how may Doetinchem 
learn from the experiences in Deventer?  
 
This central question is answered by using a number of sub-questions, starting with:  
 
Sub-question 1: Why is the redevelopment of heritage considered to be of interest? 
 
As was already mentioned in the theoretical framework, the preservation of built heritage – 
e.g. by redevelopment – is desirable for various reasons. So, heritage, as an important identity 
marker, links people not only to their common social identity, but also to a common local 
identity. This makes people feeling connected to each other, and it offers them a grip in this 
fast-changing world. Built heritage may also bring economic advantages in the global 
competition for inhabitants, visitors and investments. Heritage so contributes to the attraction 
of cities and regions. At last, it serves as an important source of information on the past.  
 
 
While sub-questions two and three are of theoretical nature, sub-questions four and five 
comprise the empirical testing of the theory in the cases studied. Because of the similar 
character of sub-questions two and four and sub-questions three and five, the answers of 
those questions have been combined.  
 
In the theoretical framework and the conceptual model is indicated which circumstances and 
aspects play a role in the participation in a redevelopment process. On the one hand, there is a 
number of characteristics, linked to the person involved. On the other hand, there are two 
external incentives, namely object factors and the planning instruments by the local 
government. When dealing with sub-questions two and four, next to the personal 
characteristics, the object factors are also handled.  
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Sub-question 2: Which factors determine that citizens participate in a redevelopment process of 
heritage?  
&  
Sub-question 4: Which factors determine that citizens in Deventer and Doetinchem have 
participated in a redevelopment process of heritage?  
 
In the general theory on participation, there are three factors – varying per person – that are 
decisive for participation: Capacity, Motivation and Invitation. As the cases studied show, 
these factors also appear of high importance in a redevelopment process. The disposal of time 
and (own) financial means appear to have been main conditions for citizen’s actions in 
Deventer and Doetinchem. Having the appropriate skills might also help. The gaining of 
personal advantages – be it in the form of financial motives or in the form of an attractive 
accommodation – is often mentioned in both cities (but especially in Deventer) as an 
important motivation for action. The striving for a more collective or societal aim is mostly 
ranked secondly: wanting to contribute to the city’s development or feeling the duty to 
preserve heritage. That these motivations apply often, seems to be linked to the strong 
commitment that many interviewees feel with their area or city. That the social motives were 
only mentioned in Deventer is explainable by the territory-centred development of the 
harbour area in which the municipality of Deventer has targeted to form a creative incubator; 
in Doetinchem there were only individual projects. In Deventer, the location was very 
important for the interviewee’s image: being established in the harbour area was part of an 
unorthodox and unique image. In Doetinchem, this was no relevant factor.  
Invitation by the government has had an stimulating effect on the various projects in both 
cities.  
With regard to the object factors influencing participation, no decisive differences can be 
found between Deventer and Doetinchem.    
 
Sub-question 3: In what ways may local authorities facilitate the participation of citizen in a 
redevelopment process of heritage? 
& 
Sub-question 5: In what ways have local authorities of Deventer and Doetinchem facilitated this 
participation? 
 
By means of the wide pallet of the first- and second generation planning instruments, local 
authorities can influence a redevelopment project. Whereas first generation instruments have 
a testing character, their second generation counterparts are stimulating and cooperative of 
nature. Already in advance, Deventer created many redevelopment possibilities for citizens 
through the flexibility of the zoning plan, while the strict regulations of the Doetinchem zoning 
plan sometimes worked out as a hurdle in the redevelopment. In Deventer, the municipality 
took the initiative to design a vision for an area with many vacant industrial buildings. Essential 
to this vision was a wide policy framework containing much freedom of purposes. Prior to the 
sale of municipal real estate, the city already invested in the buildings by making them wind- 
and waterproof. So, redevelopment in Deventer was stimulated by using second generation 
instruments (financially & communicatively). These instruments were less used in the 
Doetinchem cases, which in some cases caused delays and difficulties. A positive exception to 
this was the redevelopment of the former post-office: in this case, the city acted firmly by 
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abandoning the earlier planned sale, and by taking care (financially) of the establishment of 
the City museum. In the other cases, the city seems to have taken a more passive and 
examining stand. It must be said however, that two out of the four projects studied in 
Doetinchem started already in the past century. In those days, the preservation of heritage 
was not so much in focus as in present days. Yet, it remains to be seen whether the 2010 
supplement on the municipal policy paper (“an appeal will have to be made on the personal 
determination of the citizens”, p. 1) will refute that passive stand.  
 
Sub-question 6: What can the municipality of Doetinchem learn from the experiences in 
Deventer?  
 

- The actual situation in Deventer area shows that having a municipal vision on the area, 
including its heritage, is of major importance for a successful redevelopment. The city 
itself takes the initiative by drawing up a territorial vision, and does not wait for 
citizens to come in action. The granting of a protected status and supporting of the 
restoration fits in this vision; 

- A flexible zoning plan – with many purposes being possible, but the redevelopment 
must fit within a wide framework – may attract many potential initiators;  

- The fine-tuning of local policy plans to provincial policy for the redevelopment of 
heritage enlarges chances for financial support from the province;  

- Take care of an open communication with initiators: keep them informed on planned 
and passed zoning plan modifications, permits and subsidy requests. This is important 
for a good relationship between the participating citizen and the local government; 

- Appoint a permanent point of contact within the municipality, where initiators can 
address all their questions regarding permits, zoning plan possibilities, subsidies etc. 
that are decisive for their decisions regarding initiating redevelopment; 

- Think along with initiators about solutions for problems that initiators encounter and 
that are all important in the decision for initiating redevelopment;  

- Look into areas with less obvious heritage; the harbour area shows that a seemingly 
sloppy area can become quite attractive and even status increasing for certain groups 
of people. 

 

6.2. Recommendations 
 
In both cities, more points for improvements have come forward that may ease 
redevelopments. Of course, this goes for all municipalities that want to stimulate heritage 
processes.  

- In the harbour area, the city bought various vacant buildings, that offered many 
advantages: being able to attract certain groups of people that may be interested in 
redevelopment, lay-down conditions for new functions, lay-down restoration demands 
to the buyers. In Doetinchem, too, the old post-office was bought by the municipality 
which offered more protection for the future of this piece of heritage;  

- Deliberate approaching and inviting people for redevelopments, for example via 
heritage associations, organizing open days and manifestations, organizing contests; 
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- Initiate contacts with other authorities and potential subsidy providers, and thus ease 
the way for initiators; 

- Some interviewees stated that, at the time of the purchase of the premises, the 
building permit was not guaranteed. They suggested that, while selling the premises, 
the municipality should indicate whether the construction plan for redevelopment fit 
within the guidelines of the permit granting bureau; 

- In the case of rejection of such a permit application, the grounds for this rejection 
were not always mentioned and initiators had to explore by themselves how the 
requirements could be met. Thinking along actively with the initiator about the points 
for improvement may quicken and ease the redevelopment; 

- Offer support in subsidy application with the province or national level by pointing to 
experts in this field if that knowledge is not present in the own organization; 

- Organizations that dispose of expertise and experience in the field of redevelopment 
of heritage should be brought to the attention of potential initiators.   

 
 

6.3. Discussion 
 
On behalf of the municipality of Doetinchem, the term citizen participation in relation to the 
redevelopment of heritage was formulated in this research question. This connected to the 
phrasing in the 2010 supplement of the policy paper in which was said that an appeal has to be 
made on the personal determination of the Doetinchem in to order to preserve heritage. 
Taking literally, participation means taking part in (Van Dale, 2016). This meaning implies a 
wider total, a collective of which the participant is a part.  
This research has shown that almost all initiators (with the exception of the chapel and the 
former post-office) targeted their own interests and only later a collective interest, namely the 
preservation of heritage as an meaningful item for the one’s own area or one’s own city. The 
question then arises if participation is a suitable term for redevelopment of heritage by 
citizens. The word participation is not only mentioned in the context of Doetinchem; the word 
is also used by the province of Overijssel, then in relation to the Deventer Havenkwartier 
(Provincie Overijssel, 2012). In the context of an area with multiple buildings, this term seems 
somewhat more appropriate, because of the fact that then a territorial vision is needed and 
because more than one initiator will take part in the execution of this collective vision. Then, 
there will be an actual collective interest, namely the realization of the vision. The collective 
interest of heritage preservation is much more abstract in the case of individual projects, such 
as in Doetinchem.  
 
The use of the participation ladder (to indicate the level of participation) made me also 
doubtful on the significance of the term participation when investigating citizen initiatives in 
the field of heritage redevelopment. In the ladder of Edelenbos and Monnikhof (2001), 
participation is related to the level at which citizens decide on policy. While putting the cases 
studies on this ladder, I encountered the problem that some cases were hard to classify on this 
ladder, in particular in those situations that the initiator was also the owner of the building 
involved. Is it possible to speak of participation when the owner of the building wants to give it 
a new function?  
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Also, the various levels of the ladder do not seem to apply in the situation that the owner 
wishes to give his premises a new function; the citizen is neither ‘consultated’ (level 2) nor 
asked for ‘advise’ (level 3). The development of a more fitting model for the describing the 
relation between citizen and local authority while initiating redevelopment is a significant 
matter for future investigation.   
 

6.4. Reflection 
 
For this research, I have compared the redevelopment of four buildings in the Deventer 
Harbour area, with the redevelopment of four buildings in Doetinchem. The four Deventer 
cases were part of a planned territory-centred development, most of the initiators belonged to 
a group that was targeted by the municipality, the redevelopments were quite recently started 
and, last but not least, the buildings were owned by the municipal authorities. Very different 
was the situation in Doetinchem. One of the redevelopment initiatives studied dated back to 
the end of past century, another initiative has just started. Although all four buildings are 
situated in (or near) the inner city of Doetinchem, they do not form a group like the Deventer 
buildings. And, of course, three out of four buildings were in private hands. So, the starting 
point in Deventer was totally different from the one in Doetinchem. In hindsight, it would have 
made sense in Deventer to include in the research also the redevelopment projects that were 
no part of a territory-centred development, and that, prior to redevelopment, were not owned 
by the municipality.  
 
This research was focused at the initiatives for redevelopments that had already started, and 
where the most of them already have been executed successfully. In order to obtain a closer 
view of the barriers that initiators encounter, researching into projects that abandoned in an 
early stage is interesting. Then, more clarity on the influence of capacities and object factors 
on the redevelopment may be obtained.  
 
The interviews shows that in many cases, the provincial authorities played also a crucial role; it 
was the province that, in five cases, (co-)financed the restoration and redevelopment, a 
stimulating and sometimes even necessary condition for the decision to redevelop. In future 
research, the influence of higher government levels (than the local level) should be included in 
the conceptual model.      
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Appendix 2 Operationalisation scheme 
 
 

Incentives object  
(Open questions) 

Operationalisation Question citizen 

  -Waarom heeft u specifiek voor dit 

gebouw gekozen om te 

herontwikkelen? Waren de volgende 

objectfactoren voor u van belang (of 

juist niet) om herontwikkeling te 

initiëren ? En waarom wel/niet?  

Location Close to city centre Nabijheid tot stadscentrum 

State of maintenance  Good state of maintenance Een goede staat van onderhoud  

Size Small building Een klein gebouw 

Cultural status  Protected status Een beschermde status 

  Zijn andere kenmerken van het 

gebouw belangrijk voor u geweest 

om  herontwikkeling te initiëren?   

 
 

Capacities citizen Operationalisation Question citizen 

Resource-Time 
(open question) 

Sufficient  (free) time for 

initiating  redevelopment 

Was voldoende vrije tijd volgens u 

van invloed op het initiëren van de 

herontwikkeling? (of maakte dat 

niets uit?) Waarom wel/niet? 

Resource-Money 
(Open question) 

Sufficient personal financial 

resources for 

redevelopment 

-Heeft u eigen vermogen in de 

herontwikkeling gestoken? 

-Was voldoende eigen vermogen 

volgens u van invloed op het initiëren 

van de herontwikkeling? (of maakte 

dat niets uit?) Waarom wel/niet? 

Skills-Organisation 
(Likert-scale) 

-Planning to take action 

-Organizing with others to 

take action 

-In staat zijn herontwikkelingsproject 

te plannen  

-In staat zijn zich te organiseren met 

anderen om een herontwikkeling te 

ondernemen 

Skills-Communication 
(Likert-scale) 

-Being able to express in a 

formal way; by letter and by 

speech 

-Being able to speech in 

-In staat zijn om zich formeel uit te 

drukken, zowel schriftelijk als 

mondeling 

-In staat zijn te spreken voor een 
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front of a group 

-Being able to adapt  

communication on different 

groups 

-Being able to persuade 

others with the help of 

argumentation 

groep 

-In staat communicatie aan te passen 

aan verschillende doelgroepen 

-In staat zijn anderen te overtuigen 

door middel van argumentatie 

  

Skill- collective 
decision making 
(Likert-scale) 

-Expressing your own 

opinion 

-Hearing other’s opinion 

-Working towards consensus 

-In staat zijn mening te geven 

-In staat zijn te luisteren naar mening 

anderen 

-In staat zijn te streven naar 

consensus bij conflicterende 

meningen 

Skill- critical thinking 
(Likert-scale) 

-Being able to interpret 

political information 

-In staat zijn ambtelijke informatie te 

interpreteren 

 

Motivations citizen 

(Likert-scale) 

Operationalisation Questions citizen (propositions) 

Dissatisfied with 

current situation 

-Dissatisfied with poor state 

of the building 

-Dissatisfied with structural 

vacancy 

-Dissatisfied with threating 

demolition 

-Ontevreden over slechte staat 

gebouw 

-Ontevreden structurele leegstand 

-Ontevreden dreigende sloop 

Positive expectation -Positive expectation 

realisation redevelopment 

-Positieve verwachting dat ik bijdrage 

kon leveren aan behoud erfgoed door 

herontwikkeling te initiëren 

Affinity with heritage -Affinity with (local) heritage 

and its history 

-Wish to preserve (local) 

heritage 

-Affiniteit met (lokaal) erfgoed en 

achterliggende geschiedenis 

-Wens (lokaal) erfgoed te behouden 

Place attachment -Feeling connected with a 

place and its corresponding 

history 

-Verbonden voelen met dit 

gebied/deze stad 

Social motives -Being active with others 

-Being part of a 

group/community 

-Receiving appreciation from 

others 

-Being a role model for 

-Actief bezig willen zijn met anderen 

-Deel willen uitmaken 

groep/gemeenschap 

-Waardering willen ontvangen van 

anderen 

-Rolmodel voor anderen willen zijn 
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others 

-Nobody else could/would 

do it 

-Niemand anders kon/wilde 

herontwikkeling initiëren 

Duty -Initiating redevelopment is 

my civic duty  

-Initiëren van herontwikkeling is mijn 

burgerplicht 

Self-interest -Better home/workplace 

-Financial profit 

-Gaining relevant contacts 

for career 

-Learning relevant skills for 

career 

-Learning relevant 

knowledge for career 

-Good for my image 

-Good for my CV 

-Good for personal growth 

-Betere woon/werkplek 

-Behalen financiële winst 

-Relevante contacten opdoen voor 

carrière 

-Relevante vaardigheden leren voor 

carrière 

-Relevante kennis opdoen carrière 

-Herontwikkelingsproject is goed voor  

imago 

-Herontwikkelingsproject staat goed 

op CV 

-Herontwikkelingsproject is goed 

persoonlijke groei 

Pragmatic motivation -Making contribution to 

improvement of area/city 

-Bijdrage leveren aan gebied/stad 

  Andere motivaties voor u van 

belang? 

  Belangrijkste motivatie voor u? 

 

Invitation citizen Operationalisation Question citizen 

Invitation 

(Open question) 

-Being invited -Bent u door een persoon of een lid 

van een organisatie uitgenodigd 

waardoor u besloot herontwikkeling 

te initiëren? 

-Zo ja: Wie? En op welke manier? En 

waarom heeft dit invloed gehad?   

 

Incentives planning 

instruments 

(Open questions) 

Operationalisation Questions citizen 

  -Waren de volgende gemeentelijke 

ondersteuningsmaatregelen voor u 

van toepassing om herontwikkeling 

te initiëren (of juist niet) (of niet 
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relevant in deze context)? En waarom 

wel/niet? 

Public law instrument 

(1-generation) 

-(Flexible) zoning plan 

 

-Flexibel bestemmingsplan 

 

Private law 

instrument 

(2-generation) 

-Cooperation between 

private and public actor  

-Samenwerking tussen publieke en 

private actor 

Financial instrument 

(2-generation) 

-Subsidy 

-Loan with low interest rates 

-Subsidie  

-Lage rente lening 

Communicative 

instrument 

(2-generation) 

-Central vacancy point set-

up by municipality 

 

-Offering information on 

possibilities redevelopment 

within policy frame: 

municipal expert 

consultations 

- Offering information on 

financial consequences 

redevelopment: municipal 

expert consultations 

 

-Leegstandsloket 

-Expertmeetings met informatie over 

financieringsmogelijkheden 

herontwikkeling en de mogelijkheden 

binnen beleidskader 

  -Had u andere vormen van 

gemeentelijke ondersteuning 

gewenst bij de keuze voor 

herontwikkeling? Waarom wel/niet? 

  -Heeft gemeentelijk handelen u juist 

tegengewerkt? Waarom wel/niet? 

 

Incentives planning 

instruments 

(Open questions) 

Operationalisation Question civil servant 

  -Heeft de gemeente de burger 

ondersteund bij de keuze voor 

herontwikkeling door de volgende 

maatregelen:  

 

Public law instrument 

(1-generation) 

-(Flexible) zoning plan 

 

-Flexibel bestemmingsplan 

 

Private law -Cooperation between -Samenwerking tussen publieke en 
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instrument 

(2-generation) 

private and public actor  private actor 

Financial instrument 

(2-generation) 

-Subsidy 

-Loan with low interest rates 

-Subsidie  

-Lage rente lening 

Communicative 

instrument 

(2-generation) 

-Central vacancy point set-

up by municipality 

 

-Offering information on 

possibilities redevelopment 

within policy frame: 

municipal expert 

consultations 

- Offering information on 

financial consequences 

redevelopment: municipal 

expert consultations 

 

-Leegstandsloket 

-Expertmeetings met informatie over 

financieringsmogelijkheden 

herontwikkeling en de mogelijkheden 

binnen beleidskader 
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Appendix 3 Topic list & Coding scheme 
 

Topic list & codeerschema 
 
Topic list met sleutelwoorden (dikgedrukt): wat beïnvloedt de keuze voor het initiëren van een 
herontwikkeling van gebouwd erfgoed? 
Topic list als basis voor deskresearch en interviews 
Topics zijn ontleend aan theoretisch kader 
De verschillende kleuren geven de verschillende gebruikte coderingen aan 
 
Object factoren (rood) Waarom is voor dit specifieke gebouw gekozen? (Burger)  
 Zijn de volgende factoren van belang geweest in de keuze voor het initiëren van deze 

herontwikkeling? (Burger) 
- Ligging 
- Staat van onderhoud 
- Grootte 
- Beschermde status  

 
Motivaties (blauw) Waarom is besloten een herontwikkeling te starten? (Burger) 
 Zijn de volgende motivaties op kaartjes van belang geweest in de keuze voor het 

initiëren van deze herontwikkeling? Waarom wel/niet? (Burger) 
- Ontevredenheid over huidige situatie (stellingen) 

o Ik was ontevreden over de slechte staat van het gebouw en daarom ben ik in 
actie gekomen 

o Ik was ontevreden over de sloop die zou dreigen en daarom ben ik in actie 
gekomen 

o Ik was ontevreden over de structurele leegstand van het gebouw en daarom 
ben ik in actie gekomen 

- Positieve verwachting (stelling) 
o Ik had van tevoren de verwachting dat ik invloed kon uitoefenen om erfgoed 

te behouden (door middel van herontwikkeling), en daarom ben ik in actie 
gekomen 

- Affiniteit met erfgoed (stellingen) 
o Ik ben geïnteresseerd in (lokaal) erfgoed en de achterliggende geschiedenis en 

daarom ben ik in actie gekomen 
o Ik heb de wens om (lokaal) erfgoed te behouden en daarom ben ik in actie 

gekomen 
- Binding met omgeving erfgoedobject (stelling) 

o Ik voel mij verbonden met dit gebied/deze stad en daarom ben ik in actie 
gekomen 

- Sociale motieven (stellingen) 
o Ik wilde actief bezig zijn met anderen en daarom ben ik actie gekomen 
o Ik wilde deel uit maken van een groep/gemeenschap en daarom ben ik in actie 

gekomen 
o Ik wilde waardering krijgen van anderen en daarom ben ik in actie gekomen 
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o Ik wilde een rolmodel zijn voor anderen en daarom ben ik in actie gekomen 
o Niemand anders kon/wilde in actie komen en daarom ben ik dit gestart  

- Handelen uit eigen belang (stellingen) 
o Ik wilde een nieuwe woon-/werkplek en daarom ben ik in actie gekomen 
o Ik wilde financiële winst behalen en daarom ben ik in actie gekomen 
o Ik wilde relevante contacten opdoen die ten goede komen van mijn carrière en 

daarom ben ik in actie gekomen  
o Ik wilde relevante kennis en vaardigheden opdoen die ten goede komen van 

mijn carrière en daarom ben ik in actie gekomen  
o Dit project zou goed zijn voor mijn imago/reputatie en daarom ben ik in actie 

gekomen 
o Dit project zou een goede aanvulling vormen op mijn CV en daarom ben ik in 

actie gekomen 
o Dit project zou bijdragen aan mijn persoonlijke ontwikkeling en daarom ben ik 

in actie gekomen 
- Burgerplicht (stelling) 

o Het behoud van erfgoed is mijn burgerplicht en daarom ben ik in actie 
gekomen  

- Pragmatisch motief (stelling) 
o Ik wilde een bijdrage leveren aan de ontwikkeling van dit gebied/deze stad 

- Andere motivaties?  
- Belangrijkste motivatie? 

 
Capaciteiten (geel) Welke capaciteiten zijn nodig om een herontwikkeling te initiëren? 
(Burger) 
 Welke capaciteiten zijn van belang geweest in de keuze voor het initiëren van deze 

herontwikkeling? Waarom wel/niet? (Burger) 
- Inbreng van tijd 
- Inbreng eigen financiële middelen  
- Beschikken over relevante vaardigheden (Likert- schaal) 

o Ik ben in staat een project te plannen (organisatorisch) 
o Ik ben in staat mij te organiseren met anderen (organisatorisch) 
o Ik ben in staat mij formeel uit te drukken, zowel schriftelijk als mondeling 

(communicatief) 
o Ik ben in staat te spreken voor een groep (communicatief) 
o Ik ben in staat mijn communicatie aan te passen aan verschillende 

doelgroepen (communicatief) 
o Ik ben in staat anderen te overtuigen van mijn opinie door middel van 

argumenten (communicatief) 
o Ik durf mijn mening te geven binnen een groep (collectieve besluitvorming) 
o Ik ben in staat te luisteren naar de mening van anderen (collectieve 

besluitvorming) 
o Ik streef naar consensus als sprake is van conflicterende meningen (collectieve 

besluitvorming)  
o Ik ben in staat ambtelijke informatie te begrijpen (kritisch nadenken) 
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Invitatie (lila) Is er sprake geweest van een uitnodiging? Zo ja, door wie? (Burger) 
 Is een uitnodiging van belang geweest in de keuze voor het initiëren van deze 

herontwikkeling? Waarom wel/niet? 
 

 
Planning instrumenten (groen) Welke instrumenten zijn ingezet? (Burger & gemeentelijk 
ambtenaar) 
 Welke planningsinstrumenten zijn van belang geweest in de keuze voor het initiëren 

van deze herontwikkeling? Waarom wel/niet? (Burger) 
- Publieksrechtelijk instrument 

o Beleidskader van (flexibel) bestemmingsplan 
- Privaatrechtelijk instrument 

o Van te voren vastgelegde verdeling van (financiële) verantwoordelijkheid 
tussen publieke en private partij in de samenwerking 

- Financieel instrument 
o Subsidie 
o Lage rente lening 

- Communicatief instrument 
o Uitnodiging vanuit gemeente voor herontwikkeling dmv 

kennisloket/informatieavonden 
o Informatie vanuit gemeente over mogelijkheden herontwikkeling in 

beleidskader 
o Informatie vanuit gemeente over financiële mogelijkheden herontwikkeling  

 Waren andere vormen van gemeentelijke ondersteuning gewenst? (Burger) 
 Heeft gemeentelijk handelen de herontwikkeling tegen gewerkt? (Burger) 

 
 
 


