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Preface

This research has been quite an adventurous journey. Four years of dedication to a single
subject felt simultaneously like a drudge and discovery, with moment of doubts and ‘Eurekas’.
| developed myself both academically and personally, often inter-locked in a process cycle of
self-imposed deadlines and following holidays. Some had the impression that | was always
travelling and often asked when | was ‘ready’. Indeed, this research has brought me both the
indescribable freedom to explore, to think, to interpret, and to learn. However, it also often
resulted in a restless state of mind, as things were never finished in my head. For myself,

| discovered what was really needed to succeed with such a project: determination, lots of
curiosity, some structure, and most of all relativism. It is not that you are going to change the
world with a single book. At the end of this journey, | can say that | definitely recommend others
to go ‘walkabout’. Start a PhD journey, but be aware of getting lost. In retrospect, it has been as
much as an academic quest as a life-changing personal experience.

My academic life has been made much easier with the help and support of some of my finest
colleagues. | would like to thank the Department of Real Estate & Housing and Hans Wamelink
in particular, for the opportunity, trust, and financial means given to me to carry out this PhD
research in the first place. Especially, | would like to mention the positive cooperation and
relationship with my supervisory team. My promoter Hans de Jonge inspired and challenged
me to go the extra mile, to ask the question behind the question, to reflect on my findings

with occurring trends in practice. He gave me the absolute freedom to discover the heart of

the subject myself, with my own lens, which is a great good. My daily supervisor Fred Hobma
guided me through the process by making me feel that | always had someone researching
along. He commented on all my draft versions throughout the years with incredible eye for
detail, sharp as a knife, realistic when needed. Thank you both for your optimistic attitudes

and our numerous positive discussions.

Also, other colleagues have been of tremendous support over the last years. Ineke Bruil, Peter Paul
van Loon and Wout van der Toorn Vrijthoff; thank you for introducing me to science, for teaching
me what it takes to be an academic, and for giving me necessary advice. | would like to thank Tom
Daamen, Graham Squires, and Vincent Nadin for their reflections on, and conversations about
my work. Also, Esra, Philip, Jelle and Monique, | really enjoyed our personal chats over smooth
cappucinos which eased my mind. And last but not least, Laura, | really enjoyed our daily talks
about all sorts of things; you have been such a supportive friend in many ways.

Of course, this research would not have been conducted without the enthusiastic co-
operation of and valuable professional knowledge from all the Dutch, UK and US interviewed
practitioners whose names can be found in the Appendix. Thank you for your willingness to
share your project experiences. Without your effort this dissertation would not have been as
rich with empirical material as it is. My research companions in the Dutch case studies, Rick
Gijzen and Bastiaan Peek, | value our enthusiastic reflections on the interviews we conducted
for our parallel research projects.
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My warm thanks go to my colleagues at the University of the West of England, Janet

Askew, Christine Lambert, Micheal Short, and Nick Smith. Thank you for hosting me

at your department, and for giving me the opportunity to study my UK cases. Also, my
acknowledgements go to my PhD defence commission members, whose detailed and
constructive comments proved to be very helpful for further improving this book.

As this research mainly was a sole undertaking, | felt the urge to work together on other projects
than my own. My gratitude goes to the Master City Developer colleagues who had to endure my
absence once in awhile. Therefore, | would like to thank Geurt, Tom, Peter, Jeroen, Jeroen, Eva, and
Marlies, for their interest in my research and my well-being. Moreover, | have intensely enjoyed
collaborating with some graduation students during my research. It is often underestimated
how much inspiration and new insights come from young enthusiastic people who are willing
to explore new directions in our field. Sjoerd Louwaars, Sandra Straub, Merel Putman, Judith
Wicherson, Ria van Dijk and Huub van der Post; | really enjoyed us exchanging so many ideas.

My valuable social life suffered at some occasions, but in the end | found the balance to not
become a ‘hermit’ for a number of reasons. Maybe it is a little unusual to highlight my leisure
activities, but | immensely value the positive effects they had on my ‘mind state’. Without being
aware of it | followed my grandma’s wisdom by enjoying nature. | found distractions to break
away from my often over-loaded brain and came to realize that it is the beauty and solitude of
hiking through mountain ‘landscapes’ that provided me the natural room for reflection and

the energy to continue working on my research. Many thanks go to Interpol, Bjork, Editors,

the National, Customs, Jamiroquai, Queen, Blgf, and ‘the Boss’ for their ‘soundscape’ that
repeatedly put me in my writing trance.

Of course, my closest friends have seen me walk my sometimes bumpy road. As you know how
much | value your company, | often struggled to give work priority over meeting you at some
moments. Stijn, Sussie, Jaap, Maarten, Maarten, Jeroen, Rute, Peter, Remco, Janine, lljoesja,
Mariska, Govert, Meike, Jaap, and Petra, thanks for your interest in my well-being and work, and
the great times we keep sharing together. And, Wietske and Yvette, thanks for your patience
during my seemingly endless trip and my nocturnal insomnia moments.

My deepest appreciation goes to the ones close to me. Sweet Katja, your sincere interest,
encouragements, enthusiasm, care and love, gives me confidence and the confirmation that
what | do matters. | cherish the day you walked into my life, that we found each other, and |
look forward to share our lives together. Simone and Frank, Wouter and Sandra, | am privileged
to have you as my sister, brother, and ‘aanhang’. In both good and bad times you were there to
show me the relativity of it all, as you taught me some true life lessons. And of course, ‘pap en
mam’, this book would not have been here without you. You gave me the opportunity to explore
life as | pleased, to go to university while no one in your families had ever done this before. Your
shared values of being true to yourself, to pursue your own destiny, to work hard, and to be
good to others in life, helped me to become the person | am. Your amazement about what | do,
encouragements and unconditional care, are a great stimulus for me. Thank you for providing
me the tranquil place to finalize crucial parts of this book at a time | needed it the most. |
dedicate this book to you.

Erwin Heurkens
Rotterdam, August 2012

Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects



'To my parents’

Preface



Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects



Contents (extensive)

Introduction 21
Problem Definition 22

Research Motives 23

Changing State-Market Relations in Dutch Society 23

Private Influences in Urban Planning & Development 26

EU’s Neoliberal-oriented Public-Private Partnership Legislation 29
Difficult Experiences with Joint Venture Partnerships 30

Economic Crisis & Financial Consequences for Actors 33

Research Objectives 37
Central Research Question 38

Structure of the Book 39

Theories a4s
Introduction 45

Positioning the Research 46

Urban Development Projects 46

Management, Influencing & Steering 48

Conceptual Integrative Urban Management Model 52
Conceptualizing Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects 57

Context of Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects 63

Economy & Politics: The Anglo-Saxon Model & Neoliberalism 63
Urban Governance: State-Market Relations 73

Contents (extensive)



Planning Systems & Policies 77

Organization of Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects 89

Public-Private Relationships 89
Public-Private Partnerships 94
Institutional Aspects & Inter-organizational Arrangements 96

Management of Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects 99

Competing Urban Management Concepts 99

Project Management Activities 103

Process Management Activities 103

Management Tools 103

Management Resources 104

Conceptual Public-Private Urban Management Model 104

Effects of Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects 107

Effectiveness 107
Efficiency 108
Spatial Quality 108

Conclusions 110

Methodology 111

Introduction 111

Methodological Framework 112

Philosophy: Systems Thinking & Approach 116
Concept: Analytical Case Study Model 117

Methods: Case Studies & Lesson-Drawing 119

Critical Issues in Case Study Research 119
Crucial Methodological Choices for this Research 120

Techniques 125

Conclusions 127

Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects



Urban Developmentin the Netherlands 131

Context of Dutch Urban Development 131

The Anglo-Saxon Western Wind 131

Urban Planning System 133

Urban Area Development 137

Changes in Dutch Urban Area Development since 2010 138

Organization of Dutch Urban Development 141

Role of the Public Sector 141

Role of the Private Sector 144

Public-Private Relationship & Partnerships 148

Concessions: Dutch Private Sector-led Urban Development Form 154

Conclusions 159

Casesin the Netherlands 161
Case Study Framework 161
Amsterdam, Park de Meer 164

Den Haag, Ypenburg Deelplan 20 168
Enschede, De Laares 173

Maassluis, Het Balkon 178
Middelburg, Mortiere 182

Naaldwijk, Woerdblok 187
Rotterdam, Nieuw Crooswijk 192

Tilburg, Wagnerplein 197

Contents (extensive)



Utrecht, De Woerd 201
Velsen, Oud-limuiden 205

Cross Case Analysis 210

Organization 210
Management 215
Effects 219

Experiences 222

Conclusions 227

Urban Developmentin the UK 229
Introduction 229

Context of UK’s Urban Development 230

Urban Planning System 230

Urban Regeneration 233

Entrepreneurial Regeneration in the 1980s 235
New Labour Regeneration since the Late 1990s 239

Organization of UK’s Urban Development 242

Role of the Public Sector 242
Role of the Private Sector 248
Public-Private Relationship & Partnerships 252

Conclusions 257

Casesinthe UK 2s9
Case Study Framework 259

Bristol Harbourside 262

Context 263

Planning & Development Process 266
Organization 279

Management 282

Effects 286

Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects



Experiences 288
Conclusions 290

Liverpool One 290

Context 292

Planning & Development Process 294
Organization 307

Management 310

Effects 314

Experiences 316

Cross Case Analysis 319

Context 319
Organization 321
Management 322
Effects 326
Experiences 328

Conclusions 330

Empirical Lessons & Implications 3ss
Introduction 335

Lessons from Dutch & UK Private Sector-led Cases 336

Dutch Issues & UK Solutions 337
Dutch Recommendations & UK Support 344

Inspiration from UK Private Sector-led Cases 349

Inspirational Lessons from the UK for the Netherlands 349
Context-dependent & Context-independent Lessons 356

Conclusions 362

Contents (extensive)



Conclusion 3e3
Answering the Research Question 363
Usefulness of Concepts for Empirical Cases 364

Recommendations for Further Research 366

Epilogue 369

Safeguarding Public Interests 369

Defining Public Interests 370

Theoretical Safeguarding Mechanisms & Approaches 372

Public Interests in Urban Planning & Development 376

Safeguarding Strategies in Private Sector-led Urban Development 380
Safeguarding Instruments for Private Sector-led Urban Development 384

Alternative Financing Instruments 386

Current Economic & Financial Reality 386
Promising Alternative Financing Instruments 388
Financing Instruments for Private Sector-led Urban Development 397

Summary 401
Samenvatting 413
List of Tables & Figures 427

References 431

Case References 4s1
Survey Spatial Quality 4s9
Case USA - Seattle South Lake Union 464

Curriculum Vitae 479

List of Publications 480

Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects



Contents (extensive)



Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects



Introduction

This PhD research has been carried out against the background of economic and societal
changes. In 2008, according to Florida (2010) the Western world entered into the ‘Great
Recession’, a period in which global established economic systems reached their perishable
date. In order to follow a path to sustainable economic growth Florida pledges for a ‘Great
Reset’. Areset that equals the structural system changes that took place in the aftermath of two
previous periods of global recessions; the Long Depression (1873) and the Great Depression
(1929). Also, now we are in the middle of an economic cyclical change, but we entered a period
of structural changes to our daily lives. In North American and European countries, decades of
limitless economic growth on based on everlasting consumer spending has turned into slower
economic growth or even decline based on structural changed needs. According to Robles-
Duran (2011) currently two parallel urban practices in the Western world enfold; one that

is based on neoliberal top-down public-private urban projects and one that focuses on local
bottom-up multidisciplinary urban ‘collectives’.

In our opinion, as an academic researcher, the challenge is to understand these structural
changing needs of society and unfolding practices and to contribute knowledge to urban
practices. However, this contribution takes place within the limited boundaries of a PhD
research. Therefore, this research focuses on understanding and exploring the neoliberal

urban practice mentioned above. Furthermore, this research focuses on our own specific field
of expertise; urban development projects. Nevertheless, the challenge to contribute valuable
knowledge to the domain of urban development remains. The recession has revealed that
established ways of thinking and acting in urban development practice are being questioned.
In particular in the Netherlands, the academic and professional domain of urban development
has become subject to structural reflection. This is what we would like to call the domain change;
the nature of the assignment is somewhat different from its previous period. This domain
change and other factors pose conditions on the roles of public and private actors in urban
development projects, which is of particular focus to our research. The second change therefore
can be defined as the role change; local authorities and project developers are adapting new
ways of collaboration in managing urban development projects.

This introduction chapter builds upon these important fundamental notions. It positions the
research within the field of urban development and provides insight into the choices that have
been made to make this study researchable. Section 1.1 sets out the problem this research
faces, which relates to a management assignment in contemporary urban development.
Section 1.2 elaborates on five related arguments that form the basic reasons for carrying out
this research. These sections provide opportunities to define the research objective (Section
1.3) and to pose the main research question (Section 1.4). Finally, we relate the research design
and thesis structure into a coherent scheme (Section 1.5).
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Problem Definition

Central to this research lays a management problem within urban (area) development projects
in the Netherlands. Practising professionals (Van de Klundert, 2008; Van Rooy, 2009) and
academic scholars (De Zeeuw, 2007; Daamen, 2010; Van der Krabben, 2011a) argue that
urban development in the Netherlands is characterized by a growing sense of ineffectiveness
and inefficiency. It seems that established organizational, legal and financial arrangements
used for urban projects no longer match shifting public-private relations and interactions.
This discussion fits within several contemporary debates which focus on new ways for public
and private actors to collaborate on, finance and manage urban development projects.
Several practical debates, recent academic theses (e.g. Putman, 2010; Bakker, 2011; Dekker,
2011; Louwaars, 2011; Spakman, 2011; Wicherson, 2011, Trip, 2011) and public opinion
(e.g. Stroink, 2012), often include questions about new roles of public, private and civic
institutions in realizing urban projects. Most research and debates focus on solutions related
to organizational and legal arrangements between public and private actors. In addition, our
research aims at providing insight into how these actors actually can manage or influence
projects.

Hence, in search of new public-private relations and roles it seems crucial to gain more insight
in the institutional characteristics and actor interactions involved with urban development
projects. But, we are not interested in providing a theoretical understanding of state-market
relations in urban planning as a whole. Rather, this research builds on recommendations set
by Daamen (2010) who argues that it is crucial to research how the ‘integration of activities’
between involved actors takes place in practice. Thus, in this research, the integration of
activities is viewed as a management assignment, which looks at opportunities for local
authorities and developers to influence the outcome of projects. This is in line with Van der
Krabben’s (2011a) suggestion that one of the important issues in contemporary planning
research agenda is to provide answers to such managerial questions.

In specific, this research is interested in a leading role for private actors and facilitating

role for public actors within urban development projects. A concept we describe as private
sector-led urban development projects. This concept can be seen as the application of more
market-driven concepts in urban planning, a trend that characterizes contemporary Dutch
urban development practice. Behold, we do not neglect the increased role of civic actors in
projects, but rather view incorporating their interests as a condition for public and private
actors to create sustainable developments. Thus, we are interested in the kind of public-private
collaboration and management that takes place within private sector-led urban development
projects. Importantly, this changed situation shifts the management perspective of public-
private collaboration in urban development projects which involves some crucial issues. At first,
the ‘new’ public-private relationship raises concerns by public actors about the possible lack of
control (Dutch: ‘regie’) over development projects. Furthermore, the situation raises questions
about what is required for private actors to manage projects more prominently, to handle new
responsibilities, to carry out new tasks. Moreover, it is unclear how public-private collaboration
and interaction in private sector-led urban development projects actually takes shape in
practice. Finally, it is interesting to study the project effects of such public-private interactions.
These are ‘problematic’ issues the research tries to make sense of, amongst others.

Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects



The problem of this research therefore is:

There is little scientific and practical understanding about how public and private actors
collaborate on and manage private sector-led urban development projects and what the project
effects of their interactions are.

The following section sets out various motives underlying the research problem. These motives
are derived from a wide variety of sources. It includes a study of academic and professional
literature and provides important arguments for conducting this research.

Research Motives

Foremost, the motives for conducting this research are derived from a Dutch perspective

on urban development practice. However, some motives also relate to more internationally
oriented urban planning and development issues. The motives to a certain extent relate to
each other, they are interconnected on several levels of abstraction. But in essence they refer
to changes in the Netherlands that have ultimately shifted the day to day relationship between
public and private actors in urban development projects. They provide conditions for the way
local authorities and project developers can cooperate within projects. More importantly, they
affect the way urban development can be managed or influenced. To put it in other words,

the changes have created a ‘new reality’ which poses new requirements for the roles of public
and private actors in these projects. The following changes in fact can be seen as the major
motives for conducting this research, and are briefly described below. In the following sections
we briefly describe four main motives for conducting this research on private sector-led urban
development projects.

Changing State-Market Relations in Dutch Society

The relationship between public and private actors in Dutch urban development practice

since the 1980s, and particularly since the 2000s, has shifted fundamentally. Central to this
fundamental shift lays a discussion about State-Market relations on a societal level. The former
hierarchical relationship between the two has shifted to a more network-oriented relationship
(see Boelens, 2009; 2010). Viewed more bluntly, this shift involves a decreasing role of the
public sector and an increasing role of the private (and civic) sector in societal decision-making.
Actually, this shift finds its roots in fundamental developments within our Western society.
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Neoliberalization: The Anglo-Saxon Western wind

Such development can be positioned within the acceptance of more neoliberal or Anglo-Saxon
ideologies throughout the European continent, and subsequently Dutch society and spatial planning
since the 1980s. On the political and economic level authors like Albert (1998), Giddens (1998),
Hall & Soskice (2001), Hackworth (2002) and Rifkin (2004) refer to two different types of capitalism
that exist in Western countries. These are the Anglo-Saxon model applicable to the USA, UK and
Canada (and others), and the Rhineland model applicable to most Continental European countries.
These two ideal type models exist with different interpretations of the roles of the State and the
Market. In short, the Anglo-Saxon model consist of free market economies with limited government
control and legislation based upon Case Law, while in the Rhineland model’s emphasis lies on
regulated market economies with some sort of government control and legislation based upon Civic
Law. Hence, in regard to this research, we highlight that the Anglo-Saxon ideology involves a favoring
role of the Market (or private sector) over the State (or public sector) within society.

Nevertheless, the Netherlands is mostly rooted within the Rhineland model. But it has
increasingly become under influence of the characteristics from the Anglo-Saxon model

(see also Heurkens, 2009). This, not in the last place, has been accelerated by the global
interconnectedness of economic and social systems around the world. In political respect,
Dutch Rhineland values gradually are being replaced by Anglo-Saxon ones. In the Netherlands,
this started with structural government retrenchments and rounds of privatizations in the
1980’s (Van der Cammen & De Klerk, 2003). Also, on an organizational level Brouwer &
Moerman (2005) and Godijk (2008) indicate that there are obvious influences of Anglo-Saxon
principles in the Netherlands. Here, they argue that Anglo-Saxon thinking is becoming more
dominant. “We see this in government policies, in the way firms and their managers think and
act, and even in the content of current management courses” (Bakker et al., 2005).

Market-oriented planning

In this regard, De Jonge (2007) recognized a fundamental shift of societal values and power. He
states that in the second half of the 20th century Dutch society, as many other countries in the
developed world, has grown towards a society in which on the one hand individualism, selective
access to services, and inequality (societal values), and on the other hand the private sector or
market (power) has gained more influence. This value and power shift in the context of Dutch
urban development is represented in Figure 1.1. Behold that De Jonge constructed this model
before the current economic recession took place. However, the model still functions as a
somewhat simplified device to explain recent shifts in society.

De Jonge’s notion is supported by Boelens et al. (2006) and Boelens (2010) who argue that the
‘hierarchical’ role of the State has reached its limits, not in the last place within urban planning.
Not only does the private sector gain a more powerful position within society, also formal and
informal civic organizations have filled the ‘gap’ left behind by governments. However, this
does not mean that governments are ‘losing power’. According to Boelens (2010) government
needs to reposition themselves within public-business-civic community networks. He argues
that public sector-led civic coalition-building needs to radically change into the acceptance of

a public sector position as part of an actor-network, rather than being positioned hierarchically
outside of such networks.
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The State

Collectivism societal values Individualism
Collective Service Access Selective Service Access
Equality Inequality
S
H
o
Q
The Market

Value & power shift in context of Dutch urban development (based on De Jonge, 2007)

From a planning perspective, Alexander (2001) and Adams et al. (2010) argue that itis even

a fallacy to position the State versus the Market. They explain the impossibility to separate
Planning and Markets. Rather they argue that government institutions have become part

of a market system. For instance, Alexander (2001) and Lind (2002) have indicated several
forms of market-driven, market-oriented types of planning. Here, the basic perspective is that
governments are part of a market environment, and should act accordingly. Determining what
is public or private in a complex network environment has become more difficult as boundaries
between these sectors are blurring; it is not always clear in which domain actors operate (see
Teisman, 2008; Nadin, 2011).

Thus, despite the recent (legitimate) call for more government interventions within the “failing
market economy’ it does not involve a return towards a powerful State (see Boelens, 2009). As
stated above, it has become part of a larger system itself, as a vital actor within that network.
Thus, public intervention becomes a rather logical action based on its network role. Therefore,
Van der Krabben (2011a) argues that this situation represents an economic cyclical change
resulting in a temporal shifted public-private power equilibrium which can be noticed optically
and experienced daily. But as Florida (2010) explains it is rather the structural change of a
whole economy that truly matters for our future society. He argues that necessary fundamental
choices for a new sustainable economy and way of life will likely come from market innovations,
as “governments are not the prime mover” (Florida, 2010: 181) in times of recession.

In short, here we indicated that a new equilibrium in State-Market relations is founded within
changing societal values. This society-based trend has been pointing towards more private
sector influences in Western countries for several decades now. Surely, State-Market relations
can be subject to changes in the economy. But, despite the current economic recession and
its difficult predictive outcomes for State-Market relations in specific countries, the most
fundamental indicators point towards a structural strengthened position of the private sector,
also in the Netherlands.
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Private Influences in Urban Planning & Development

Development planning

Contextual changes most often determine changes in daily practice. Particular for this

research, spatial planning policy formation represents a reaction to the changes in society
described above. Van Rooy et al. (2006) argue that urban planning in the Netherlands is faced
with changed spatial assignments and relationships. The National Spatial Planning Policy’s
emphasis on the development planning (Dutch: ontwikkelingsplanologie) concept —in planning
literature also referred to as communicative planning, interactive planning and consensus
planning — instead of the former used restrictive planning (Dutch: toelatingsplanologie) indeed
can be seen as reaction to changed circumstances. The relative simplicity of spatial planning
policy under government leadership is being replaced by pluriformity and changeableness, with
more different actors involved and less fixed relationships. The rise of development planning
can be attributed to dissatisfaction with the visible shortcomings of the classical permitted
planning (Hobma, 2005). The Dutch National Spatial Planning Act (VROM, 2006) refers to this
as a shift from government towards governance; “Collaboration between public actors, societal
organizations, citizens and companies is needed to effectively handle problems and to seize
opportunities.”

Urban area development

It is increasingly acknowledged that the power and value shift also effects public and private
actors’ roles and relationships in urban development practices all over the world. Daamen
(2010) argues that the ‘Dutch’ answer to changing roles and relationships in its spatial
planning practice is called ‘gebiedsontwikkeling’, translated most literally as ‘urban area
development’. It can be seen as the practical equivalent of the development planning concept.
According to Daamen (2010) urban area development stands for:

This definition emphasizes the role of different actors in developing urban areas. Daamen
(2010) argues that governments have found themselves not above but between the other
actors concerned, signifying a definite shift in their power to enforce and regulate particular
land uses and planning activities. In urban development practice we most profoundly notice
this shift in the way plans are made. Land use plans that have been unilaterally drawn up by the
public sector do not give any guarantee that development takes place in the manner intended;
private sector investments and involvement indeed are needed. Unmistakeably, both actors are
interdependent in realizing public and private development interests and objectives.
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Private influences

Thus, spatial policies, plans and projects are the result of a negotiation process in which
governments are no longer obviously ‘in the lead’. Private actors, community groups and other
public bodies have all become participants in an on-going quest for improving the way land is
being used and developed. As a result of this trend and subsequent public planning policies, the
private sector gradually gained more influence over urban development projects. In the Dutch
urban development practice, De Zeeuw (2007) describes that these trends resulted in the forward
integration of market parties in the development process. Project developers gradually replaced
local authorities in their task as initiators of urban development projects. In the Netherlands, this
was based on their interest to develop large amounts of acquired land for development.
Furthermore, we can state that the policy shift from restrictive towards development

planning concepts impacts the way public and private actors organize urban development
projects. Indeed, as a result of policy changes we see that Public-Private Partnerships (PPP)
gained ground as an organizational and legal instrument for actors to cooperate on spatial
developments. In the Netherlands, most profoundly we noticed an evolution in the existence
of PPP models towards more private sector involvement. This is due to several reasons related
to financial positions, the availability of means, and the status of competencies (amongst
others) of the public and private sector. Dutch PPP models evolved from public sector-led urban
development (building rights model) towards public-private sector-led urban development
(joint venture model) into private sector-led urban development (concession model). However,
this does not mean that former models have disappeared; they still exist and are used for
projects. But, the public-private spectrum changes constantly, which automatically changes
the roles of both actors in urban development projects and processes. In other words, market
parties are operating more often and further into the classic government domain, due to the
increased number of private initiatives and investments.

Notice that in historical perspective, urban planning in the Netherlands always has been
characterized by forms of public-private collaboration, in which private initiatives went

along with public spatial guidelines. Since the 12th century polders for example were made

on the basis of concession agreements (see De Klerk in Bijsterveld, 2009). Also the spatial
composition of inner cities in the Netherlands was based on a planning framework provided by
local planning authorities, within which private entrepreneurs developed building blocks. In
this regard, Boelens (2009; 2010) argues the period from the Second World War and especially
in the 1960 with a leading government in the countries’ reconstruction and spatial planning
can be considered to be not more than a temporary ‘hiccup’ in a longer history of civic and
private entrepreneurship.
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From the 1980s on, we see a gradual return towards the ‘normal’ situation in the Netherlands.
The private sector became more involved in planning with investments in development
projects through PPP projects. And, since the early 2000s, the increased use of the concession
models in daily development practice has increased the private role even more. Despite this
‘evolution’, De Klerk in Bijsterveld (2009) emphasizes that the phase from the 1980’s until
now can be characterized by a difficult relationship between the State and the Market. A clear
conception on the roles of public and private sector is lacking. In the pragmatic Dutch climate,
he argues that we owe this stern relationship mainly to a defective political fundament between
the Market and Politics. The lack of direction in the academic and practical discussions and
debates on the fundamental public and private roles in planning seem to be rooted within this
‘pragmatic attitude’.

Entrepreneurial risk-taking governments

Moreover, Van der Krabben (2011a) emphasizes that Dutch urban development in
international perspective has a unique character that somewhat ‘colours’ the perspective on
public and private roles. Urban development has developed itself as an established domain,
both professionally and academically, far more than in other countries. More importantly,

the active risk-taking entrepreneurial role of local authorities in land development can be
considered as an exception to the international rule. Active public land policy as an instrument
for local authorities to realize ambitions, in other countries does seldom exist. In most other
countries, private developers are acting as risk-taking and investing actors within land and

real estate development. For reasons explained later, this type of development approach is
becoming less and less defendable.

Behold, for a new cooperative public-private balance in Dutch urban development practice, few
grounded principles are available at the moment. De Klerk in Bijsterveld (2009) emphasizes
that this is a problem that can be solved by determining which fundamental responsibilities
both domains could have. This research can be viewed as a contribution to such a public and
private roles clarification. However, this will not be disputed on a political level but clarified by
analyzing operational urban development projects, as will be outlined in Chapter 2.

In conclusion, this section provided three fundamental notions that are of most importance
for contemporary debates on Dutch State-Market relations considering planning policies and
urban development practice:

The structural trend towards more private sector influences in policies and practice;

The historical fact that the role of government was limited within spatial planning;

The international exception of an active risk-bearing public land development role.
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EU’s Neoliberal-oriented Public-Private Partnership Legislation

Tendering principles: Competition, transparency and role division

From a legal perspective other changes influence the way public and private actors cooperate in
urban development; tendering procedures based on European Law are becoming increasingly
coercive. The application of European tendering procedures for Public-Private Partnerships

in urban development is a reoccurring issue in the Dutch planning debate and practice. The
European Commission (2004) expresses their concerns about the somewhat non-transparent
public-private cooperation in Dutch urban development practice. They prefer a clear public-
private role division and a government that minimizes potential risks for development, e.g. a
more neoliberal-oriented development approach (e.g. based on Anglo-Saxon characteristics).
In particular, the often used institutionalized Dutch PPP joint venture model — with a single
corporate body commonly chaired by both public and private board members — is a cooperation
model for which critical comments are formulated, looked at from European tendering
principles perspective.

First, public-private entities like the single corporate body in the joint ventures in the
Netherlands in the initiative phase of a development often are formed without a clear
competition among property developers. Private parties are selected based upon their
coincidental interest in a development and on the basis of land ownership in the area, and
thus obtain a favored position in relation to other private parties, by which the European
competition principle may be violated (ICER, 2008).

The second reason why the joint venture model in relation to the selection of private parties

is doubtful is the unclear definition of the subject of the tender formulated by the public body
at the early stage of an urban development. The European Commission (2004) has frequently
diagnosed that the tasks appointed to public and private parties within the single corporate
body are defined inaccurately and in some case are totally absent in the contract. This leads to
problems with the transparency and equality principles and the detriment of the objectives of
common interest by public bodies.

Thirdly, in the realization phase, the hybrid role of public actors within the single corporate
joint venture body creates the so-called ‘double hat problem’. This problem occurs when public
organizations gain financial profits out of a development under private law, but at the same
time act as the guardian of common interest. They have specific qualitative wishes which in
their turn may be disadvantageous for the development financial result of the single corporate
entity (Wolting, 2006). This creates frictions with European Union principles, because it
threatens public legitimacy, and brings along unnecessary public financial risks.

Afourth issue includes the consequences of the Auroux-judgment for the practice of urban
development in the Netherlands. Current Dutch PPP practice can be contradictive to the
statement of the European Court of Justice (C-220/05) that close financial involvement of
municipalities in urban development projects which are meant to be brought on the market,
may well be in conflict with public procurement rules. This situation asks for a tendering
framework with clearly defined expectations, tasks, competencies, responsibilities, and risks
involved for the tender undertaker.
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Furthermore, according to Bregman (2010b), the more recent Muller-judgment by the
European Court of Justice (C-451/08) implicates that future urban development PPPs will be
based on a clear role division by law, in which public bodies operate within the public domain
and developers within the private domain. Bregman foresees that future PPP models will be
‘new style’ joint venture and concession models rather than the building rights model. This
results in more market freedom and less detailed government control. Thus, in the near future,
based on these legal arguments, a more private sector-led development approach (with a
government avoiding financial development risks) based on a clear public-private role division
can be expected.

Difficult Experiences with Joint Venture Partnerships

Inter-organizational partnership problems

The experiences of public and private actors with the application of the joint venture model
as a form of Public-Private Partnership (PPP) in the Netherlands in general is considered as
positive. However, some critical notes to these positive experiences can be made as well. In

a joint venture model, public and private actors set up an organizational body with a sharing
principle; investments, risks, revenues and responsibilities are shared among the parties. The
main reason from both public and private actors to choose this type of cooperation model is
the conviction that the contribution of both parties brings about an added value for urban
development (Klijn & Twist, 2007). The added value is, on the one hand, to be found in more
efficiency, effectiveness and innovation due to the contribution of private parties in the form
of financial means and market knowledge, a thought based upon the New Public Management
theory. On the other hand, the involvement of the public sector in the whole life cycle of

the development process could contribute to more flexibility to react on changed political,
environmental, and societal circumstances, a thought based upon the Governance theory.
Klijn & Twist (2007) conclude that experiences in Dutch practice show that the expected
advantages are not obtained easily. Teisman (2008) argues the following.

In addition, Klijn & Teisman (2003) argue that partners have “difficulties with joint decision-
making and organization, and tend to revert to traditional forms by contracting out and
separating responsibilities.” As a result in urban development, for example, we see a growing
interest in the concession model. This collaboration model is based on a strict division of
public and private roles by contract, also propagated for as a manner to reduce the complexity
of public-private cooperation by separating both domains. De Jonge in Harms (2008) more
profoundly states that PPP in the Netherlands has had a chance for about 15 or 20 years, but
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actually just a few real successful projects have been realized. In summary, the main reasons
for mixed experiences with the joint ventures are summarized here.

Hybridism: Incompatible value systems

First, the expected advantage of more efficiency and effectiveness is not always met which

is caused by the differences in objectives and interests. The public sector is viewing urban
development projects in terms of safeguarding public interests. The private sector is mainly
interested in obtaining a decent profit safeguarding the continuation of the firm. On top of
these organization-dependent objectives, common objectives have to be found within the
inter-organizational PPP entity. Here, the lack of a clear role description of both parties often
results in a discussion which actor actually is accountable for what issues. Teisman (2008)
argues that actors within these partnerships are acting on the ‘edge’ of public and private
domains. This creates situations of hybridism, especially within formal inter-organizational
partnership arrangements such as PPP joint ventures. Teisman (2008: 319) continues by
stating that “despite attempts to clearly divide the public and private domain”, in reality (e.g.
urban development practice) the borders between what is public and private become blurred.
This poses challenges for the management of urban development processes and projects.

For instance, throughout the initiative and plan development stage of PPP joint ventures

a lot of effort is put into the negotiation process to reach agreements on sharing risks and
revenues. The high number of organized meetings and paperwork involved in this process
can be viewed as a way of safeguarding interests. In this regard, Teisman (2008) argues that
economists criticize the high transaction costs of hybrid arrangements, which are attributed to
the time-consuming task of streamlining the ‘incompatible value systems’ of public and private
domains. General speaking, public actors exist to serve public interests (democracy, safety,
health) while private actors exist to serve private interests (profits, business continuation).

In the light of PPP joint ventures, De Jonge in Harms (2008) highlights the difficulty with
hybridism as a management problem: “a simple rule applies; the one that pays also likes to
decide.” As both public and private actors have a financial stake, and basic public and private
objectives often are hard to match, negotiation and decision-making processes are seldom
efficient and effective. Moreover, the compromising nature of decisions could possibly harm
process and product innovations.

Flexibility: Inability to cope with dynamics

Second, the expected flexibility to react on changed circumstances through public sector
involvement throughout the whole life cycle process of the development is not always viewed
as an advantage from a private sector perspective. Because of the long project time span,
often a characteristic for joint venture urban developments, projects face several political
elections. This sometimes is referred to as the problem of political discontinuity as political
priorities change, often resulting in the adaptation of functional spatial programs. Laborious
achieved common objectives become subject to a repetitive situation of reframing them in
the realization stage, when urban development projects are already underway. Furthermore,
Yescombe (2007) argues that PPP projects also are subject to technological and economic
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changes, which PPP contractual agreements often lack the flexibility to respond to. However,
“projects with a stable long-term planning horizon such as roads or other transport facilities fit
well with the PPP approach” (Yescombe, 2007: 27). One can question if complex and dynamic
urban development projects are characterized by such ‘stable’ long-term planning perspective
and horizon.

Nonetheless, dealing with changed circumstances is important for the public-private
relationship. Not responding to changing public objectives is not an option for private actors,
because it could damage the social and professional relationship between both partners.
Furthermore, it could create a situation of distrust within the common development entity.
The risk of not being able to proceed with the cooperation is obviously, from a private sector
perspective, but also from a government point of view, an undesired situation. Already
substantial investments in the project have been made. It can be stated that changing local
politics have a major impact on a development because of the shareholders position of public
entities in joint ventures. According to De Zeeuw (2007), a way of coping with the inflexibility
issue is to look at organizational models in which politics are more clearly separated from daily
urban development project organizations.

Misconceptions: Distrust between actors

Third, the cooperation between public and private actors in joint ventures is hindered by
misconceptions from public and private actors towards one another. An evaluation of Public-
Private Partnerships in Dutch urban development projects by Deloitte (2008a) reveals the
bias towards one another on the roles and motives of parties (Table 1.1). This bias can be
considered as a major socio-cultural characteristic of urban development; this misconception
in general creates distrust between public and private actors. The main reason for this is the
hidden agenda used by both actors within the joint venture cooperation. Further on, in general
we claim that such attitudes towards one another are often contra-productive for public-
private cooperation. They encompass a view build upon States versus Markets (or public versus
private actors), rather than their recognizing their interdependent nature.

‘Private parties only want to make a profit’ ‘Local authorities never decide and stack ambition
on ambition’
‘We first explore the financial possibilities within our public ‘After four years faced with another alderman with other
organization, and if we can’t manage it we bring in the private views, the whole circus starts again, if they don’t already
parties to close financial gaps’ retreat in the meantime’
‘If we bring in private parties we lose control’ ‘We are not asked to bring in our knowledge and expertise,
but only support development with money’
‘Land positions are only taken by private parties to buy ‘Local authorities create expectations, start by making
cooperation from the government’ models, but don’t have a clue of the costs involved’

Public & private sector bias in PPP joint ventures (based on Deloitte, 2008a)
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Furthermore, the lack of transparency often creates unnecessary negative energy in projects.

A possible solution not only lies in the construction of solid agreements, it is the culture

that needs to change as well. For instance, Bult-Spiering & Dewulf (2006) argue that ‘soft’
sociological aspects in PPPs in general have been overlooked by ‘hard’ economic and spatial
aspects. For this research it means that a solution for a public-private role definition also
should also consider taking into account the relational aspects of mutual dependencies. On

the basis of these findings, we conclude that the cooperation experiences with joint ventures
have not yet resolved in a fully mature and professional public-private cooperative relationship.
Therefore, possibly, experiments with other models proofed to be promising.

Economic Crisis & Financial Consequences for Actors

The latest economic recession has put several urban development projects in the Netherlands,
but also elsewhere in Europe and North America, on hold or under reconsideration. One can
say that the economic crisis started in 2008 has confronted professionals and academics

with the short-comings of contemporary urban development practice. For this research it is
interesting to look more closely at reasons beyond the need for a redefinition of the roles of
local authorities and property developers. Here, we explore some reasons, consequences, and
future conditions for Dutch urban development and the actors involved.

Economic downturn: Shortcomings of contemporary urban development

The beginning of the economic crisis marked the end of a period of urban growth and
substantial demand for offices, housing, and retail in the Netherlands. Van der Krabben
(2011a: 9) argues that Dutch spatial planning and development at the moment is at a turning-
point. This is a statement that also is supported by American academics such as Florida (2010)
and Glaeser (2011) who argue this is a matter occurring on a global scale. Especially decreasing
development demand from risk-avoiding consumers and increased bank loan restrictions to
finance development, have put the development market under pressure. Most likely, we are
entering a period of marginal growth and a shift from a supply market towards a demand
(buyers) market in urban development. In 2011, the Dutch housing market has seen housing
prices fall substantially, while in the office market vacancies are considered as structural. Both
public and private organizations have both contributed to the current oversupply with growth
policies and ambitious development proposals. At first glance, this situation seems to be of
cyclical nature. However, as the Dutch demographic growth and welfare levels also stabilize,
this situation seems to be of a more structural nature.

Moreover, since the economic crisis, Dutch urban development projects face substantial
financial feasibility dif ficulties. It is commonly acknowledged that the previous growth-
oriented ways of developing cities and areas is no longer suitable for current and future
demands. Van der Krabben (2011a) argues that the main assignment for urban development
will focus on urban transformation of the existing urban landscape and real estate stock (see
also Peek, 2011). However, brownfield development and transformation within cities, with
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existing financial development models and supply-driven development strategies, seem hard
to realize. The reason for this is that financial margins on land and real estate development in
those locations are low. This is a result of high land development costs on the one hand, and
low real estate profit margins on the other hand. However, densifying cities and making them
more attractive is the sustainable way forward, a course supported by the Dutch government
(see VROM, 2008; VROM-raad, 2010). This poses a great challenge for both public and private
actors with regard to their current internal financial situation.

Financial consequences for private actors

Property developers have first felt the consequences of structural changing economic
circumstances. Before the economic recession, private sector involvement in urban
development practice increased as a result of central government’s spatial VINEX policy for
large greenfield housing development locations (see VROM, 1991), and the fact that market
demand for real estate often seemed limitless. This eventually resulted in a larger share of
private investment and management of developing the built environment. For instance, a new
Public-Private Partnership model in the Netherlands called the ‘concession model’ occurred.
This was a result of a retreating government and the urban planning policy emphasis on large
scale greenfield developments. In essence, public means for development, being land, capital
and knowledge, were gradually superseded by private ones. Furthermore, development was

so booming that local authorities simply did not have enough labor capacity to manage all
urban development projects within a city. Therefore, they chose to let the private sector develop
potentially less (political) risk baring developments.

However, then the economic crisis occurred in 2008. As a result, property developers in urban
development practice face severe difficulties to secure investment for new projects. As market
demand for real estate is particularly low, investment loans from banks for development are
accompanied by tightened risk-avoiding conditions. Therefore at the moment, the private
sector’s appetite for risk-bearing investments in projects is low as argued by Heurkens

(2010). Along with the lack of external financial means for development comes a lack of
internal financial liquidity within development companies. They own substantial amounts

of land waiting for development. And at the same time real estate sales and land prices are
low due to low market demands. This has led to reorganizations and redundancies within the
development industry and selling off land positions to local authorities.

Furthermore, at the moment, a fundamental review on development strategies of developers
in urban development is taken place. A strategy that is built upon a demand-driven approach
focusing on end-users and introducing sustainable development concepts, rather than supply-
driven mass production developments and economy-focused concepts. In essence, one can
state that the current changing role of private sector is part of a cyclical change highlighted

by the recession economy (see Van der Krabben, 2011a). This view is supported by a study

by Joolingen et al. (2009) on the consequences of the economic crisis for the Dutch urban
development practice. They indicate that private actors have focused on mitigated the financial
problems on the short term. They have started to sell owned land, spread development risks,
phase development projects, prioritize the number of projects in preparation, and focus on
collaboration instead of selection, and risk aversions.
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Financial consequences for public actors

This stands in sharp contrast with the consequences of the crisis for municipalities involved in
urban development. Joolingen et al. (2009) emphasize that local authorities at the beginning
of the crisis did not oversaw the long term consequences of the crisis. A study by Wicherson
(2011) involving the recent financial position of seven major Dutch local authorities, reveals
that since 2010 all local development authorities are faced with serious problems. This is a
result of decreasing land revenues from urban development on the one hand, and substantial
decreasing central government subsidies for urban development on the other hand. And more
importantly, this seems to be a structural situation, fuelled by the emerging sovereign debt
crisis of national governments. Before we go into this, here, it isimportant to mention the role
of local development authorities in land development in relation to the major consequences of
the economic crisis for the role of the public sector in urban development.

Van der Krabben (2011a) explains that active land policies have been a successful
development strategy for local authorities for decades. By combining regulatory planning
powers in the form of land use plans and a financial and cooperative role within land
development, local development authorities were able to hold ‘control’ over urban
development. Furthermore, by acting as a ‘market actor’ on the land market, local planning
authorities could earn substantial revenues which accounted for substantial municipal income.
Moreover, large amounts of profit could be reinvested in public works. Van der Krabben
(2011a) even argues that land development authorities acted as ‘cash cows’ for many Dutch
municipalities. Also this strategy helped to ‘even’ financially unviable projects with financially
unviable ones. In economic growth scenarios this development strategy worked particularly
well and unmistakably has resulted in high quality environments. However, the crisis has
revealed that this development strategy has serious drawbacks once demand drops; it imposes
serious financial risks to the public sector as a whole.

Reconsidering active land development policies

The public financial situation is supported by hard facts. A study by Deloitte (2010a) on the
financial effects of the crisis on the land revenues from urban development undertaken by
public land development agencies, show a substantial future deficit for a substantial number
of the local authorities. Table 1.2 shows the decreasing balance of land development revenues
from local development authorities as part of municipal budgets since 2009. It also shows
that in the period before the crisis land development balances grew more positive over the
years. Korthals-Altes (2008) argues that this is entirely due to active land development
policies. According to Van der Krabben (2011a), he rightly argues that these results would
not have been obtained with passive or facilitating land development policies. For the near
future it is expected that due to increasing land rent costs the land development balances of
Dutch municipalities will show negative balances, a view supported by Deloitte (2010a). The
main reason for this is the amount of publicly owned land waiting for development which was
obtained in economic more favorable times with active land development policies. Of course
these figures show the situation for all Dutch municipalities combined. Specific situations in
municipalities may vary, but the trend seems clear.
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Yields 3,427 4,523 5,126 6,676 6,880 7,207 6,386
Costs 3,217 4,088 4,665 6,169 6,370 6,836 6,345
Balance 211 435 461 742 510 371 41

Yields, costs & balance of land development within Dutch municipal budgets (in € millions) (based on CBS / Deloitte, 2010a)

Therefore, several authors (Needham, 2007; Buitelaar, 2010a; Mufioz-Gielen, 2010)

have argued that this typically Dutch development model has reached its limits. Van der
Krabben (2011a) states that ‘foreign’ scholars like Alterman (2009) have called this active

land development policy a ‘relic from the past’ that creates unnecessary financial risks for
municipalities. Van der Krabben (2011a) adds that there is another reason for questioning

the active Dutch land development policies. He states that there are other development
strategies and instruments which can be used by municipalities to compensate the costs of
public investments in urban development (see also Buitelaar, 2010a; Munoz-Gielen, 2010).
These authors started the tendency of learning from other countries’ instruments for financing
urban development. Interesting enough, Van de Weg et al. (2009) argue that there are no clear
indications that in other countries urban development projects are hard to realize and that the
quality level of developments is low. These considerations put the active land development
attitude of local authorities in the Netherlands in a different daylight.

Furthermore, local development authorities nowadays face substantial financial retrenchments
from central government. Thus, risk-bearing public investments in urban development projects
from local authorities are not expected either (Heurkens, 2010), as capital and land as a means
for development is becoming less available. Moreover, the move towards a more facilitating
role is strengthened by the latest facts and insights from several authors and institutions (see
Joolingen et al., 2009; Buitelaar, 2010a, 2010b; Deloitte, 2010a, 2011a; Van der Krabben,
2011a,2011b; Van Dijken et al., 2011; and Van Til, 2011). They argue that the established
active land policy of Dutch municipalities has come under serious pressure as a development
strategy for the future, and alternatives have to be sought.

In this regard, another important trend has a direct influence on the level of future public land
revenues, the focus on inner-city development. Hence, the National Spatial Strategy (VROM,
2004) focuses on concentrating developments within cities. This directive policy indicates a
shift towards brownfield projects as the VINEX policy on greenfield development is likely being
realized within this decade. This policy shift results in fewer public land sales and lower profit
margins for land development as opposed to greenfield development. They are often financially
not viable within cities, as profit margins from land sales after preparation are lower within
inner cities. This has to do with the multitude of private land and property owners which are
purchased at high costs. Land preparation with soil decontamination is also costly. This is
supported by Deloitte (2010a) which estimates a Dutch municipal land development balance
deterioration of €2.5-3.0 billion in 2010. Thus, this brings a major irreversible change to local
government financial positions, as the almost guaranteed sources of income of land sale on a
long term basis disappear to a large extent.
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In conclusion, one may question if the economic downturn represents a fundamental structural
change in public-private relations, or that it is an economic cyclical occurrence. At the moment
itis hard to foresee whether a more facilitating role of local governments in urban development
is one of societal or economic nature. Nonetheless, these changed circumstances pose new
conditions for Dutch urban development practice, which shape the way actors relate to each
other in different ways. Therefore, private sector-led urban development projects remain a
subject worth exploring, regardless its nature. In a period of economic uncertainty both public
and private actors search for new ways of managing urban development projects; one that is
more in line with the changed reality. Thus, we will focus on the collaborative and managerial
roles of public and private actors in this ‘new’ reality. It also shows us that project developers
are likely to continue their involvement in urban development, to what extent remains to be
seen. But does this mean that the role of the public sector becomes irrelevant? On the contrary,
local authorities will also have to rethink their role in order to still be able to influence urban
developments as a means to improve cities.

Research Objectives

The objective of this research builds upon the explanations provided in the problem and
motives stated above. Central to this research is the notion that the relationship between and
roles of public and private actors in Dutch urban development is changing fundamentally.
Basically, we notice a shift from less public to more private influences in initiating,

planning, financing, realizing and operating urban development projects. But this changing
relationship has implications for the way public and private actors can manage these projects.
Therefore, returning to the main problem of this research, the main objective is to provide an
understanding of how public and private collaborate on and manage within ‘private sector-led
urban development projects’.

In order to reach the objective of the research we use a case study approach (see Chapter 3).
We conduct case studies in order to understand the relationship and interactions between
local authorities and property developers in private sector-led urban development projects.
Moreover, we study these projects within different urban development practices, the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom (UK). The reason for the international orientation is
that we can learn significantly from other development practices, for this research in particular
UK’s market-oriented development practice. Here, the main interest is to understand the
mechanisms behind the cooperation between local authorities and property developers and to
understand how they manage projects. Thus, the objective focuses on understanding projects
on a tactical-operational level by using conceptual models, rather than building theories for
public-private relations on a more strategic-tactical level.

Furthermore, this research aims at determining intended as well as unintended effects of the
collaboration between public and private actors. Therefore, the research aims at indicating
effective and efficient management activities undertaken by public and private actors which
possibly or most likely result in intended effects. Do they present opportunities to close the
inefficient and ineffective gap experienced in Dutch practice? Although, it must be clarified
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here that assessing causal relationships between management interventions and their
effects is not at the heart of the research. Determining cause and effect is considered rather
impossible and too simplistic more other factors than management also affect outcomes.
Therefore, we are mostly interested in which management actions most likely results in what
effects, without underestimating the importance of other factors.

Hence, this research also has two related sub-objectives, one aimed at developing knowledge
for science and the other one aimed at providing lessons for practice. The academic sub-
objective is to develop conceptual knowledge and tools to analyze the management of urban
development projects in general. This contributes to the application and relevance problem of
management theory for the domain of urban development, as explained in Section 2.2. The
practical sub-objective is to provide inspirational lessons from practice for a more effective
and efficient urban development practice in the Netherlands. Therefore, we use the insights
generated through conducted cases studies in both the Netherlands and UK.

By collecting and analyzing relevant research data in a systematic way it is possible to

describe conceptual solutions for problematic issues regarding the roles of public and private
actors in Dutch private sector-led urban development projects. Thus, both the conceptual
academic tools and practical lessons result in describing conceptual recommendations for the
collaboration and management issues current Dutch urban development practice faces. In this
sense, way aim at bridging the gap between urban development practice and science.

The objective of the research therefore is:

To provide an understanding about how public and private actors collaborate on and manage
private sector-led urban development projects, in order to develop conceptual knowledge and
draw lessons for urban development practice and science.

Central Research Question

The basic idea of this study is that it focuses on what we can learn from urban development
practice by analyzing empirical cases with theoretical and methodological concepts. Therefore,
we take this as a starting point for formulating the central research question.

The central research question we try to answer is:

What can we learn from private sector-led urban development projects in the Netherlands and
UK in terms of the collaborative and managerial roles of public and private actors, and the
effects of their (inter)actions?

The question, on purpose, has been formulated generally, but is based on some fundamental
choices which have major implications. The ‘we’ here implies both urban development science
(academic scholars) and practice (public and private professionals) in general and Dutch urban
development science and practice in specific. Also, we use the word ‘learn’ to indicate that we
aim to draw lessons from different urban development practices in general, and from private
sector-led urban development projects in specific. Moreover, urban development projects form
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the object of study. Furthermore, the ‘collaborative and managerial roles’ of actors imply that
we are dealing with interaction between and actions from public and private actors, which
forms the subject of study. Moreover, we emphasize the importance of actor interdependencies
by focusing on both ‘public’ (local authorities) and ‘private’ (project developers) actors. And
finally, we study the effects of such (inter)actions with regard to process and project outcomes.

Structure of the Book

In order to answer this question a research structure is presented in Figure 1.2. This research
design also functions as the thesis structure. It is divided into different research parts and
further subdivided into different chapters. In general, the research parts (or stages) are divided
into Concepts, Practices and Synthesis. For each part the subsequent chapters are described
hereinafter.
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The Concepts part involves framing the research, using relevant theories to understand the
crucial issues at hand, and using appropriate methodologies to carry out the research. In this
Chapter 1, we provided an Introduction to outline the research. Chapter 2 about Theory gives a
detailed description of the (theoretical) ‘conceptual model’ used for this thesis. The conceptual
model relates the different concepts involved with private sector-led urban development
projects. Insights are based on a multiplicity of theories and literature reviews which are

used to understand state-market relations, inter-organizational structures, and managerial
interactions between actors within the domain of urban planning and development. Chapter

3 on Methodology contains the ‘analytical model’ which is used to describe and analyze the
different empirical cases. This model is based on the open systems approach often used within
the field of business administration. Furthermore, we introduce the need for international
comparative urban research and practical lesson-drawing and the appropriate methodology
used for this type of research.

The Practices part involves describing the relevant urban development practice characteristics
of both countries, in order to understand the institutional background against which

the analysis of empirical private sector-led urban development projects takes place. As a
result of the choice for an international research the chapters in the Practice part follow a
similar pattern. Chapters 4 and 6 contain a description of and the evolution of ‘institutional
characteristics’ of Urban Development Practice in the Netherlands and the UK. Each of these
institutional contexts is described systematically by viewing three subsequent societal periods
from political, economic, and environmental perspectives. These insights provide the context
against which empirical private sector-led urban development projects are analyzed. This is
done in Chapters 5 and 7 which contain a description and analysis of urban development Case
Studies in each of the selected countries. For the Netherlands ten private sector-led urban
development projects are taken as object of study, while in the UK two cases are studied. These
case studies are studied through a similar structured analytical framework in order to enable
comparative research. But foremost, the empirical cases provide valuable empirical lessons
about these types of projects. Findings from empirical cases in each country are subject to
‘national cross-case analyses’. The findings from the Dutch case studies, in particular the
problems faced within private sector-led urban development projects, serve as aspects of
attention for UK data collection.

The Synthesis part involves interpreting the literature findings and empirical case study
findings and draw lessons from both Dutch and UK private sector-led urban developments,
followed by an epilogue on some crucial issues related to the research. Chapter 8 foremost

is aimed at drawing Empirical Lessons & Implications from both countries. Here, theoretical
data retrieved from the Dutch and UK urban development practices are compared with one
another resulting in the identification of some general differences and similarities between
‘institutional characteristics’ of both practices. The chapter continues with drawing empirical
lessons from the private sector-led urban development projects from both Dutch and UK
case studies. This results in defining some major empirical conditions for the collaboration
and management of these types of projects. The general comparison and empirical lessons
help to formulate ‘implications’ for Dutch urban development practice. These are formulated
as conclusions and recommendations for the roles of actors cooperating in Dutch private
sector-led urban development projects. Then, Chapter 9 consists of a summarized Conclusion
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which provides an answer to the central research question, reflects upon the used concepts
for analyzing practices, and recommends directions for further research. Finally, Chapter 10
contains an Epilogue, which elaborates on two non-researched fundamental issues related to

private sector-led urban developments, namely safeguarding public interests and alternative
financing instruments.
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Theories

Introduction

In the previous chapter, we introduced the problem, motives, objective, questions and
framework of the research. We explained that we are mainly interested in the roles of and
relationship between public and private actors in private sector-led urban development
projects. Hence, we explained the focus on the management of these projects as this in
academic and professional literature has been underestimated as a critical condition to
realize public and private objectives in urban development projects. Therefore, the objective
of the research is to analyze the collaboration between and management of public and
private actors in such projects. Also, we briefly introduced the concept of private sector-led
urban development projects based on indications that project developers at least in the
pre-crisis period increasingly became involved in leading Dutch urban development projects.
Furthermore, we emphasized that we will carry out international research on established
private sector-led urban development practices in order to draw lessons for the Netherlands.

In this chapter we explore several theories and concepts related to our research topic. These
are aimed at providing insight into relevant academic literature findings used to construct a
conceptual research model. They consist of several interrelated and crucial theoretical issues
and considerations which are presented in order to create a broad understanding of private
sector-led urban development projects. Hence, we emphasize that our theoretical choices
derive from an iterative research process in which empirical findings and theoretical concepts
have constantly be confronted with one another. We start, first, by positioning the research by
indicating the perspective and choices made to identify the main research object and subject,
which enables us to develop a conceptual model of private sector-led urban development
projects (Section 2.2). In the following sections we explain the roles of and relationships
between public and private actors on different analytical levels from a theoretical perspective.
These sections are aimed at deepening our understanding of the context, organization

and management of private sector-led urban development projects. First, on a contextual
level (Section 2.3) we introduce the main theories and contextual factors influencing the
organization and management of urban development projects. Second, on an organizational
level (Section 2.4) we explore theories and factors of public-private cooperation conditioning
actor’s management of projects. Third, on a managerial level (Section 2.5) an overview of
relevant management theories and the choice for relevant management measures for this
research are provided. Then, also the choices for the project effects of importance to the
research are explained (Section 2.6). Section 2.7 summarizes the main issues with regard to
theories and concepts used in our study.
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Positioning the Research

In this section we explain the basic choices made for the object and subject of research. We do
so by introducing several arguments which have led us to identify the perspective and scope
of research. Moreover, these arguments enable us to deliberate on what this research is not
about by discussing why we have not chosen for obvious others. Also, it enables us to create a
conceptual model which is used as a structuring device for carrying out this study.

Notice that this research is rooted in the research school of Urban Area Development within
the Department of Real Estate & Housing at the Faculty of Architecture (Delft University

of Technology). It is a relatively young academic domain which views urban development
most profoundly as a complex management assignment (Bruil et al., 2004, Franzen et al.,
2011). Academic research in this school is characterized by an integrative perspective with

a strong practice-orientation. Here, integration in urban development involves bridging
various actor interests, spatial functions, spatial scales, academic domains, knowledge and
skills, development goals, and links process with content aspects. Hence, such an integrative
perspective does justice to complex societal processes, and therefore provides a fruitful ground
for studying urban development. This research perspective is taken as a starting point to
position our research and has been applied to our research in the following manner.

Urban Development Projects

The choice for a certain object of study of the built environment carries both the opportunity to
identify its precise nature, and the limitation of disregarding other perspectives. Van der Veen
(2009) and Daamen (2010) also use urban development projects as central objects of study.
We follow the definition from Daamen (2010):

Hence, his description is characterized by a ‘neutral connotation’ and ‘contextual equivalence’.
Moreover, it represents the choice for ‘concrete spatial intervention’ and a defined ‘spatial

scale level’ of study. Let us explore the reasons for following these authors by exploring urban
development project characteristics and explain where we stand with our specific object of study.
First, according to Daamen (2010) the neutral connotation means that one is not dealing with
a specific phenomenon of urban development projects. In contrast, for instance, he argues that
studies on ‘large-scale urban development projects’ (see Swyngedouw et al., 2002; Majoor,
2008), and ‘urban mega projects’ (see Carmona, 2003; Chen, 2007) are underlining a specific
feature of urban development projects. However, in our research, unlike Van der Veen (2009)
and Daamen (2010), we do highlight a certain phenomenon, namely ‘private sector-led’ urban
development projects, as we are specifically interested in this type of projects. Nonetheless, in
this research also reference is made to the ‘neutral’ urban development projects indicating that
we are not dealing with our specific phenomenon.
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Second, the contextual equivalence of the term urban development projects is of central
importance to this research as we are dealing with two international contexts, the Netherlands
and the UK. Hence, there are several context-specific descriptions of urban projects.

For instance, in Dutch spatial planning literature and practice the term ‘integrated area
development’ (Dutch: integrale gebiedsontwikkeling) is often used. Daamen (2005) and
Teisman & Klijn (2002) mention that the level of integration than is related to “the degree

of functional and material changes planned for the area” which relates to aligning different
interests, disciplines and sectors involved in the intervention within an area (see Daamen,
2010: 18). Moreover, according to Bruil et al. (2004), Peek (2006) and Franzen et al. (2011),
such integration also implies that technical, legal, political, economic, demographical,
ecological, and socio-cultural aspects have to be taken into account to realize urban areas.
Notice that in other countries such integration can have an entirely different meaning (see
Moulaert, 2005). Daamen (2010: 19) argues that, for instance in the UK, “the integrated
approach counts as a normative response to depressing social and environmental results
produced by a market-led urban planning regime in the 1980s.” This is different from the
understanding of the term in the Netherlands. Also, in an international context, we encounter
context-specific terms like urban regeneration, urban renewal, urban revitalization, urban
redevelopment and urban renaissance amongst others. They all indicate a response to
improving an existing urban situation (notice ‘re-"), with a specific approach in a specific
period. Therefore, in our view, they are not contextual equivalent as they represent time- and
location-embedded constructs. As Lees (2003b) indicates, there are contextual subtleties in
the use of these terms by academics and professionals. For instance, urban renewal is a term
often used to indicate the ‘public sector-driven’ large-scale spatial interventions in the 1960s
and 1970s, for instance in the UK and USA. Also, urban regeneration (see Roberts & Sykes,
2000; Couch et al., 2003; Jones & Evans, 2008; Tallon, 2009) refers to the specific UK policy
implementation-oriented response to reach the spatial integration of economic, social and
environmental objectives. On the contrary, urban development projects do not contain such
context-inequivalent feature, which provides opportunities for generic usage.

Third, urban development projects as object of study explicitly emphasizes a concrete spatial
intervention. In line with the argument made by Daamen (2010), a project implies a concrete
material intervention inside a geographically distinct urban area; they are a ‘means’ to carry out
a spatial intervention to implement policies. It focuses on organizations and actors who directly
cooperate on and invest in an area by modifying its land use. This is fundamentally different from
the term ‘urban development’. In our view, this foremost implies a ‘planning practice’ with its
context-specific characteristics, such as commonly shared institutional values, arrangements
and attitudes. For instance, in this research a description is given about the urban development
(practice) in the Netherlands and the UK. These institutional characteristics are of relevance to
this research in the sense that they condition the way urban development projects are carried out.
Then, it is precisely the ‘operational’ project which provides opportunities to study public-private
collaboration and management as a form of concrete spatial intervention.

Finally, the last reason to choose urban development projects as object of study is the

spatial scale level of the ‘area’. Cities can be studied on different spatial scales, ranging from
metropolitan, city, area, to building scale levels as indicated by Van Hoek & Wigmans (2011:
54). An area consists of a (connected) collection of buildings situated within the specific
urban context of the city. Spatial intervention by means of urban development projects

often takes place within such defined areas. Therefore, we mainly focus on the area scale
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rather than the city scale when evaluating our projects. This is a different starting point than
evaluating the implementation of planning policies which is an often used scale perspective in
‘urban planning’ studies. Our area focus implies evaluating project effects rather than policy
implementation outcomes on a city level. Nonetheless, areas cannot be treated as isolated
phenomena. Areas are complex in the sense that they are influenced by dynamic events from
their surroundings. Therefore, we also take the project context into account when studying
private sector-led urban development projects.

The reasons provided above indicate our choice for urban development projects as object of
study. We also discussed the opportunities and limitations these choices bring with them. In
the following section we explain how this relates to the subject of study.

Management, Influencing & Steering

Reasons for management research

Research in the field of urban development is rooted in many academic domains related

to the built environment. Daamen (2010: 21) argues ‘urban area development’ (Dutch:
gebiedsontwikkeling) “finds it scientific position in the diverse field of spatial planning.”
Hence, urban development builds upon several theories ranging from planning, economics,
political science, geography, law, public administration, organization and design. This is due to
the relative young existence of the profession and academic domain as well as the complex,
dynamic and sociological nature of urban development. As a result of this, many academics
analyze urban development from one particular perspective or speciality; i.e. the understanding
and solutions for problems are provided based on domain-specific paradigms. This has created
a considerable and extensive body of knowledge. However, so far a management perspective as
used in this research has been less frequently used in studying urban development. There are
several reasons to apply such an approach to this research.

First, a management perspective on urban development projects fills an academic gap.
Academic scholars such as Klijn (2008) and Van der Krabben (2011a) have put forward the
necessity for more management research in urban development. In their view, management by
public and private actors in urban development projects is one of the most important factors
for achieving desired outcomes. They claim that the way these actors manage projects to a large
extent determines the outcome of projects. In other words, management activities by actors,
rather than legal and organizational rules, ‘produce’ concrete project effects. For instance, in
his dissertation on strategies for urban development projects, Daamen (2010: 36) concludes
that despite that formal institutional rules give order to the decisions made in projects they
rarely are decisive for the outcome of projects, actor (inter)actions are. Nonetheless, such
institutional rules condition the way public and private actors can organize and manage such
projects. Therefore, they remain of crucial importance in understanding urban development
projects as well.
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Second, choosing a management perspective carries the opportunity to bridge management
as science and management as practice. It enables us to bridge the explanatory and design
sciences, thereby filling an academic gap described by Van Aken (2004). He argues that
academic management research is faced with a serious application problem. A lot of research
in this field is based upon description-driven research, rather than on prescription-driven
research. This difference can be explained by the notion that the mission of all sciences is

to understand, describe, and explain a phenomenon. According to Van Aken (2004) such
academic research fails to produce conceptual research products derived from empirical
research which can be used in the design of solutions for specific management problems and
questions for practitioners. Hence, Mintzberg (2010) emphasizes that management neither is
a science nor profession, but a ‘practice’ which is rooted in a particular context: “Management
not even is applied science, but in management science is applied” (Mintzberg, 2010: 21).
Therefore, he argues that it is crucial for academics to understand management practices by
conducting empirical research. Then, management research can make use of this knowledge
to construct more generic conceptual research products. Then, these concepts can be adopted,
implemented and operationalized by practitioners themselves for their specific context.

Third, in relation to the above, the strong empirical nature of this research which contains a
wide variety of case studies justifies taking such a management perspective. In Dutch urban
development practice, actors are in constant search for effective and efficient ‘strategies’

(e.g. Daamen, 2010) needed to produce successful outcomes of such projects in the current
times of crisis. However, solutions for the current difficulties tend to focus on financial (e.g.
Van Rooy, 2011), organizational (e.g. Franzen & De Zeeuw, 2009) and legal (e.g. Bregman,
2010a) solutions. For instance, new types of financial models, Public-Private Partnerships,
and planning laws are proposed. However, a remarkable knowledge gap exists about the
consequences for the implementation of these proposals in empirical projects. In relation to
the shifting roles of public and private actors (see Introduction), practitioners are searching
for effective ways to ‘influence’ the outcome of projects. Therefore, specifically in our research
on private sector-led urban development projects, we aim at taking the discussion about new
organizational, legal, and financial models a step further by looking at the consequences for the
management of projects carried out by public and private actors.

Fourth, in relation to our specific object of study, the operational level of urban development
projects strongly favors a management perspective. It is at this level where the implementation
of planning policies and coordination of development interests takes place through a complex
process (e.g. Franzen et al., 2011) of public-private interaction. Here, public and private
interests come together in planning and development processes. These processes contain
contextual political and economic interests which need to be managed as well. Furthermore,
the project’s financial, organizational and legal arrangements such as development contracts,
to a certain degree constrain the way actors can manage them. Moreover, the general objectives
of actors with urban development projects are to deliver high quality results as efficiently and
effectively as possible. Therefore, it is at this operational project level where the management
of acomplex set of interrelated public and private interests emerges.
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Fifth, crucially, it is our specific phenomenon of the private sector-led urban development
project which justifies taking a management perspective. As project developers are assumed

to take the ‘lead’ and local planning authorities ‘facilitate’ in these types of projects, the
management opportunities of public and private actors change. In the Netherlands, often

the need for steering (Dutch: sturing) and control (Dutch: regie) of urban development

projects is stated by public actors in particular. However, what is essentially meant with such
managerial terms remains rather vague; leaving aside some exceptions (see Wicherson, 2011).
Moreover, private sector-led urban development projects are assumed to contain ‘less’ steering
and controlling opportunities for municipalities to achieve public objectives. Also, such a
development model may require different or additional managerial competencies from private
actors, as opposed to more established Dutch development models such as the joint venture.
This research aims at defining what public and private management actually means and
encompasses in private sector-led approaches.

For these reasons, our research does not involve testing (e.g. verifying or falsifying) a priori
theoretically founded hypotheses in practice, commonly used in social sciences like economics
and business administration. Sechrest (1992) argues that such an approach is based on the
“widespread conviction that only quantitative data are ultimately valid or of high quality.”
However, in line with Guba & Lincoln (1994: 106) we argue that the aim of science is not
primarily “the prediction and control of natural phenomena” based on quantitative research.
Rather, our research tries to understand complex empirical phenomena by integrating different
(sometimes opposing) theoretical concepts aimed at designing conceptual research products
through inductive practice-based qualitative research (see Bryman, 2012). Such an approach
does justice to both the pragmatic nature of urban development practices and projects, and
the need to develop conceptual (management) knowledge for academics, possibly to be further
tested through inferential (quantitative) research.

Integrative management approach: Systems & contingency theory

This brings us to how we view management in this research. Notice that our fundamental thoughts
on management are related to a particular academic institution. This research is conducted within
the Department of Real Estate & Housing (Faculty of Architecture, Delft University of Technology).
The main focus of research at this department lies on answering management questions of

the built environment (see Wamelink, 2009). Hence, objects of study in the built environment

are studied with management perspectives. Specifically, this research is rooted in the Chair

of Urban Area Development. This research school primarily uses an (overarching) governance
perspective as a guideline to study urban area development (see Franzen et al., 2011). In short,
governance than is seen as “the capacity to organize collective action toward specific goals”
(Hillier, 2002). Moreover, this research perspective implies governing urban developmentin all

its complexity, diversity and dynamics by means of integration (see Bruil et al., 2004). Hence, as
urban development consists of different disciplines and fields of knowledge, encompasses various
interrelated spatial scales and involves several interdependent actor interests, it is difficult to use
one theoretical research perspective. Thus, an overarching management perspective enables us
to study specific urban development phenomena. For instance, this research is positioned at the
“operational side of governance” (Franzen et al., 2011: 11) as we study ‘projects’.
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Therefore, here, we argue that the various characteristics of urban development projects
require ‘object-related’ integrative management approaches to both understand urban
development and to construct useful conceptual tools for practitioners and academics.
Integrative approaches “attempt to combine a number of different variables or elements into
amore holistic approach to the broad process of management” (Black & Porter, 2000: 57).
Such an approach must be placed in the long history of management thought as a reaction to
our increasing complex society. In short, classical management theories provided ‘structuring’
answers to the division and coordination of labor (Smith), determining the one best way by
key principles (Taylor, Fayol), and defining ideal types of organization (Weber). Neoclassical
management theories emphasized the ‘human’ nature of management, such as informal
power (Follett), behaviour (Mayo, Hawthorne), human resources (Maslow, McGregor), learning
organizations (Agyris, Schon), forms of leadership (Lickert), and quantitative decision-making
(Simon) (see for an extensive overview Black & Porter, 2000).

Nowadays, management practices — such as urban development — increasingly have become more
complex and are less suitable for structured approaches only; flexible approaches that deal with its
complexity are needed. This fits well with the current evolution of management thought towards
more integrative approaches which view management more broadly. “Flexible approaches
seemed to be better suited for rapidly changing and complex environments” (Bruil, 2011: 24). For
instance, in urban development there are constantly changing inter-organizational partnerships
(see Van Loon, 1999; Van Loon et al., 2008; Daamen, 2010) between public, private and civic
actors. Nevertheless, the concrete nature of urban development projects also requires actors to
structure projects with inter-organizational arrangements such as a role division and contractual
agreements. Foremost, the management of urban development projects is aimed at achieving
concrete spatial and financial objectives. Therefore, our integrative management approach
combines two integrative theories; systems theory and contingency theory.

First, we apply the systems theory as means to structure the way public and private actors manage
private sector-led urban development projects. In systems theory, operational management

is described as steering (Dutch: sturing). De Leeuw (2002: 151) defined steering as “any

form of directive influencing”. This implies using an open systems approach which sees urban
development projects as fundamentally open; they are subject to various types of influences from
their environment. In essence, than our steering paradigm is a “collection of concepts of thought
about steering and the way these can be used to make representations and models for analysis
and design. At the basis lies the assumption that it is possible and useful to approach reality as
such” (De Leeuw, 2002: 151). Thus, steering incorporates all kinds of different steering activities
like learning, educating, motivating, transforming, planning, controlling, designing and decision-
making amongst others. This view on steering is based on some key principles. First of all, De
Leeuw distinguishes three important dimensions in steering a project; uncertainty, unpredictability
and ambiguity. These dimensions are also present in urban development projects and need to

be dealt with in an accurate way. The accurate way to manage projects depends on changing
conditions and aims of projects in specific contexts, and therefore often is tailor-made. Second,
the model is based on three dominant aspects of managing a project; achieving objectives with
people, steering a course, and problem solving and designing solutions. These aspects are very
closely related to the actual collaboration between public and private actors in urban development
projects, and thus, very useable as management approach.
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Second, our integrative management approach uses the principles of the contingency theory

as a way to view the actual management of projects more broadly. According to Bruil (2011:

24) the contingency approach “refers to a choice between the more traditional forms of
organizational structure and the methods of management and more flexible and less specified
structures and methods”. De Leeuw (2002) argues that management contingency means that
there is “no universally effective way of managing, the appropriate way to manage is dependent
on the circumstances.” Notice that this statement is in line with recommendations from Van
Aken (2004) and Mintzberg (2010) that actual management is not the objective of academic
management research; this is the domain of practitioners. Therefore, in our academic research
as well, foremost we aim at understanding practice by recognizing that management is context-
dependent. In general, management happens within particular contexts and organizations
aimed at reaching certain objectives carried out by people’s actions (Black & Porter, 2000). As we
study several cases in both the Netherlands and the UK, we need to comprehend management
more broadly, as other types of influences might be present in each particular project context.

Therefore, in this research we move beyond the often narrow scope of management by arguing
that influencing projects require public and private actors to use a wide variety of management
activities and instruments. Moreover, we do not assume that certain management measures
should be applied by public and private actors. It does not matter who manages as long as
someone manages. Thus, we study urban development projects without a normative approach;
instead we apply the contingency approach to discover the various ways of managing them.

As such we define the management of urban development projects as follows:
“Management consists of any type of directive influencing the realization of urban development
projects.”

Conceptual Integrative Urban Management Model

This view of management above brings us to constructing a conceptual model. In this section
we explain our choices for a conceptual integrative urban management model based upon the
systems and contingency approach as a way to study the management of private sector-led
urban development projects in more detail. De Leeuw (2002) applied the systems approach to
the business administration domain, a goal-oriented discipline which is comparable with the
(urban development) project management domain. That is, both domains can be considered
to have similar characteristics in different ways. The main similarity is that both business and
project management focuses on analyzing, designing and managing goal-oriented processes
in and between organizations. These processes are also carried out within administrative
business or project contexts with almost similar (inter)organizational features. In both
domains, actors try to achieve organization-dependent goals through the realization of a
project. For instance, in order to overcome problems within urban development projects public
and private actors will apply different management measures individually or collaboratively in
order to reach intended goals of projects.

Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects



Here, for this research, we highlight some academic domain perspective similarities between
business management and (urban development) project management:
Instrumental: goal is to develop goal-oriented management measures;
Problem- & practice-oriented: practical organizational or managerial problems;
Multiplicity: complex reality must be approached from more viewpoints;
Interdisciplinary: knowledge from different knowledge domains is needed;
Interaction: goal is to understand interaction processes between actors.

As we argued that urban development practice often is considered to be very complex and
dynamic, one may doubt if a conceptual model based upon a systems approach actually
represents practice. The main critic here is that models often are considered to be simplified
representations of reality. However, all models are always a simplified representation of reality,
as not all factors can be taken into account. What matters is that one follows a consistent
perspective. Therefore, here, we emphasize that the model is used to understand the
relationship between the context, organization, management and effects of private sector-

led urban development projects, and not the urban development practice as whole. Thus, the
object of study central to this research is a project; we are not interested at creating a complete
understanding of the complexity and dynamics of the constantly changing context of urban
development and spatial planning.

Although we recognize that a particular context and changes within this context influences the
way public and private actors cooperate in particular projects, we tend to search for solutions
for collaborative and managerial problems encountered within empirical urban development
projects. For this objective, the systems approach is very suitable. It enables us to explain and
systematically analyze and understand mechanisms between the relevant factors influencing
the management of public and private actors cooperating in projects. Nevertheless, the
systems approach is foremost instrumental of nature, and puts less emphasis on interpersonal
and social factors. Therefore, we will use literature reviews and ask involved actors about their
project experiences to create more insight into relevant social factors involved. Nonetheless,
the model provides opportunities to search for ‘solutions’ for problems that occur within
projects, as insight is given into relevant mechanisms underlying these problems.

Figure 2.1 shows the conceptual steering model presented by De Leeuw (2002) which we

have to adapt to our own specific research subject of (private sector-led) urban development
projects (see Figure 2.2). However, here it is crucial to explain some key principles of the De
Leeuw’s model in order to understand its logic. First, the context represents the different levels
of surroundings a certain empirical object (of study) is part of. Such a context is often subject
to change, as is the case in our research. Applied to the domain of urban development this
context (of a project) for example exists of spatial policies or economic circumstances which
are viewed as conditions for the way urban development projects can be organized. Second,
the organizational system represents different aggregation levels of organizational structures,
formal and informal relationships and roles between different actors. Applied to the domain of
urban development this organizational system consists of public and private actors and the way
they organize public-private cooperation of a project. Public-Private Partnerships for instance
are an example of formal organizational systems. Third, the processing system is the subject of
study, in this case an urban development project. It is a process that needs to be managed by
the project organization, or public and private actors cooperating in particular for this research.
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Conceptual steering model (based on De Leeuw, 2002)

Furthermore, there are relationships between these three major components, which reflect the
dynamics that exist within and surround projects. For instance, a changing context influences
the processing system which is considered as input for the process. For instance, shifts in
economic circumstances change the way processes in urban development projects can be
managed; i.e. a project planning for delivering houses will be adjusted according to a decreasing
demand as a result of economic circumstances. This is done based on the information on
changing urban development processes which is ‘send’ to the project organization (within the
organizational system) constructed to manage these processes. This often leads to adaptations
by the organizations to cope with the changes. This is achieved by different using management
measures, which De Leeuw categorizes as internal and external management measures.
Internal management measures are aimed at influencing the structure or objectives of the project,
while external management measures are used to influence the structure or objectives of the project
surroundings. For instance, new internal management measures eventually are used by actors to
realize an effect or output of the urban development project. In urban development projects this can
be the adaptation of a functional program than is aligned with changing customer demands as a result
of achanging context. Furthermore, the organizational system itself is fed by information or signals
from the project surroundings. For example, public and private actors organized in a partnership need
to reconsider their individual organizational objectives as part of the current economic crisis, creating
new organization-specific priorities and therefore new public-private relationships.
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Value & power shift in context of Dutch urban development (based on De Jonge, 2007)

In their turn, changing organizational systems also could try to influence the project
surroundings by using external management measures. For instance, to realize urban
development projects, public and private actors can persuade political leaders to fund their
projects. In this way the external environment is ‘steered’ in order to achieve project objectives.
However, for this research the emphasis will be place on the internal management measures as
we consider that it is hard to manage a context of a project.

Thus, this conceptual steering model is not a static representation of reality; it rather provides
the ability to explain all sorts of mechanisms occurring in projects. In order to analyze and
compare cases, however, a choice is made about which aspects are included in the analysis.
Here, a brief description of the analysis aspects is given based on various theoretical insights
and categorized into different project-related elements.

Figure 2.2 shows the conceptual integrative urban management model used for this research
to understand different relationships between these aspects of (private sector-led) urban
development projects. Within each component of analysis the major aspects of analysis can
be found. We claim that, by analyzing projects in this way we create a better understanding of
the mechanisms underlying these projects. We have highlighted the project organization and
project process components as these elements are the main focus areas for understanding the
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roles of public and private actors within projects. Hereinafter, we make a crucial distinction
between the institutional context (Chapter 4 & 6; see also Section 2.2.4) and direct project
context (Chapter 5 & 7). Institutional contexts mainly indicate public-private orientations in
the Dutch and UK urban development practices. A project context sets out location, motives,
history and important actors involved with the project.

Here, we identify our main contextual, organizational, managerial, and effect aspects under
research. See the Sections 2.3 - 2.6 for more detailed explanations on the considerations for
choosing these aspects.

In terms of context, three different contextual aspects are analyzed: economy & politics; urban
governance; and planning system & policies. Several authors like DiGaetano & Klemanski (1999),
Nadin & Stead (2008), and Adams & Tiesdell (2010) amongst others, have indicated the
importance of several institutional factors for actual planning implementation. In this research
the economy and politics are described as a way to understand how economic situations and
political landscape influence public-private project cooperation. The urban governance situation
is described as a way to understand the relationship between and roles of public, private and civic
institutions that influence the project. Planning systems and subsequent policies are described as
away to understand the influence of legal rules and instruments on the project.

In terms of organization, three different institutional aspects are analyzed: organizational; financial;
and legal. Bult-Spiering & Dewulf (2002) and Bailey et al. (1995) argue that these institutional
aspects are in place in public-private cooperation and determine the inter-organizational roles of
actors within different development stages of projects. In this research, organizational aspects that
are analyzed are tasks and responsibilities, the financial aspects that are risks and revenues, the legal
aspects are requirements and rules. We acknowledge the importance of soft relational factors in
collaborations between actors such as trust and transparency. Hobma (2011) for instance indicated
that effective and efficient collaboration and all its related soft factors can be seen as success factors
in urban development projects. However, we do not take these soft factors as a focus point of our
research as we claim that they are embedded in the institutional organizational, financial and legal
aspects. However, their relative importance may emerge from the cases, and could play an important
role in the final lesson-drawing. Behold, all these institutional aspects can to some extent influence
the actor’s management opportunities in projects.

In terms of management, four main types of management measures are taken into account,
categorized within two main groups of management activities and management instruments.
Here, we follow scholars like Black & Porter (2000) who indicate that management is ‘getting
things done with people’, and De Leeuw (2002) who refers to different management measures
which actors can apply to reach objectives. In this research, project management activities are
related to development stages through which influencing takes place, which are initiating,
designing, planning and operating. Process management activities are related to the interaction
between actors necessary to develop projects, which are negotiating, decision-making and
communicating. Management tools are related to planning tools (see Adams et al., 2005)

used by public bodies to influence developments, which are shaping, regulating, stimulate

and building capacity. And management resources are related to the necessary assets for
development, which are land, capital, and knowledge. All these management functions can be
used by actors to influence the outcome of projects.
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In terms of effects, three different project aspects are analyzed: effectiveness; efficiency; and
spatial quality. These effects are important for determining the output and perceived success
of our projects. Effects are measured qualitatively by asking interviewees to indicate whether or
not these effects are realized as these effects are hard to measure quantitatively. Effectiveness
is the degree to which public and private actor’s intended objectives are met. Efficiency is the
extent to which public and private actors’ cooperation takes place against a minimum use of
time and costs. And spatial quality is the degree to which the development project satisfies the
expectations of the public and private actors involved. These are operationalized into the user,
experience and future values of the project at hand.

Conceptualizing Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects

In Chapter 1 we briefly introduced the meaning of private sector-led urban development
projects as central research topic. However in conceptual sense, we have not yet indicated how
we define such projects and how they can be positioned in comparative sense with regard to
other conceptual types of development practices and projects.

Definitions

In this research we define private sector-led urban development projects as follows:

“An urban development project in which private actors take a leading role and public actors
adopt a facilitating role to manage the development of an urban area, based on a formal public-
private organizational role division.”

Here, we can distinguish four major components: project, management, actors, and roles. We
already defined our research object (project) and subject (management). But, ‘actors’ have not
yet been a debated issue.

Here, an actor is broadly defined as:
“An organization or representative individual actively involved in urban development projects.”

In specific for this research we choose local planning authorities as public actors and project
developers as private actors. Although there are many organizations from the public and
private sector that are involved in urban development practice, local planning authorities and
project developers often remain the key players that collaborate on the operational level of
urban development projects. Moreover, the definition reveals that these actors play a certain
interdependent ‘role’.

In our research we define a role as follows:

"A coherent set of organizational tasks and related management measures carried out by actors
involved in urban development projects.”
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Hence, the concept private sector-led urban development project indicates that we are dealing
with a leading private actor. However, we also emphasize the existence of a facilitating public
actor in our definition as both actors collaborate and manage in such projects. Contemporary
urban development is characterized by the interplay of influences and interests; project
realization cannot solely rely on one actor. Thus, leading and facilitating are relative terms.

In essence, ‘leading’ indicates that one actor provides a main ‘direction’ for projects by
performing certain tasks. ‘Facilitating’ then involves an actor that complements these tasks.
Also, a leading role at first sight might suggest that the amount of influence of such actors

is greater than actors who have a facilitating role. However, we emphasize that this is not
necessarily the case. The amount of influence does not equal the authority attached to such
influence, as we will describe hereinafter.

The notion that leadership in urban development is a combined public-private effort is also
supported by others. Judd & Parkinson (1990: 7) argue that it may be the ‘market’ that
decides about urban development but that “the tradition of the ‘city’ is to take the hand in its
own destiny.” In this regard, Osborne & Gaebler (1992) argue that leadership relates to an
entrepreneurial effort to shift resources from one place to another that can be executed by
both public and private organizations. Laglas (2011: 48) argues that leadership in the built
environment requires specific skills from involved actors, including: content knowledge, drive
to improve, process competency, well-timed decision-making, and ability to reconcile conflicts.
These authors all emphasize the mutual dependency of ‘public-private leadership’ in managing
urban development (see Heurkens & Louwaars, 2011). Notice that Kotter (1990) argues that
management and leadership are different (see Zaliznik, 1997); managers cope with complexity
and leaders press for change. But both are also complementary, one cannot function without
the other (Kotter 1990; 1996; Mintzberg, 1975). Such different interpretations requires

our own view on leadership. We relate leadership to management and define leadership as
directing (Dutch: richtinggevend), that can exhibit almost anyone, at almost any time and in
almost any circumstance (Bruil, 2011).

Therefore, in this research we define ‘taking the lead’ or leading as:
“Actively steering an urban development process into a preferred direction.”

Comparative Urban Management Model

Here, we use the above described components to position private sector-led urban
development projects. We introduce a comparative urban management model which indicates
the public and private actor’s management in different urban development model types. This
comparative management perspective aims to indicate conceptual public and private roles
within projects. It is constructed to be reflected upon and used in international comparative
studies on urban management practices.

Figure 2.3 shows the comparative urban management model as the conceptual representation
of different typologies of urban development models and pre-dominant management
measures applicable to public and private actors. It reflects the choices made in the previous
sections in comparative perspective. Several nuances in the actual attribution of management
functions may exist in practice. Moreover, this model is specifically constructed to be applied
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to the study of urban development ‘projects’ on the operational level. As such, this conceptual
model aims at positioning private sector-led urban development projects within the broad
spectrum of internationally applicable urban development model typologies.

Notice that the types of urban development models are placed on a public-private sector
continuum, indicating the nature of the project roles performed by the public and/or

private sector. These typologies refer to different public-private cooperation models used in
Dutch urban development practice (e.g. public realization, building rights, joint ventures,
concessions, private realization; see Section 4.2.3). But they also refer to some international
institutional classifications used to express power relations in Public-Private Partnerships
(e.g. Savitch, 1997; Bennett et al., 2000; Borzel & Risse, 2002; see Section 2.4). The types of
management measures indicate which actor(s) predominantly apply management activities
and instruments to influence urban development projects (see Section 2.2.2).

Type of Management Measure
Project Process Management Management
Management Management Tools Resources
PUbII(E sector Public Public Public Public
dominated
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' | Public-private Public & Public & Public & Public &
3 sector led Private Private Private Private
&
2
> Private ) Public & Public & .
=
8 sector led Private Private Private Private
e
2

Prlvat'e sector Private Private Private Private

dominated

Comparative urban management model

When one takes a closer look at the conceptual model, one can distinguish two role-related
terms; led and dominated. Here, we explain what we mean by these terms.

‘Led’ comes from the verb leading and is closely related to actors performing a directive role in
the management of projects. Leadership in this sense is the ability of an actor (in this research
a private actor) to influence outcomes (in this research projects) on the basis of their ‘leader
role’. This leader role derives from typology of managerial roles introduced by Mintzberg
(1975). He explains that leading derives directly from the manager’s formal authority granted
by the organization. Leading thus is a form of management by an actor with a certain degree
of authority. For this research, the authority on the basis of which a private actor has influence
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over a public actor is the fact that the private actor has most of the necessary management
resources for a project at its disposal. However, leading also implies that other actors are
involved in managing a project; they to a certain extent ‘follow’ the leading actor, or perform
delegated or additional tasks. Thus leading actors give direction to a project, but need to involve
other actors to realize projects.

‘Dominated’ comes from the verb dominating and is also closely related to an actor that
performs a directive role in the management of projects. However, dominating has a negative
connotation; it goes further than leading in the sense that it implies that one takes ‘control’
over the other based on formal authority. Then, the relationship between actors is not an
interdependent one but a hierarchical-dependent relation; one is not able to influence the
dominating actor. Vice versa, the dominating actor does not need the dependent actor to
accomplish its goals. For this research in conceptual sense this means that the management
of a private or public sector-dominated urban development project is undertaken solely by
one actor based on the fact that this one actor has all necessary management functions at its
disposal. Therefore, dominating in this study means that one actor takes complete control over
a project, while other actors are not able to influence a project significantly.

Let us explain the managerial roles of public and private actors in the different urban
development models. A public sector-dominated urban development model implies that local
planning authorities take complete control over realizing urban development projects, by
carrying out all management functions without involving project developers. A public sector-
led urban development model involves local planning authorities taking the lead in projects by
applying management activities and tools, in combination with management resources (such
as private finance) from facilitating project developers. Then, a public-private sector-led urban
development model represents a coalition-oriented management approach in which both
public and private actors are able to use and apply different types of management functions
to influence the outcome of urban projects. In our private sector-led urban development
model project developers take the lead in developing urban areas on the basis of available
management resources (land, capital, knowledge for instance) and activities, while they share
management tools with public actors. Finally, private sector-dominated urban development
model suggests a very dominant private actor and weak public actor in managing urban
development projects.

Again, we state that the classification of public and private actors in our model serves a
conceptual purpose. The model functions as a useful conceptualization of reality, as it
recognizes crucial differences for public-private relations and influences in different urban
development models. Moreover, the model uses neutral terms which make it universally
applicable. Hence, that we deliberately choose ‘sector’ instead of ‘actor’, to broaden up the
possibility to include different actors operating in the public or private domains while studying
specific urban practices. Furthermore, the model provides opportunities to be extended from
comparing operational urban development projects towards comparing institutional urban
development practices, as explained hereinafter.
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Comparative Urban Institutional Model

This research has an international orientation as it studies (private sector-led) urban
development projects in different institutional contexts, namely the Netherlands and the UK.
These urban development practices have their own institutional characteristics with regard

to the way public and private actors collaborate and manage urban development projects.
Understanding such institutional differences is crucial as they might influence the ability

and possibility to draw valuable lessons from other practices. Therefore, here we identify our
specific research focus by positioning it into a broader comparative institutional perspective.
Daamen (2010) recognizes the importance of institutional characteristics in the way actors
define and implement strategies for urban development projects. Daamen (2010) developed
an institutional framework which distinguished three interrelated institutional levels of

urban development. He argued that urban development projects are embedded in urban
development practices, which on their turn are embedded in urban development structures.
In general, Daamen argues that national embedded institutional values form conditions for
the development of institutional rules which subsequently affect attitudes of organizations
and the way strategies are implemented and carried out. In our research, we recognize the
importance of local and national institutional values and rules. Therefore, we introduce Figure
2.4, which presents a comparative urban institutional model, in which our main research focus
is highlighted.

Institutional Levels of Urban Development
UD Structures UD Practice UD Project
PP Relation PP Orientation PP Interaction
Public sector Powerful state / Strong public Clear roles /
dominated Weak market orientation Formal interaction

E .
3 Public sector Leading state / Primarily public Clear roles /
= led Facilitating market orientation Informal interaction
e
[
IS
Q.
o . .
[ Public-private Strong state / Public-private Changeable roles /
é’ sector led Strong market orientation Informal interaction
c
©
e}
=
=)
G Private Leading market / Primarily private Clear roles /
(é sector led Facilitating state orientation Informal interaction
flas

Private sector Weak state / Strong private Clear roles /

dominated Powerful market orientation Formal interaction

Comparative urban institutional model
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Notice that the model uses three public-private perspectives focused on relations, orientations
and interactions, and applies these to different institutional levels of urban development

(see Daamen, 2010). With regard to our research, in which we mainly focus on studying the
collaboration between and management of public and private actors in urban projects, itis
crucial to conceptually consider how such public-private collaborations and management

are institutionally embedded in different ‘ideal-type settings’. Therefore, in our research
institutional urban development structures consist of State-Market relations. It contains
grounded cultural views about the ‘role’ and ‘power’ of the State and the Market. Such views
are often embedded in societal ‘values’ and ‘norms’, and form the fundamental foundations
for political and economic ideologies. In specific, these structures can shape particular public-
private orientations in urban development practices. For instance, a powerful position of a
government is based on institutionalized rules which creates a strong dependency on, and
therefore orientation on, such public institutions. Then, private actors to a certain degree rely
on governments for their own plans to be realized. Such rules become embedded in planning
systems, spatial policies and land use plans for instance. Furthermore, the urban development
structures and practices condition the public-private interactions on the institutional level

of urban development projects. Values and rules shape the way Public-Private Partnerships
are organized and the ‘roles’ actors eventually play. For instance, such values and rules
determine the formal or informal nature of Public-Private Partnerships. Such comparative
urban institutional model can also be considered as a cyclical model. Daamen (2010) for
instance argues that changing public-private interactions can create different public-private
orientations, and ultimately changed public-private relations.

Despite this conceptual note being of importance, we do not focus our research on private
sector-led urban development equally on structures, practices and projects. Rather, we
emphasize the focus on public-private interactions on an operational project or contract level
by conducting empirical case studies in different institutional contexts. Nevertheless, prior

to our case descriptions, we also explain the public-private orientation characteristics of the
Dutch and UK urban development practices by using literature reviews. In that sense, we

deal with institutional differences and similarities which are crucial to interpret the context-
dependency of the UK’s case study findings for the Netherlands. Moreover, the following
sections contain theoretical literature findings considering some fundamental public-private
relations within private sector-led urban development structures. But, for our research, an
institutionalist framework as developed by Daamen (2010) will not be used, as it complicates
our research unnecessarily. Rather, here we have used it to position our research in wider
perspective. In addition, it provides academics with the possibility to use it as a theoretical tool
to compare international urban development practices.

This section defined and positioned private sector-led urban development projects by using
comparative urban models focused on the interdependent relationship between public-private
actors. The following sections present some key literature findings with regard to private sector-
led urban development. Information is provided to create a better understanding of its complex
nature, and arguments are given for the choice of relevant context, organization, management
and effect aspects under research.
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Context of Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects

In this section we deal with the institutional context of private sector-led urban development
projects. We do so by discussing different concept such as economy and politics (Section
2.3.1), urban governance (Section 2.3.2) and planning systems & policies (Section 2.3.3).
These literature findings position our research in an international theoretical perspective.

Economy & Politics: The Anglo-Saxon Model & Neoliberalism

Private sector-led urban development projects are no solitude phenomena; they occur in
specific economic and political contexts. Here, such projects are placed against the background
of different Western social models and economic ideologies. These contexts provide conditions
for urban development practices to take shape. Also, such institutional structures and practices
enable private sector-led urban development projects to take root. Moreover, they condition
the way public and private interaction on projects takes place. Furthermore, we will indicate
that such institutional structures are subject to change. Institutional values and norms are
increasingly ‘globalized’ as values are able to ‘travel’ from context to context. Some structural
descriptions focus particularly on the Netherlands and the UK, as these are the institutional
structures forming the background of our cases.

Anglo-Saxon versus Rhineland social models

Several crucial distinctions have been made by academic authors to describe differences

and similarities between institutional socio-economic models. Authors like Albert (1993),
Giddens (1998), Hall & Soskice (2001) and Rifkin (2004), refer to two different types of
capitalism between (Anglo) American and (Rhineland) European economic models. Albert
(1993) introduced the Rhineland social model as a broad concept of west continental European
thinking related to, but different from, the frequently in literature mentioned Anglo-Saxon or
Anglo-American social model. Albert suggests that here we are dealing with two different types
of social-economic systems. Bakker et al. (2005) argue that these models are two alternative
forms of capitalism, aimed at securing needs of entrepreneurs, financers, shareholders,
politicians and consumers. Here, a description is given about the main characteristics of the
Anglo-Saxon model predominant for the UK, and the Rhineland model for the Netherlands.

The main differences between the present Anglo-Saxon market systems and what Albert (1993)
refers to as social-democratic systems, relate to two main categories; the role of government in
the economy, and the social safety net. The Anglo-Saxon market systems, as the name already
indicates, focus on the responsibility of the private sector and rights of freedom at an individual
level. The Rhineland social-democratic systems focus on the responsibility of the public sector
and rights of freedom at a collective level. Bakker et al. (2005) add that the Rhineland model of
capitalism in general is based on the power of collective and social consensus, an active role of
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the State, and a long term horizon. Anglo-Saxon models of capitalism in general are based on
individual success, a minimum of State intervention, and short term profits.

Both terms are also misleading as they both indirectly indicate that basic linguistic or
geographical formations are to be considered as an absolute condition for countries to be
classified as being Anglo-Saxon or Rhineland. This is not the case. At first glance the term
Anglo-Saxon seems to relate to English-speaking countries with close relationships to the
United Kingdom. However, Anglo-Saxon in that context might be too broad in a sense.
Systems in countries like Canada, Australia and New Zealand are too different to be classified
as Anglo-Saxon systems (see Brouwer & Moerman, 2005). But, the United Kingdom and the
United States of America both are considered to be Anglo-Saxon social-economic systems.
Therefore, for this research however the more broadly defined and non-geographical indicative
Anglo-Saxon term will be used, applicable to both the United Kingdom and the United States
of America. Rhineland thinking has Germany as its cradle. But Rhineland values are not only
applicable to the geographical boundaries of Germany and the Netherlands and Switzerland
as countries connected to the Rhine River (as the term indicates). Its basic principles have
also influenced formations of socio-economic systems in Austria, Denmark, and Sweden,

but in other context-dependent proportions. In this research, however, the focus lies on the
Netherlands as a supposed Rhineland country.

Others have indicated the main value differences between Anglo-Saxon and Rhineland
models by using different names. Giddens (1998) under scribes the history on the formation
of capitalism but puts a different label on the two existing social-economic systems.

He distinguishes the ‘Classical Social Democracy’ (or ‘The Old Left’) and the ‘Neoliberal
Democracy’ (or ‘The New Right’). Hall & Soskice (2001) distinguish two different types

of capitalism: ‘Liberal Market Economies’ and ‘Coordinated Market Economies’. The core
distinction they draw is between these two types of political economies, which constitute ideal
types of capitalism at the poles of a spectrum along which many nations can be arrayed. Rifkin
(2004) refers to the concept of thinking of the American and European Dream as being driven
by various principles. Where the “American Dream emphasizes the unbridled opportunity of
each individual to pursue [financial] success”, [the] “European Dream emphasizes community
relationships over individual autonomy, cultural diversity over the accumulation of wealth,
sustainable development over unlimited material growth, universal rights and rights of nature
over property rights and global cooperation over unilateral exercise of power” (Rifkin, 2004).

Passive & powerless Active & powerful

Economic driver Employment & economic driver
Individual power Collective power

Free market Market regulation

Competition Collaboration

Market sector (privatization) Collective sector

Rules Shared values

Case/Common law Civil law

Low taxes on high income High taxes on high income

Anglo-Saxon & Rhineland principles of society & economy (based on Bakker et al., 2005)
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Despite these crucial contributions being of importance, here we consistently follow the
distinction between Anglo-Saxon and Rhineland models as a way to explain differences. The
principle socio-economic differences of the Rhineland and Anglo-Saxon model characteristics
can be summarized by different aspects represented in Table 2.1, based on studies by Bakker
etal. (2005). We emphasize that these differences are presented somewhat bluntly and that
nuances and variations exist in various countries. Nevertheless, the basic characteristics show
the original principles of the Anglo-Saxon and Rhineland model. Especially of interest to this
research is the role of the State and the Market, as we are studying the roles of public and
private actors in urban development projects. For instance, in the Anglo-Saxon social tradition,
government is considered to be passive and rather powerless. In general, the role of the State
is to provide businesses and civilians the individual freedom to compete within an economic
market system. On the other hand, Rhineland-rooted governments are considered to be active
and powerful institutions. In general, the role of the State is to regulate market activities of
businesses in order to safeguard collective interests.

This indicates that private actors in Rhineland social models to a higher degree than within
Anglo-Saxon social models rely on public action and intervention in different social-economic
settings. This is an interesting notion for this research on private sector-led urban development
projects. Hence, project developers taking the lead in a Rhineland institutional context

in principle can be considered as unusual. This might create tensions with government
institutions which are possibly used to be actively involved in urban development projects.
Moreover, the Anglo-Saxon ‘competition’ tradition versus the Rhineland ‘collaboration’
tradition, derived from an emphasis on the free market and market regulation, are of special
interest to this research as we study the collaboration between public and private actors. Also,
the Rhineland emphasis on building public-private consensus based on shared values for
instance, in a private sector-led setting, might be replaced by a focus on rules in the Anglo-
Saxon tradition. Such notions are taken into account in drawing lessons from the empirical
private sector-led urban development cases.

Of course Table 2.1 can be seen as a simplification of categorizing a complex set of different
values underpinning social-economic systems. Therefore, since the 1990s several studies

(see Esping-Anderson, 1990; Leibfried, 1992; Ferrara, 1996; Bonoli, 1997; Korpi & Palme,
1998; Sapir, 2006; Aiginger & Guger, 2006; Alber, 2006) have been conducted with the aim of
classifying countries within a certain socio-economic system category. By analyzing different
studies, Nadin & Stead (2008) introduced the notion of models of society or ideal types of
society that are used to generalize about diverse values and practices that shape relationships
between the State, the Market and Civic Society in particular places. “The closely related
concept of the social model is used to generalize about the collections of values that underpin
policy positions” (Nadin & Stead, 2008). They argue that these models can be considered as
ideal types of broadly founded principles in society, and that certain nuances to these models
exist. It is interesting to debate on how European countries fit into certain social models, in
particular for this research. Changes in the classification and position of the Dutch social model
is of interest as it might indicate that the Netherlands is moving towards being grouped within
an Anglo-Saxon classification.

Nadin & Stead (2008) continue that “despite several years of discussion in both academic

and political circles, neither the broader terms like European model of society nor the term
European Social Model have been identified with any precision.” Albert (1993) argues that
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“despite the rise of the European Community in the last 40 years and the effort that has been
put into the unity of Europe no such thing as a single consistent European model exist, yet”.
This indicates that there are a number of variants of related models. There are, after all, large
differences in welfare systems and levels of inequality across European countries (Giddens,
2005). Thus, the viewpoint is that there are “different social policy models but that they share
a set of common features and underlying aims” (Nadin & Stead, 2008). With this viewpoint

in place European countries have been classified as types of social models in different studies.
Table 2.2 shows the welfare state typologies constructed through the years by several authors
on the basis of several different criteria (see Nadin & Stead, 2008; Arts & Gelissen, 2002). We
have marked the Netherlands and the United Kingdom as they are of particular interest for this
research; these countries are believed to represent distinctive Anglo-Saxon or Rhineland values
from their origins.

Social-democratic Liberal Conservative

DK,FI,SE,NL IE,UK AT,BE,FR,DE

Scandinavian Anglo-Saxon Bismarck Latin Rim
DK,FI,SE UK AT,DE FR,GR,IT,PT,ES
Scandinavian Anglo-Saxon Bismarck Southern
DK,FI,SE IE,UK AT,DE,FR,BE,LU,NL GR,IT,PT,ES
Nordic British Continental Southern
DK,FI,SE IE,UK DE,FR,BE,LU,NL GR,IT,PT,ES
Encompassing Basic security Corporatist

FI,SE |IE,UK,DK,NL AT,BE,FR,DE,IT

Nordic Anglo-Saxon Continental Mediterranean
DK,FI,SE,NL IE, UK AT,DE,FR,BE,LU GR,IT,PT,ES
Scand./Nordic Anglo-Saxon Continental Mediterranean
DK,FI,SE,NL IE,UK AT,DE,FR,BE,LU,IT GR,PT,ES
Nordic Anglo-Saxon Continental Southern
DK,FI,SE IE,UK AT,DE,FR,BE GR,IT,PT,ES
New Member States Other
CY,CZ,EE,HU,LV,LT,MT,PL,SK,SI LU,NL

European welfare state typologies (in Nadin & Stead, 2008; based on Arts & Gelissen, 2002)

Table 2.2 supports our argument that it is hard to classify countries into a certain welfare state
typology. In this respect it is important to note that “classification of countries into regime
types is time-dependent: government, policies and economic activity can all change over time
and directly influence the position of a country in the classification system” (Nadin & Stead,
2008). Nevertheless, some conclusions with regard to the classification of the Netherlands and
United Kingdom can be drawn.

First, the term Anglo-Saxon is being used by five out of eight classifications, indicating that this
term is commonly recognized. At the same time Rhineland as a typology is not mentioned at
all as a typology. This either indicates that Rhineland principles do not exist, or that Rhineland
principles are too widespread throughout different countries and welfare state typologies with
slightly different contextual interpretations. Most likely, the latter is the case. Second, the
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Netherlands is quite impossible to be categorized in a single typology. The Dutch welfare state
typology ranges from ‘Social-Democratic’, ‘Bismarck’, ‘Continental’, ‘Nordic’, ‘Scandinavian/
Nordic’, to even ‘Other’. This overview suggests that Netherlands is an indefinable welfare
state. Nevertheless, in close relationship with the first argument, it can be stated that the
Dutch welfare state is based on Rhineland principles as these principles are somehow present
in the various terminologies of typologies used in Table 2.2. Finally, there are fundamental
classification differences between the United Kingdom and the Netherlands as they are only
positioned in the same box once. For instance, from the year 1990 until 1998 similarities
between the Dutch and British welfare state typologies have occurred, at least according to the
classification presented by Korpi & Palme (1998). Perhaps this is closely related to the public
policies changes under Lubbers-cabinets (1982-1994) towards more market-oriented policies
(see Section 4.2).

On the basis of these classifications we conclude that principles of an Anglo-Saxon model,
until 2006, were not yet fully adopted in the Dutch welfare state model. However, a closer
look reveals that Anglo-Saxon values are being adopted in Dutch organizations. Brouwer &
Moerman (2005), Bakker et al. (2005), Van Aken et al. (2007) and Godijk (2008) clearly point
out that there are obvious different views on the way organizations work if based on Anglo-
Saxon or Rhineland thinking. Bakker et al. (2005) indicate that:

Of course again, although commonly recognized, this is a very blunt simplification of reality,
presented by Rhineland supportive Dutch authors. They continue focussing on the impact of
these models on daily management concepts within organizations. At the base of differences
between Anglo-Saxon and Rhineland principles in (some) organizations lies the shareholder
versus the stakeholder approach, according to Bakker et al. (2005):

These main business objectives influence the way organizations are structured as a
consequence. Big Anglo-Saxon businesses can be located on the stock market, with a strong
orientation on the stock exchange quotation as a result, indicating an emphasis on financial
issues. This then is translated to all levels in the organization implicating lowering costs
wherever possible (cutting, outsourcing), striving for short term revenues on investment, and
introducing planning and control mechanisms in order to streamline processes. As a result of
the financial focus, managers of these types of Anglo-Saxon firms are rewarded for financial
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target achievements; craftsmanship skills become less important or disappear altogether. In
Rhineland thinking the focus is on finding a balance between all stakeholders, each approached
differently; shareholders take an interest in the organization, employees gain a certain trust,
contributions to society are made, and respect to the environment is given. Values like integrity
and equality at the managerial board, equality of customers are important, supported by a
pro-active attitude of governmental institutions. Self-reliance of employees, craftsmanship
development, and collaboration with all stakeholders are being supported. Judgment of the
managers is based on more qualitative and quantitative achievements rather than solely on
quantitative ones.

In conclusion, the organizational and managerial differences between Rhineland and Anglo-
Saxon model can be summarized by different aspects presented in Table 2.3. Here, the basic
model characteristics show both models’ original intentions. In addition to Brouwer & Moerman
(2005), Bakker et al. (2005), Van Aken et al. (2007) and Godijk (2008), we mention that there
are several nuances possible in the way firms and institutions are organized and managed. The
Rhineland roots of organizations in the Netherlands still exist in most of the current corporate
cultures. However, Anglo-Saxon management thinking in for example most financial businesses
has become the norm.

Short term revenues Continuity & trust

Financial Industrial

Stock market models Other models (family)
Encouraged: power to capital Protection constructions

Money, power, heroism Craftsmanship, content

Trust in hierarchical positions Trust in self-reliance individual
Human utility, mechanical Human dignity, humanist

Legal - organization - relation Organization - relation - legal
Output-driven: planning & control Input-driven: strategy & flexibility
Negotiating (gaming) Consensus (debating)

Anglo-Saxon & Rhineland principles of organization & management (based on Bakker et al., 2005)

Moreover, as this research is rooted in urban planning, it is interesting to conceptualize the
characteristics from both models in relation to spatial planning. Table 2.4 presents the main
basic differences between the Anglo-Saxon and Rhineland for a number of aspects related

to this research (based on Heurkens, 2009). Here, again we emphasize the simplicity of such
characteristics, as in practice several nuances exist. Nevertheless, these findings are based on
an iterative process of literature reviews and practical reflections during the first stages of this
research. Several sections of this chapter contain indications for the characterization of both
Anglo-Saxon and Rhineland models in terms of planning. Here, a clarification about some
crucial principles for this research is given.
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Table 2.4 indicates some quite remarkable differences between Anglo-Saxon and Rhineland
spatial planning with regard to this research. The role of the Anglo-Saxon local governments
is less active and investment-oriented than its Rhineland counterpart. This relates to

dependency on the private sector in Anglo-Saxon countries whose role is more entrepreneurial

in the sense that the market is more active in initiating and investing in urban development
projects than Rhineland market parties are. Moreover, this is embedded in the concept of
development planning in Anglo-Saxon countries which enables market parties to actively
develop urban areas based on the principle of market competition. The Rhineland principle of
spatial planning, on the contrary, is restrictive or permitted planning, which refers to the way

government sees markets, the need to be regulated (see also Table 2.1). Furthermore, in terms

of making planning decisions and implementing planning policies crucial differences arise.

At the basis of Anglo-Saxon decision-making lies the discretionary principle (see Chapter 5)
which results in negotiating towards public-private agreements, based on the fact that public
and private roles in legal respect often remain separate. In Rhineland the emphasis lies on the
sharing such roles in institutionalized entities such as joint-ventures, based on the widespread

belief in consensus building in planning.

Few regulations & investment
Reactive: authorization

Active: initiative & investment
Development planning
Negotiating (gaming)
Separating public & private roles

Project-oriented

Regulations, visions & investment
Active: initiative & realization
Reactive: investment & realization
Restrictive / permitted planning
Consensus building (debating)
Sharing public & private roles

Process- & product-oriented

Anglo-Saxon & Rhineland principles of spatial planning (source author; based on Heurkens, 2009)

These institutional differences between Anglo-Saxon and Rhineland models on economic,
organizational and planning levels are crucial to understand urban development practices and
projects. They form a framework of reference that enables us to locate signs of such model

characteristics in Dutch and UK urban development practices and studied urban projects.
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Neoliberalism as political & economic ideology

In addition to the distinction between the social models presented above, we now move
towards neoliberalism as the key political-economic ideology underlining the presence of
private sector-led urban development projects. Hereinafter, a discussion about the nature and
characteristics of neoliberalism is given by relating it to changing State-Market relations.

The rise of global neoliberalism took root in the 1980s when the Republicans (Reagan) and
Conservatives (Thatcher) became the ruling political parties in the US and UK. Brenner &
Theodore (2002) indicate that the neoliberal ideologies have influenced politics in other
Western countries: “If Thatcherism and Reaganism represented particularly aggressive
programs of neoliberal restructuring during the 1980s, more moderate forms of a neoliberal
politics were also mobilized during this same period in traditionally social democratic or
social Christian democratic states such as Canada, New Zealand, Germany, the Netherlands,
France, Italy, and even Sweden.” They put the preferred change towards neoliberal political and
economic ideologies in Western countries in an international historical perspective:

According to Purcell (2008: 2), “over the past 30 years or so, the global economy, and cities
in particular, have been increasingly ‘neoliberalized’. That is to say social life has become
increasingly subject to the logic of neoliberalism: free markets, competitive relations, and
minimal state regulation of capital.” Hackworth (2002: xi) even argues that “neoliberalism
is poised to replace globalization as the next popular meta-concept in the social sciences.”
He further claims the “utterly astonishing rise of neoliberalism as an ideology, mode of city
governance, and driver of urban change” (Hackworth, 2002: 2). Harvey (2005: 3) further
explains that neoliberalism has been “incorporated into the common-sense way many of us
interpret, live in and understand the world”. These authors also have implicitly indicated the
seven underlining principles of neoliberal ideals, which include:

Individual freedom;

Market freedom;

Non-interventionist State;

Focus on consumers rather than citizens;

Deregulation of the market;

Decentralization of state powers;

Privatization of public services.
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Jessop (2002) argues that “neoliberalism is not a thing as much as a process — one that occurs
alongside and in combination with many other processes that affect urbanization” (see
Hackworth, 2002: 11). This process has been described by Brenner & Theodore (2002) “as

a dialectical one, composed of the conflicting tendencies toward destruction and creation”,
according to Hackworth (2002: 11). They have indicated ‘moments of destruction’ and
‘moments of creation’ indicative for the coming into being of neoliberal political economies.
Table 2.5 shows these moments related to State-Market relations of interest to our research.
Notice that Brenner & Theodore (2002) use quite arbitrary value-laden words to indicate the
effects of neoliberal ideologies like the ‘hollowing out of the state’. In more neutral sense,
Swyngedouw (1997) has described the process of the hollowing out of the state being part

of a larger process called glocalization. According to Hackworth (2002: 12) this involves “a
simultaneous upward (to the global economy and its institutions) and downward (to the
locality and its governance structures) propulsion of regulatory power previously held or
exercised by the nation-state.” Thus, the neoliberal principle of decentralization of state powers
has manifested itself in the localization of responsibilities to lower governments. Moreover, the
neoliberal market freedom principle has taken root in the globalization of state powers to large
international public and private institutions.

‘Hollowing out’ of national state
capacities to regulate money, trade,
and investment flows

Dismantling of traditional national
relays of welfare service provision

Decentring of traditional hierarchical-
bureaucratic forms of government
control

Imposition of fiscal austerity measures
aimed at reducing public expenditures

Shrinking of public sector employment

‘Rolling forward’ of supply-side

and monetarist programs of state
interventions

Devolution of social welfare functions
to lower levels of government, the social
economy, and households

Establishment of Public-Private
Partnerships and ‘networked’ forms of
governance

Underwriting the costs of private
investment through state subsidies

Transfer of erstwhile forms of public

employment to private sector through
privatization

Destructive & creative moments of neoliberalism (based on Brenner & Theodore, 2002: 17-19)

Purcell (2008: 14) uses the term ‘neoliberalization’ by which he indicates the “on-going

but never completed project to neoliberalize urban political economies” (see Tickell & Peck,
2003). According to Carmona et al. (2010: 68), the result of these processes (globalization,
increasing power and multi-national companies, and hollowing out of the state) has “shifted
the emphasis from nation states to individual cities.” Sassen (1996; 2001; 2006) argues that
neoliberalization as a process has created a globalized and nationalized competition among
cities and city regions to attract capital investment. The neoliberalization processes and
focus on ‘localism’ and privatization have had several consequences for the governance and
physical appearance of cities. We will discuss this in the following Sections 2.3.2 and 2.3.3 on
governance and planning systems.
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Here, itis interesting to debate whether neoliberalism will prevail as the dominant political-
economic ideology for urban development. Hence, the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989
according to Fukuyama (1989) market the ‘end of history’ in which he argued that the battle
for ideologies was over: “capitalism had defeated communism, and democracy had finally
overcome aristocracy and fascism” (Hackworth, 2002: 188). Fukuyama claimed that neoliberal
democracy was the political way forward for countries in the world. According to Purcell (2008:
30) “capitalism and democracy were presented as an essential [political-economic] pair.”
However, since the 1990s, cracks in the foundation of neoliberalism as the predominant single
ideology have been occurring. Market economies throughout have showed not to be perfect
functioning systems to deal with ever changing societal needs. Calls for change often represent
areaction to some disadvantages of neoliberalism, namely:

Imperfect competition;

Imperfect delivery of public goods;

Existence of externalities;

Imperfect information;

Undermining of democracy.

Therefore, several authors (e.g. Carmonacet al., 2010; Feagin & Parker, 2002; Giddens, 1998,
2000; Giroux, 2004; Larner, 2000; Mouffe 2005; Rosemann et al., 2009; Purcell, 2008) have
put forward the need for other political-economic ideologies to reach alternative (urban)
futures, also often referred to as an era beyond neoliberalism. Most prominently, and rooted

in political science, Giddens (1998; 2000) argued for the need to reframe the supposed
opposite political ideologies of neoliberalism and socialism by introducing the ‘Third Way’. It
presented a reaction to the disadvantages of both political-economic models with their single
focus on social welfare development (the First Way) and economy growth (the Second way). It
presented an attempt to move beyond “simplistic notions of ‘government good, market bad’
and ‘government bad, market good’” (Carmona et al., 2010: 71). It was most prominently
adopted as a political-economic programme of New Labour government’s in the UK in the late
1990s and early 2000s. However, Third Way politicians and government lost some credibility
by focusing both on the strength of markets and government. Commentators judged it as
‘neoliberal lite’ (see Peck, 2001). Nonetheless, it presented a first shift towards a more nuanced
view on State-Market relations, which were viewed as complimentary rather than antagonistic.
But, despite such political shifts have slightly been occurring in Western countries, Purcell
(2008: 31) argues that “neoliberal/liberal-democracy is currently the hegemonic model

for organizing political economies.” Thus, the principles of neoliberalism still dominate
governance practices and planning policies throughout the world and still affect the way cities
take shape.

In conclusion, this section provided insight into the main differences between two established
conceptual social-economic systems, the Anglo-Saxon and Rhineland model. They are of
relevance for this research as they represent institutional structures which form the context

of private sector-led urban development projects in the Netherlands and the UK. Moreover, in
specific we highlighted neoliberalism as the pre-dominant and prevailing political-economic
ideology of our times. Here, we indicated some main characteristics and briefly discussed the
process of neoliberalization affecting governance and cities. Notice that the aim of this section
was not to give a complete and detailed understanding of economic and political literature.
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Rather, we choose to be selective in providing insight into some crucial economic and political
aspects of relevance to our specific research. The following sections continue to unravel state-
market relations in a neoliberal context.

Urban Governance: State-Market Relations

In line with these (Anglo-Saxon or neoliberal) political and economic processes occurring in
Western countries since the late 1980s the theoretical notions and concepts of governance
also have changed. Hackworth (2002: 9) argues that “by the 1990s, neoliberalism had
become naturalized as the proper mode of governance for a variety of geo-institutional
contexts.” Harvey (1989) argues that since the 1970s onwards, urban governance has become
increasingly preoccupied with the exploration of new ways “to foster and encourage local
development and employment growth. This trend towards entrepreneurialism is in stark
contrast to the managerialism of the era of the welfare state of the earlier decades in which
urban governments were preoccupied with their redistributive role, i.e., the local provision

of services and facilities to urban populations.” In this regard, Osborne & Gaebler (1992)
argue that entrepreneurial governments are catalytic, competitive, mission-driven, result-
oriented, customer-driven and enterprising. Thus, with neoliberalization as the dominant
driver of change “the focus of city government/governance shifted from a primary concern with
welfare provision to promoting the physical and economic conditions that facilitated inward
investment and economic growth” (Carmona et al., 2010: 69).

Also, Harvey (1989) argues that this fundamental shift in the philosophy and practice of urban
governance is related to changes in the macro-economy. In particular the globalization process
has brought with it increasing instability, as manifested in the “de-industrialization of certain
areas of the former industrial core and the declining power of the nation-state to control
capital flows that forces urban governments to take a more pro-active role.” Harvey argues

that ‘governance’ replaced ‘government’ as the power to organize space derives from a whole
complex of forces mobilized by different agents. Harvey (1989) explains that “governments
have taken an entrepreneurial stance through the formation of coalition politics; local
chambers of commerce, local financers, industrialists, and property developers have become
major players in making urban planning decisions.” As Daamen (2010) indicates governments
no longer have the primate on making urban planning decisions, this role is being shared with
others as urban development projects nowadays affect several other actors.

Moreover, Hackworth (2002: 10) argues that “the boundaries of urban governance have
shifted dramatically in the past thirty years, partially because of structural constraints to
governments (municipal or otherwise) in the capitalist world but also because of a related
ideological shift toward neoliberal governing practices (Goonewardena, 2003).” Urban
governance increasingly has become concerned with making cities and places competitive

in accordance with the neoliberal logic of market competition. Hackworth (2002: 12) argues
that “because of the reduction of [central government] interventions in housing, local
infrastructure, welfare, and the like, localities are forced either to finance (...) areas themselves
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or to abandon them entirely”. Therefore, local governments increasingly have become
“principal investors in urban development projects” (Purcell, 2008: 19). Not only do they
regulate land development, they become concerned with stimulating urban development

by providing capital. Hackworth (2002: 26) argues that “local governments now not only

are expected to ally with businesses to improve its plight (see Peterson, 1981), they are also
increasingly expected to behave as businesses as well. In conclusion, Hackworth (2002: 10)
argues that “good governance at the municipal level is now largely defined by the ability of
formal government to assist (Harvey, 1989; Leitner, 1990), collaborate with (Elkin, 1987;
Stone, 1989), or function like (Box, 1999) the corporate community.” Moreover, according to
Hackworth (2002) neoliberal urban governance has institutionalized itself into several urban
development practices in the Western world:

Feagin & Parker (2002) argue that the land and real estate market contains the logic for
urban governance. Private actors such as real estate developers, investment companies,
banks, landowners, local business elites, property owners, and bond-rating agencies have
become the powerful agents of urban change. For instance, Hackworth (2002: 39) states that
“bond-rating officials regularly meet with city officials in the United States (and, increasingly,
abroad) to map future allocation plans.”
decision makers have both shaped, and been shaped by, the structures and institutions of
urban real estate capitalism” (Feagin & Parker, 2002: 16). Feagin & Parker (2002: 13-14)
argue that there are several circuits of capital in the market system. The ‘primary circuit’ of

capital encompasses the flow of credit capital into raw materials, manufacturing goods, and

Over a decades of urban development these powerful

labor power across the world. The ‘second circuit’ of capital relates to the flow of capital into
undeveloped land and the several real estate objects of the built environment. The ‘tertiary
circuit’ of capital include investments in science, technology and education. Feagin & Parker
(2002: 15) state that the second circuit of capital is so active that it even rivals the first circuit
of capital. Therefore, real estate investment, speculation and development compromise a
major economic sector.

Due to such forces of market capital towards urban development for instance, governments
increasingly have to take an entrepreneurial stance to pro-actively invest in urban areas, to

lure market capital towards their cities. (Hackworth, 2002: 24) argues that “the decline in
federal support for urban development has been almost perfectly counter posed by an increase
in municipal debt, as localities are increasingly left to fend for themselves in an internecine
competition for more investment” (see also Gottdiener 1994: 80-84). Hence, the neoliberal
deregulation of state powers, ironically, has undermined the desired autonomy for local
governments. They increasingly have to rely on the market and its capital, and borrow money to
cover their own city investment expenditures previously dealt with at higher government levels.
Furthermore, according to Purcell (2008) the need for short-term decisions to attract and
invest market capital in urban areas has resulted in informal governance arrangements.

“The State has increasingly privatized and semi-privatized its functions by contracting out
services to volunteer organizations, community associations, non-profit corporations, (...),
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quangos, (...), urban development corporations, regional development authorities, and Public-
Private Partnerships” (Purcell, 2008: 12) (see Section 2.4 for more details on partnerships

in urban development). Thus, “one of the foundations of neoliberal governance at the local
level is public-private cooperation. These alliances can vary considerably in form, but city
governments are increasingly expected to serve as market facilitators, rather than salves of
market failures” according to Hackworth (2002: 62). Moreover, it has resulted in labelling
such public-private alliances in cities as growth coalitions (see DiGaetano & Klemanski,
1999) and urban regimes (see Fainstein & Fainstein, 1983; 1985; Elkin, 1987; Stone, 1989).
Hackworth (2002: 62) explains that urban regimes are collectives of public and private
interests that join forces to initiate development or retard disinvestment in a particular city.”
Regime theory according to Hackworth (2002: 62) “is helpful in understanding neoliberal
governance insofar as it emphasizes the increasingly murky boundaries between private and
public institutions in the land development process.”

Hackworth (2002: 26) argues that “the less immediate result of the decline of traditional
Keynesianism has been the successful ‘naturalization’ of public-private cooperation at the local
level.” Hence, it is exactly this local level at which market capital is most effectively spent once
public-private alliances are in place. The scale of an area is perfectly suitable for developers

and investors as a means to channel market capital investment; real estate development risks
with an entrepreneurial government partner are limited as such market-oriented development
agencies often aim at reducing regulations enabling development to take less time. Moreover,
according to Purcell (2008: 2), it does not involve democratic decision-making processes, as
these are “often seen as messy, slow, and inefficient; it is a luxury cities competing desperately
for investment cannot afford.”

In summary, since the 1980s to date, neoliberalization has had several implications for urban
governance, which include the following:
Decentralization of state autonomy (more local government sovereignty);
Reduction of public subsidies & regulations;
Establishment of new public-private alliances and institutions;
Aggressive promotion of real estate development;
Privatization of previously public services (housing, infrastructure, energy);
Government dependency on (decisions from) market actors;
Increase in municipal debt;
Individual property rights over collective rights;
Competition between urban areas and cities (competitiveness).
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Here, it is important to notice that urban governance more recent years has moved beyond the
narrow scope of the roles of the State and the Market. Now Civic Society has become a major
player in making decisions on cities and urban planning and development. Therefore, Un-
Habitat (2009) introduced the term good urban governance which it defines as “the exercise
of political, economic, social and administrative authority in the management of an urban
entity. It is the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and private, plan

and manage the common affairs of the city.” According to Hanson et al. (2006), “governance
comprises of the complex mechanisms, processes and institutions, through which individuals
and other interest groups articulate their interests either through formal or informal channels,
mediate their differences and exercise their legal rights and obligations.” Thus, in principle,
urban governance nowadays includes three groups of actors, the State, the Market and Civic
Society; this is represented in Figure 2.5.

The State

Urban
Governance

The Market Civic Society

Urban governance: State-Market-Civic relations

Un-Habitat takes the discussion on what the roles of these three groups are a step further by
relating them to different principles. It explains that “good urban governance is an auxiliary

in the realization of sustainable urban growth and development. It goes beyond the state
apparatus to include the private sector and civic society.” All three have become critical for
sustainable urbanization. Banachowicz & Danielewicz (2004) explain what the principle roles
of these groups towards urban assignments; “while it is the role of the government to create

a conducive political and legal urban environment, the private sector creates wealth through
generation of employment and revenue. The civic society, compromising of various interests
groups facilitates political and social interaction and dialogue within the urban environment.”
Un-Habitat (2004) declares that; “the spirit of good urban governance therefore requires

a constructive and purposeful interaction and engagement of these three sectors. Such
engagements must be based on effective participation of all stakeholders, the rule of law,
transparency, responsiveness, consensus orientation, equity, efficiency and effectiveness,
accountability and a common strategic vision.”

Important to notice is that including civic society (e.g. local communities, businesses) in urban
planning and development decisions, can be seen as a step towards collaborative planning,
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most prominently articulated by Healey (2006). However, in our research, it is primarily the
institutional State-Market relation in governing urban development practices which has

most of our attention as the main objective is to understand public and private roles in urban
development projects. Here, we aim to fill an academic gap, argued by Fuller & Geddes (2008:
253) as that there is “little theoretical appreciation of the complex and contingent processes
characterizing inter-organizational arrangements” (see Newman, 2001). Moreover, Fuller &
Geddes (2008: 276) argue that in neoliberal institutional practices “local citizen involvement is
constrained by its subordination both to the market and to more crucial state policies pursued
centrally.” They point to at the very core of neoliberal practices lays a serious contradiction in
combining economic and social-environmental objectives (e.g. socialization). Therefore, it

is interesting to study how public and private actors respond incorporate social interests in
our projects by engaging several community groups in the decision-making process of urban
development projects.

In conclusion, this section provided an overview of urban governance as a crucial contextual
aspect for private sector-led urban development projects. Neoliberalization has shaped

the mode of governance of cities and urban areas as public and private actors increasingly
cooperate at a local level. The next section explains how such changing State-Market relations
(have) shape(d) planning systems and policies.

Planning Systems & Policies

Institutional aspects: Planning cultures, systems & models

Planning systems are institutional (government) systems rooted within different planning
cultures all over the world (see Sanyal, 2005). They can be considered as a grounded set of legal
rules for carrying out spatial planning and regulating land use development (see Needham,
2006). Moreover, on the basis of the set of rules of such systems different planning policies come
about in order to implement planning objectives which respond to social needs of different times.
Such policies, in recent years to a certain degree planning systems and policies have incorporated
neoliberal ideas, but with different manifestations. Therefore, Hackworth (2002: 12) argues that
itis “useful to suggest that policy ideas in North America and Europe are increasingly dominated
by unified, relatively simple set of ideas (neoliberalism), it is just as clear that the institutional
manifestation (mainly through policy) of these ideas is highly uneven across and within
countries.” Crucially, planning systems and spatial planning policy orientations differ from place
to place, and are accessible for neoliberal ideologies. Moreover, such systems constrain urban
projects and the way public and private cooperation takes shape. Figure 2.6 shows a coherent
conceptual institutional planning framework with different related elements.
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Planning Spatial

Culture Planning
Urban
Development
Planning Land Use
System Policy

Conceptual institutional planning framework (based on Buitelaar, 2011)

Here, we explore some key characteristics of the Dutch and UK planning cultures, spatial
planning, and planning models as these are the institutional practices of relevance for our
research. As we discussed in Section 2.3.1, different welfare state typologies are applicable to
the Netherlands and the UK (see Nadin & Stead, 2008). Roughly speaking, there are five types
of welfare systems in Europe indicated in Figure 2.7 by Nadin (2011). We can distinguish the
Liberal Anglo-Saxon system of the British islands, the Conservative Continental system for
West-European countries, the Social Democratic Nordic system for Scandinavian countries,
the Southern Mediterranean system of Mediterranean countries, and New Member State
systems which are in transition. These systems underline the institutional values of planning
cultures and the way planning systems come about. Figure 2.7 shows overlaps between welfare
systems, as country cultures are constantly in transition. For instance the position of the
Netherlands is quite remarkable as they seem to be rooted in a mix of welfare systems; Liberal,
Conservative, and Social Democratic. This is in line with difficult grouping of the Netherlands
as a welfare state typology as shown in Table 2.2. Such a mixed institutional nature makes

the Netherlands accessible for adopting other values from other systems, in our research, the
Liberal Anglo-Saxon values.
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Moreover, Nadin (2011) indicates five legal-administrative systems in the European Union,
presented in Figure 2.8. These primarily constitute of British, Nordic, Germanic, and
Napoleonic Law. Eastern European countries law is considered to be in transition.

These legal-administrative systems to a large extent influence the way legal rules and laws for
planning systems are constructed. Buitelaar (2011) indicates that despite the overlap of some
legal-administrative systems, the planning system in the Netherlands in essence is founded
on the principles Napoleonic Law, and the UK’s planning system in British Law. Moreover, as
Table 2.6 shows, the legal characteristics of planning systems influences some fundamental
features of spatial planning in both countries. A detailed explanation of these planning system
and spatial planning characteristics is provided the chapters on urban development practices
in the Netherlands (Chapters 4) and the UK (Chapter 6). Moreover, there we discuss the mutual
influences that have been occurring between the two countries.

Napoleonic British

Codified law Common law

French Revolution origins Feudal origins

Constitution present Constitution absent

Abstract law principles as basic rule ‘Law-making as we go’

Limited role judicial power Judges as law-makers

Binding land use plan No binding land use plan

Limited-imperative system Importance of material considerations

Legal certainty Discretionary authority, focus on
flexibility

Permitted planning Negotiated planning

Planning system & spatial planning: UK-Dutch comparison (based on Buitelaar, 2011)

Duhr et al. (2010) argue that there is a strong international dimension to spatial planning.

This is especially true for the European Union in which boundaries between States are blurring
and traditions of other countries are more easily influencing other countries. Therefore, they
studied several European spatial planning systems and questioned whether a ‘European

Model of Spatial Planning’ would exist. They concluded that there is no such model. However,
several interrelated models of spatial planning do exist in Europe. Moreover, Nadin (2008)
distinguishes four models of spatial planning in Western Europe, based on research from

the Commission of the European Communities (CEC, 1997) shown in Figure 2.9. Dihr et al.
(2010) emphasize that countries are listed according to the predominant model or ideal type
of spatial planning. All countries will exhibit a mixture of types. For this research, we are mainly
interested in the spatial planning characteristics of the Netherlands and United Kingdom.
Therefore we explain the comprehensive integrated model and land use management model in
which they have been grouped by Duhr et al. (2010).
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Land use management

Regulation of land use change through

strategic and local plans

BE, IE, UK, LU, CY, CZ, MT

FR, DE, PT, HU, LV, LT, SK

Regional economic and social disparities
through public intervention programmes in
infrastructure and development

Regional economic

Comprehensive integrated
Coordination of spatial impacts of public
policy through a framework of plans

AT, DK, Fl, NL, SE, DE, BG,
EE, HU, LV, PL, RO, SL, SV

BR, IT, ES, CY

Urban design, townscape and building control
through zoning and codes

Urbanism

European spatial planning models (based on CEC, 1997; Nadin, 2008; Duhr et al., 2010)
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Duhr et al. (2010: 182) argue that “the comprehensive integrated model is about coordination.
It has wide scope and its main task is to provide horizontal (across sectors), vertical (between
levels) and geographical (across borders) integration of spatial impacts of sectorial policies. It
does this by using a multi-level arrangement of plans that are intended to coordinate spatial
development. It has a strong public sector component. It is characterized by mature planning
institutions and mechanisms in a context of political commitment to and public trust in
planning.” According to Duhr et al. (2010: 182) “the land use management model is about

the regulation of changes of use of land and property. The operation of planning is geared to
managing physical development, mostly at a local level, though some regulation may be done
at higher levels. This is a narrow scope in terms of the role of planning, but development is
managed in order to meet general planning principles and wider societal goals such as housing
provision and protecting environmental heritage. It makes use of policy statements and
decision rules and there are extensive mechanisms for citizen involvement. This style model

of planning is particularly associated with private sector-led development and land value
capture.”

Here, we state that parts of the Dutch comprehensive integrated model of spatial planning

in the past decades has seen some elements for the UK land use management model being
adopted. One of them is the transfer of planning authority from central to local governments;
the other is the introduction of more ‘private sector-led development’ (as used by Duhr et al.,
2010). However, the Netherlands retains to use different kinds of plans to shape and regulate
urban development, while in UK development regulation is mainly based on policy regulations
to manage land and property markets. Nonetheless, since the 1990s we have seen a stronger
private sector in the Netherlands through the increase in land ownership positions, taken by
property developers with the aim of increasing land values.

Importantly, according to ESPON (2007: 41), “the planning systems in the [EU] countries are
not static, but borrow and mix elements from the other styles of spatial planning and thus are
dynamic.” Based on research findings from 1995 (CEC, 1997) and 2005 (ESPON, 2007), ESPN
shows the movement of within the EU between ‘styles of spatial planning’. Interesting enough,
these studies conclude that the spatial planning style in the Netherlands seems not to have
changed in these 10 years, as it retains its comprehensive integrated approach. However, we
will discuss that urban development practice in the Netherlands nonetheless has come under
influence of more market-oriented planning principles in Chapter 4. For instance, the UK does
show signs of influence from the comprehensive integrated approach and regional economic
approach. In Chapter 6 in particular we discuss attempts by UK governments to introduce more
comprehensive integrated approaches in spatial planning.

The comparisons and positioning of Dutch and UK welfare systems, legal-administrative
systems, planning systems, spatial planning models above serves to illustrate some basic
institutional structure differences of the countries also are subject to change as they influence
one another. Here, we argument that institutional changes in urban development practices,
especially through changed State-Market relations in terms of urban governance, affect the
way planning policies are constructed. For our research this involves studying how markets and
neoliberalism in particular influences public planning policy making.
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Market-oriented planning policies

We continue to explore how neoliberalism, urban governance and its changed State-Market
relations affect urban planning in terms of policy making and spatial results. Changes in the
State-Market power relations affect the way public and private actors plan cities and execute
these plans through the realization of urban development projects. This is best explained

by introducing the work of Adams & Tiesdell (2010). Here, we agree with these authors by
stating that the shift from government to governance has changed the perspective of planners;
‘planners have become market actors’. Importantly, they challenge the dichotomous distinction
between planning and markets, mostly promoted by mainstream economists. Drawing on
recent developments in institutional and behavioural economics they argue that “what is
required is not for planners to become market actors, but rather to realize they are already
‘market actors’ involved in framing and re-framing land and property markets” (Adams &
Tiesdell, 2010: 186). By acknowledging that planners are operating as significant constitutive
elements of such markets the authors encourage planners “to break free from discredited
market-led thinking of past decades and discover instead how plan-shaped markets can

best be created” (Adams & Tiesdell (2010: 186). They call for State-Market relations in land
and property to be accorded a central place within the new spatial planning. We take this
recommendation at heart; however, we will merely focus on public-private relations within the
perspective of urban development projects, rather than spatial planning as a whole.

According to UCL & Deloitte (2007) spatial planning is essentially about “shaping and
delivering tomorrow’s places.” Allmendinger & Haughton (2007) argue that this requires a
strong emphasis on the spatial co-ordination and integration of investment plans across the
public sector, amounting as much to a search for ‘spatial governance’ as spatial planning. Such
integration, according to Adams & Tiesdell (2010), helps distinguish the concept of spatial
planning from such earlier expressions as land use planning and town and country planning.
Then, the search for place-making or delivering ‘good quality places’ (see Healey, 2006)
becomes foremost a quest for connectivity between vision and delivery. Or as Albrechts (2006:
1161) points out, in the end “strategic spatial planning relates to action, to implementation.”
It concentrates on State-Market relations in land and property as an important context for
spatial planning (or urban development).

Adams & Tiesdell (2010: 187) state that “in most western countries, much of the built
environment is constructed and financed by the private sector, making the ability of spatial
planners to understand and influence property markets and development processes a crucial
test of their effectiveness.” Healey (2006) argues for a more interactive relationship with

the private sector, which in her view is particularly important in areas of significant urban
change. Others like Adams (1994), Brindley et al. (1996), Faludi (2000), Needham (2000),
and Lichfield (2003) support this view of the importance of effective relationships between
planners and property actors in various jargon. Concepts like ‘communicative planning’ and
‘collaborative planning’ introduced by Healey (1997, 2006) for example already indicate
that planning theory seeks to find an understanding of the ever evolving planning practice by
incorporating Market and Civic Society interests. Nonetheless, even when engaged with market
realities, planners tend to adopt a ‘detached view of the market’.
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In contrast to the view of most planners, here we argue that planners already even adopt
market values within planning policies. A concept such as (urban) economic competitiveness
represents the rise of neoliberal or market values within public policy objectives. Cities, under
the pressure of the globalization process, found themselves within a constant search for
private investment. However, according to Lovering (2009) the concept obscured the reality
that under state authority and public policy special (private) interests were being favored over
public interests. As a result of this in the 1990s and 2000s we saw a global wave of speculative
investment in real estate and land development and the rise of property developers as the key
actor in urban development.

But already in the 1980s, the American term ‘boosterism’ was introduced by planners to
explain the predominantly economic-driven place-making strategies for cities. Bengs (2005)
argues that the deregulation of property markets across Europe during the last quarter of the
century is an instructive example of the effects of globalisation. Furthermore, the deregulation
of property and land markets has been accompanied by decentralization and decision-making
and the “overhaul of national planning systems” (Bengs (2005). In his view, the changing

role of public authorities implies a switch from control to the promotion of development.
Lovering (2009) argues that “for years, the numerous cities of the neoliberal model of
economic policy-making have pointed to its inequities, its harmful social and cultural effects,
its disastrous impact on the environment, and its economic unsustainability.” However,

this cannot be attributed solely to market forces or the private sector, as planning policies,

or planners, thus long ago created space for the market to enter a formerly predominantly
public domain and influence spatial policy-making. In relation to the above, Fuller & Geddes
(2008: 256) argue that Larner (2003, 2005) is concerned to “move beyond neoliberalism as
a monolithic hegemonic entity” and to recognize that institutional structures and practices
also can be characterized by a complex set of diverse “contradictory spatialities, socialities,
and subjectivities” (Larner, 2005: 17). The question remains how market-oriented neoliberal
planning has affected cities. Some effects can be distilled based on a rich body of knowledge
(e.g. Brenner & Theodore, 2002; Feagin & Parker, 2002; Hackworth, 2007; Purcell, 2008).

In summary, since the 1980s, neoliberalization has had these physical effects on cities:
Unequal development;

Social segregation;

Urban sprawl;

Economic development;

Less public housing;

Property-led regeneration;
Large-scale urban developments;
Semi-privatized environments;
Enterprise zones;

Waterfront developments;
Flagship projects.

Hence, in relation to the above, we argue that market-oriented neoliberal planning is not the
sole driver for urban change, as it is shaped by public-private interactions and government
intervention as well. Thus, it is a fallacy to contribute these spatial effects solely to the interests
of the private sector. For instance, in Singapore, a country recognized for its strong visionary
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public sector, similar development effects as presented above took place during the last
decades. Moreover, in line with Larner (2005) it remains to be seen whether such effects can
solely be attributed to neoliberalism, as other societal processes take place over time.
Nonetheless, Purcell (2008: 2) argues that the result of neoliberalization for cities has been
the “intensification of the competition among urban areas for capital investment. Economic
growth has become the dominant imperative for urban policy and planning. As a result,

urban land is seen primarily as property, and maximizing its exchange value is the dominant
concern.” Moreover Purcell argues that property rights of owners are legally judged as more
important than other claims. In conclusion, Purcell (2008: 2) states that “cities are becoming
ever more unequal, segregated, unhealthy, and oppressive (e.g. International Network for
Urban Research and Action, 2003).” However, although this being a product of neoliberalism,
we move beyond the point of judging if it is ‘market failure’ or ‘government failure’ that caused
these effects; it remains a highly subjective and value-laden affair. Moreover, as we stated
urban and economic reality is too complex to draw linear cause and effect relations between
neoliberalization and unequal, segregated, unhealthy and oppressive places. Therefore, in line
with Adams et al. (2005) it is more useful for planners to mitigate such unwanted outcomes by
studying concrete directions of market investment.

Looking at the logics of the market, Hackworth (2007: 81) argues the spatial effects of
neoliberalization are not as complex to detect (e.g. Castells, 1996) and periphery-oriented
(Lang, 2003) as often is debated. For instance, Hackworth (2007: 13) argues that the inner-
city has been the area of extreme transition: “It has served as the focus of high-profile real
estate investment, neoliberal policy experiments, and governance changes; Marcuse & Van
Kempen (2000) have deemed the inner-city a ‘soft spot’ for the implementation of neoliberal
ideals.” Especially, since the 1990s such areas have become the main focus for real estate
development, besides the development of suburb neighborhoods. On the contrary, inner
suburbs, defined by Hackworth (2007) as often former industrial land between the inner-city
and suburbs, has seen less capital investment with indeed several unwanted outcomes as a
result. These findings are based on an extensive study about the development of rent prices,
house values, and income data of five American cities.

In summary, Hackworth (2007) concludes that there are three distinguishable spatial
characteristics of the neoliberal city:

Revalorization of the inner core;

Devalorization of the inner suburb;

Suburban expansion.

It remains to be seen if such findings are also representative for other neoliberal cities in
different parts of the world. Nonetheless, the investment pattern is helpful in the sense that it
provides opportunities to prioritize urban investment for certain areas through planning policy.
Within such a market context Adams et al. (2005) and Adams & Tiesdell (2010) distinguish
different policy instruments which enable planners to steer market actions, as discussed below.
Nonetheless, these ‘planning tools’ can be used in a broader context than in a pure market
variant. Therefore it remains important to investigate the particular circumstances in which
they are used with prejudgment.
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Market-oriented planning tools

Thus, here we argue that views of the role of the State and the Market, and thus the concept
of urban governance, actually have an effect on the interest priorities in spatial policy-
making and, furthermore, the implementation of these policies through the realization of
urban development projects. Nowadays, Adams et al. (2005) argue that land and property
development can be seen as the main production process that creates the built environment
which is constrained by institutional structures and spatial policy instruments. Then, the
impact of spatial planning on urban development projects operates through four types of policy
tools intended to influence markets (Tiesdell & Allmendinger, 2005); shaping regulating,
stimulating and capacity building tools.

These four categories are conceptual, and will rarely, if ever, be found explicitly in planning
documents (see Adams & Tiesdell, 2010: 195). However, market shaping tools, such as
development, regulatory and indicative plans, set important conditions for market actions
and transactions, especially by offering a ‘political position statement’ (Healey, 1992). Market
regulation tools, such as ‘development control’, ‘planning gain’, and ‘restrictive covenants’
attached to land transfers, restrict the parameters of market actions and transactions. And,
market stimulation tools, such as ‘development subsidies’ and ‘compulsory purchase’,
“lubricate market actions and transactions” (Adams & Tiesdell, 2010). Moreover, Adams et
al. (2005) claims that capacity building tools can be used to identify and develop desirable
strategies for market action by engaging in actor-network relationships such as partnerships.
Hence, a conscious usage of such planning policy tools at the disposal of planning authorities
possibly strengthens the position of planners within such markets. Therefore —in relation

to Hackworth'’s notion of the disinvestment in inner suburbs — planners could persuade the
private sector to invest in and develop such areas by using shaping, stimulating and capacity
building tools.

Table 2.7 shows the market-conscious planning tool types and subsequent examples
constructed by Adams et al. (2005: 64). In our view, these three types of public policy tools
facilitate market interests but combine them with a wide array of possibilities to influence
market investment directly as well. Hence, such a more integrative planning approach could
help deliver social, economic and environmental planning objectives. Nevertheless, these tools
remain rather abstract and take no account of human competencies needed to deliver those
objectives. For instance, private sector-led urban development projects and its contractual
public-private relationship, involves negotiating the very outcomes of such projects. In private
sector-led urban development projects we assume that, as the major driver for developers in
most cases is to secure a substantial profit, economic objectives will prevail over social and
environmental ones in joint public-private decision-making. However, we are aware of the
fact that it is hard to define whether objectives are purely economic, social or environmental
as these objectives are seldom made explicit, and moreover, often are interrelated. An analysis
of empirical cases may confirm or falsify this assumption. Therefore, the choice was made to
include these planning tools as management tools (see Section 2.5) in studying empirical
projects, in order to see if public actors consciously use such tools to see if public actors
consciously use such tools to shape, regulate, stimulate and activate markets.
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Shaping
(e.g. shaping decision environment
or context)

Regulating
(e.g. defining parameters for
decision environment)

Stimulating
(e.g. restructuring contours of
decision environment)

Capacity building

(e.g. developing actor's ability to
identify and/or develop more effective,
desirable strategies)

Table 2.7

Typical Sub-types

Development plans
(e.g. public infrastructure investment
plans)

Regulatory plans

Typical Examples

- Transport infrastructure investment
- plans

- National planning policy &

(e.g. statutory plans, policies, strategies)

Indicative plans
(e.g. non-statutory plans, policies,
strategies & advice)

State (or third party) regulation
Contractual (or bilateral) regulation

Indirect/fiscal measures

Direct state action

Actor-network relationships
Social capital

Cultural perspectives

development plans

- Establishing a spatial vision for the area

Planning/development controls

Restrictive covenants attached to land
. transfers

- Subsidies (tax breaks) encouraging

. desired activities (e.g. derelict land

. reclamation grants) and/or taxes to

. discourage certain activities (e.g. tax on

greenfield development)
Compulsory purchase of land
Joint ventures

Arenas for interaction/networking

Partnerships/partnering arrangements

- Thinking ‘outside the box’

Planning tool types & intended market effect (source: Adams et al., 2005: 64)

This section provided some direction to unravel the complex relationship between planning
cultures, systems, models, and tools. We positioned planning within a market context, and
moved away from the planning versus market dichotomy. Moreover, these literature findings
assist in understanding the institutional State-Market relations.
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Conclusions

In conclusion, in this section we conceptualized the institutional context for private sector-led
urban development projects based on our conceptual model. We described that public-private
interaction in urban development projects depend on several institutional public-private
relationship factors such as political-economic ideologies, urban governance concepts and
spatial planning systems and policies. Foremost, these literature findings also assist in
understanding institutional characteristics of both the Netherlands and UK, as contextual
differences might limit the ability to draw lessons from the UK for the Netherlands.

In summary, therefore, in this research, we will analyze the institutional context of private
sector-led urban development projects in the Netherlands and the UK on three main contextual
aspects:
Economy & politics: as a way to understand the economic and political institutional
structures influencing public-private cooperation and management in private sector-led
urban development projects;
Urban governance: as a way to understand the institutional urban governance practices
influencing public-private cooperation and management in private sector-led urban
development projects;
Planning system & policies: as a way to understand the institutional spatial planning
systems and policies influencing public-private cooperation and management of private
sector-led urban development projects.

In the following section we explore the main organizational characteristics of public-private

collaboration in private sector-led urban development projects. Moreover, based on the
literature review we define the organizational aspects analyzed in our cases.
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Organization of Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects

In the previous section we explored the institutional context of private sector-led urban
development projects by creating an understanding of economic-political, urban governance
and spatial planning concepts and how this influences the roles of the public and private actors.
Here, we describe how the concept of urban governance influences the way public and private
actors organize urban development projects on the basis of organization theory on Public-
Private Partnerships. We emphasize that the theoretical notions of these more formalized ways
of organizing urban development projects, are also useful for studying private sector-led urban
development projects, regardless the formality or informality of the institutional arrangements.
Therefore, these theories help us to indicate the main organizational aspects and roles for
analyzing private sector-led urban development projects within this research.

Public-Private Relationships

Public-private power shifts & balance

The growing importance of the private sector in urban development and as a consequence

the intensified cooperation between the public and private sector on its turn resulted in
inter-organizational changes for the realization of urban development projects. This is most
profoundly visible in the rise of Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) used in urban development.
The creation of this organizational and contractual cooperation can be seen in the light of more
private sector influences on the one hand, and the deregulation of tasks and responsibilities
from central governments towards local governments on the other. Moreover, development-
led spatial planning policies have created local decision-making networks; urban areas have
become the dominant level on which public and private actors act to realize spatial objectives.
In this regard, McQuaid (2000) argues that the natures of partnerships are both a result of
and can possibly alter, because of changing global economic patterns, government funding,
and economic structures, in particular the transformation of central-local government and
changing state-market relationships. However, McQuaid also under scribes our view that
Public-Private Partnerships mostly are “the cause of such changing relationships” (McQuaid,
2000: 11). Therefore, we explore the relationship between public and private sectors through
the lens of a public-private spectrum in an international perspective.
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Harvey (1989) indicates that PPPs indeed have been a “celebrated form of entrepreneurialism”
as a form of urban governance. Furthermore, Bult-Spiering & Dewulf (2006) under describe
that PPPs are a special feature of (urban) governance. Pierre & Peters (2000) list eight factors
that focused increasing attention on governance issues in the last decade of the twentieth
century. Also, Pierre & Pieters (2000) identify several factors that resulted in the increase of
PPPs as an inter-organizational model. In this regard, Bult-Spiering & Dewulf (2006) argue that:

In this sense, PPPs can be considered as a global phenomenon (see Section 2.3.1) with
common causes. Bult-Spiering & Dewulf (2006: 10) list common causes for the movement
towards partnerships found in both the North America and Europe, which are as follows (see
Keating, 1997; Grimshaw et al., 2002; Flinders, 2005):
Fiscal crisis in the public sector, and therefore a search for other sources of funding;
Increased mobility of capital, causing a power shift in the relationship between government
and capital towards the private sector;
Increased complexity of government tasks requiring an overlap between the public and
private sector;
Dominance of neoliberal ideas and reliance on market mechanisms and incentives.

In line with the above, it seems that we notice an increased private autonomy as is shown in a
public-private autonomy spectrum (Figure 2.10) developed by Borzel & Risse (2002). In short,
these authors define several forms of organization within the public-private spectrum. They
argue that a Public-Private Partnership can be characterized as an organizational structure
that is situated within the middle of public and private regimes. Both parties in that case are
operating on the basis of a shared autonomy. To stay in the terms of Borzel & Risse (2002) this
situation can be identified as the “co-regulation of public and private parties”. Hence, other
forms of cooperation are not regarded as pure PPPs. This is a somewhat narrow view on PPPs,
as autonomy only is one aspect of sharing principles between actors which take partin PPPs.
Therefore, in our view PPPs involve any type of public-private interaction.
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2 Lobbying of public parties by private parties 6 Private self-regulation in shadow of hierarchy
3 Consultation and co-option by private parties 7 Public adoption of private regulation
4 Co-regulation of public and private parties 8 Private self-regulation: No public involvement

Public-private autonomy spectrum (based on Borzel & Risse, 2002)

At first sight, public-private autonomy in private sector-led urban development can be
positioned within category 5 or 6 (as shown in Figure 2.10). In this category, local authorities
delegate tasks to, and hold (hierarchical) decision power over, private actors’ self-management
of projects. Our case studies must reveal if this is true.
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International comparative perspectives

There are international differences with regard to PPPs. According to Bult-Spiering & Dewulf
(2006: 10) in general terms the difference between the USA and Europe is “the traditional
autonomy of the private sector in the former (property rights) versus the traditional autonomy
of the public sector in the latter. The USA and continental Europe represent the two extremes,
with the UK as an intermediate case” (see DiGaetano & Strom, 2003). Table 2.8 shows the
different national contexts of Public-Private Partnerships which reflect state-market relations.
The table is of relevance to this research as we study private sector-led urban development
projects in the Netherlands and the UK. As such, the table suggests that the UK and Europe
(the Netherlands) have more in common than the USA and the Netherlands as there are
fundamental contextual differences.

Private Public

Stable Weak

Independent Dependent

Strongly organized local business elites No local business leadership
Weak Strong

Strong Weak

National context of Public-Private Partnerships (based on Bult-Spiering & Dewulf, 2006)

In general, countries with strong public traditions seem to generate PPPs that are dominated
by public parties. In countries with a weaker public sector tradition, the private sector will
dominate the partnership. Hence, “the balance of a partnership is therefore typically public
sector dominated in Sweden and France, private sector dominated in the USA, and publicly
managed in the UK” (Bult-Spiering & Dewulf, 2006: 11). Interestingly, Savitch (1997)
positioned such notions on a public-private dominance continuum (see Figure 2.11).

Public Private
Sector Sector
Dominance Dominance
France Sweden UK Canada USA Hong

Kong

Public-private dominance continuum (based on Savitch, 1997 in Pierre (Ed.), 1997)
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Despite the fact that it is quite arbitrary to position countries or PPP practices on such a
continuum, Figure 2.11 is of particular interest for this research seen in the light of the
increasing private sector dominance in urban development practice in the Netherlands. The
‘dominance’ of either the public or private sector in our opinion indicates some power over
others. However, terms like dominance or power do not indicate what it consists of, or, how
actors can execute these powers. Therefore, this structure of public-private dominance for
countries also functioned as a structuring device for the development of the comparative
urban institutional model for management measures in private sector-led urban development
(see Section 2.2.3). In addition, we use managerial terms to indicate the execution of such
dominance relationships between public and private actors in urban development projects.

With the understanding of urban governance as the underlying principle for explaining the
public-private autonomy and dominance spectra, it is interesting to explore the different
relationships within partnerships that reflect such spectra. For instance, Bennett et al. (2000)
consider PPP to reflect a spectrum of possible relationships between public and private parties
for the co-operative provision of infrastructure services (Figure 2.12). This PPP spectrum is
more usable as a way to describe public-private power relationships. Moreover, unlike Borzel &
Risse (2002) they use a broader definition of PPPs, in between which several partnership forms
can be distinguished.

Broadest definition of PPPs

Fully Public Agreeing ) Trc;cj{tlonal Joint Pazsl{ve Fully Private
Sector Frameworks Public ) Ventures Public Sector
Contracting Investment
Passive Service Build, Agreeing
Private Contracts Operate Frameworks
Investment & Invest
Public Private
Provider Enabler
Regulater

Government Role

Public-Private Partnership spectrum (based on Bennett et al., 2000)

Figure 2.12 highlights the role of government as a provider of services at the one far end,
and the enabler of services on the other far end. Moreover, several PPP forms have been
distinguished and placed on the public private spectrum. Although these PPP forms relate to
infrastructure projects, also there are similarities with PPPs in urban development projects.
Joint ventures for instance are common partnership arrangements in urban development
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projects in the Netherlands. Moreover, build operate and invest partnerships relate to
concessions from governments provided under certain conditions to developers, as studied in
this research. Hence, its position in the figure indicates a shift towards an increased power by
the private sector.

Notice that the central issue in the explanations above is the role of government. It is often
assumed that governance and partnerships in general, and concessions or private sector-led
urban development in particular, decreases the autonomy, dominance and power of public
actors. Pierre & Peters (2000) argue that this is not necessarily the case as they explain that:

In relation to this, Bult-Spiering & Dewulf (2006) argue that “the central question on
governance from the perspective of PPPs is how to organize the interaction between public
and private sector.” Within such public-private interactions there is room for public actors to
influence projects. Moreover, such interaction is effectuated through a wide variety in the use
of ‘collaboration models’, which are based on institutional rules that determine the amount of
influence, decision power and autonomy of actors.

Public-Private Partnerships

Recently, we saw the rise of the ‘concession model’ as a form of Public-Private Partnership (PPP)
or collaboration model for urban development in the Netherlands (see Section 1.2 & 2.2.4).

As such models are not an internationally recognized term, because PPPs tend to have very
country-specific characteristics and terminologies, we have introduced the more neutral term
private sector-led urban development as a form of partnership. In this section, an explanation
of relevant theoretical concepts of PPPs for private sector-led urban development is given.

Several scholars (e.g. Bailey, 1994; Osborne, 2000Db; Jacobs, 2000; McCarthy, 2007) have
provided theoretical understandings of partnerships in the domain of urban regeneration

and development. Hence, in Osborne (2000b) many different theoretical angles for studying
PPPs have been presented. In general, Osborne (2000a: 2) distinguishes five main theoretical
PPP literature schools on focused on ‘organizational collaboration’ (e.g. Huxham & Vangen,
1996), ‘public management’ (e.g. Osborne, 1997), ‘public governance’ (e.g. Kickert, 1997a),
‘community development’ (e.g. Oakley, 1991), and ‘empirical’ literatures (e.g. Taylor, 1997).
Furthermore, Osborne (2000b: 2) argues that although these literatures are significant in their
own right their weaknesses are that they: are developed in isolation of one another; have a
narrow national focus; and fail to consider the management and impact of PPPs. In addition to
Osborne (2000b), this research aims at filling such academic gap by simultaneously looking at
the collaboration, management and effects of private sector-led urban development projects
as form of partnership.

Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects



Therefore, there is no straightforward definition of Public-Private Partnerships in urban
development as many definitions exist (see McQuaid, 2000) and none of them fully covers the
diverse and complex characteristics of partnerships. McQuaid (2000: 11) states that a number
of assumptions underlie definitions of partnerships which include: the potential synergy of
some form; the development and delivery of a strategy or project; and the notion that the public
sector not pursuing purely commercial goals. Moreover, in general, PPPs in urban development
involve ‘working together’ (Holland, 1984), reaching ‘mutual agreements’ (Harding, 1990),
achieving ‘mutual benefits’, the mobilizing of a ‘coalition of interests’ (Bailey, 1994), and some
sort of ‘institutionalized arrangement’.

With such general characteristics in place, for this research we choose to follow a quite neutral
definition of PPP expressed by Nijkamp et al. (2002):

Here, four main characteristics in this definition in our opinion are crucial for this research;
cooperation, actors, objectives, and distribution. Here an explanation is given about their
importance to this research.

First, cooperation implies that both actors operate jointly within a project; cooperation
between actors is needed because actors are (inter)dependent on each other to realize urban
development projects. However, it does not indicate on which aspects actors cooperate, so we
will later elaborate on the aspects taken into account in this research.

Second, actors take a central position in this research, as people have to carry out the work;

itis not an organization itself that does this. Furthermore, organizations do not take part
within institutionalized organizational arrangements; these are representatives from

different organizations which act on behalf of an institutionalized entity. Nevertheless, formal
arrangements can also be contracts. In this case, no institutionalized entity is formed as actors
work together on the basis of agreements operating on the basis of their own autonomy.

Third, thinking in objectives lies at the heart of this research; it implicates that public and private
actors work together as they have an interest in the project; they try to achieve actor-specific and
common objectives with a project. In this sense, a project is viewed as a means rather than a goal.
Finally, distribution implies that public and private actors need to think about what actually

is done by whom. This involves identifying several project-specific inter-organizational
arrangements such as responsibilities, risks and revenues, which can be either shared among or
divided between the actors involved.

In order to position our research, we have made some other choices based on a literature review.

For instance, the structure of partnerships that shapes the relationship between actors can differ
considerably. McQuiad (2000) distinguishes formal and informal partnerships. Formal partnerships
structures for instance involve legally binding contracts, unenforceable public agreements or
general agreements, while informal partnerships normally consist of informal networks interlinking
individuals and organizations with shared intentions. Our research focuses on formal partnerships
between public and private actors, but takes into account informal relations as well.
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Furthermore, an important distinction can be drawn between policy-based partnerships, which
lay down a set of general rules for private investment and operation through co-operative
ventures, and project-based partnerships, that focus on specific site or circumstances
(Stephenson, 1991; Dunn, 1999). The former does not have a definable end-point, while the
latter has a clear end. For this research, we will focus on project-based partnerships as they
are considered to be more formal and institutionalized as inter-organizational or contractual
arrangements are applicable to a project.

Moreover, there is another characteristic that is of crucial importance to this research; an
inter-organizational relationship. If a cooperative relation is formed to establish a specific
(urban development) project, the organizing can be characterized as an inter-organizational
relationship (Hellgren & Sternberg, 1995; Achrol, 1997). Therefore, a project-specific
partnership can be regarded as a temporary inter-organizational relationship as it has a
definable end-point (Gils, 1978). In our research we interpret this public-private relationship
as the interaction between actors on a project level.

Also, another important aspect of partnerships is the process of mobilization of actors (Bailey,
1994). This involves creating partnerships through a top-down process with some sort of higher
level of authority, or a bottom-up process with some sort of self-organization. In our research,
we focus on top-down processes of mobilization, which involves some sort of public or private
authority that initiates development projects and establishes formal relationships with other
authorities into partnership agreements.

Finally, an important choice relates to the distinction between contracting-out and
partnerships. Klijn & Teisman (2000: 84-85) argue that partnerships often are a combination
of market parties and governments, and that contracting-out in essence can be seen as
“privatization defined as a shift from public to private sector-production”. However, several
contracting-out arrangements are labelled as partnerships, which in their view are essentially
different, as contracting-out implies that the public principal specifies the output or service
that has to be delivered by the private sector. Notice that we categorize our private sector-led
urban development projects essentially as partnerships, as it involves a form of public-private
cooperation. Nonetheless, we recognize that for instance a public tender involves specifying
services to be delivered, and thus involves a contracting-out public-private relationship.

Institutional Aspects & Inter-organizational Arrangements

In order to make a typology of the organization of private sector-led urban development
projects we need to consider which aspects are worth analyzing. According to Bult-Spiering

& Dewulf (2006: 18) a “typology of PPP contains prescriptions about the structure of

the cooperation and the process of cooperation.” The structure is the legal, financial, or
organizational institution, whereas the process is the actual interaction. For the organization
of private sector-led urban development projects we are mainly interested in the structure of
these partnerships. Nonetheless, interaction between public and private actors is a crucial part
in this research, but is rather viewed as management as any form of influencing (see Section
2.2). The institutional aspects that are researched are expressed in relation to each other in
Figure 2.13.
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Each of these aspects must be taken care of by actors, in order to achieve the project-related
objectives of the public and private actors involved. Here, different inter-organizational
arrangements have to be determined and attributed to and between the actors. Often these
arrangements are related to the main necessities (see Burie, 1978) for developing urban
development projects. These public and/or private arrangements are related to the structured
aspects above. Public and private actors organize their cooperation distributing in the
following inter-organizational arrangements: tasks & responsibilities, risks & revenues; rules &
requirements (Figure 2.14). Each of these inter-organizational arrangements can be attributed
or mandated to certain actors.

Furthermore, the nature and attribution of these arrangements can differ and change over
time, as urban development projects often are characterized by several successive development
stages closed off by certain decision moments. In urban development processes, one can
distinguish four major stages related to the built object; the initiative, design & feasibility,
realization, and operation stage. Within each stage of an urban development project, actors
can make agreements about the nature and distribution of tasks and responsibilities, risks

and revenues, and rules and requirements. Especially, in this research we explore the nature of
these inter-organizational arrangements and how local authorities and project developers have
distributed these arrangements in private sector-led urban development projects. We claim
that the attribution of certain arrangements to certain actors also condition the way public and
private actors can manage urban development projects. Thus, we will study the relationship
between organization and management.
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Conclusions

Taking into account our conceptual model, we here tried to conceptualize the organization
of private sector-led urban development projects. We explained the relationship between
urban governance and the rise of Public-Private Partnerships. Furthermore, we placed

the public-private relationship in an international perspective through the use of various
conceptual schemes. This enables us to categorize urban development practices and explain
differences between public-private relationships. Moreover, we clarified the main aspects
and arrangements of partnerships which are analyzed in this research. Also, we indicated that
the determination of institutionalized aspects eventually affect the way inter-organizational
arrangements are distributed among the actors within different development stages. This in
turn influences the way actors can manage private sector-led urban development projects.

In short, in this research, we will analyze private sector-led urban development projects on
three main organizational aspects:
Partnerships characteristics: as a way to understand public-private cooperation
relationships;
Institutional aspects: as a way to understand public-private cooperation structures and
processes;
Inter-organizational arrangements: as a way to understand the attribution of different
project necessities to public and private actors within projects.

The following section moves towards how public and private management of private sector-led
urban development projects is defined in this research.
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Management of Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects

In the previous section, different organizational aspects and arrangements of Public-Private
Partnerships were discussed as they can condition the management of urban development
projects. Besides the attention for the organizational form, in Public-Private Partnership
literature the importance of managing such partnerships is emphasized (e.g. Osborne,
2000b; Klijn & Teisman, 2003; Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004; Meier & O’Toole, 2007). Despite
the relevance of understanding how urban development projects are organized, it is often the
management of projects undertaken by actors that influences the outcome of projects (see
Van Aken, 2004; Klijn, 2008). Also, Kort (2011) indicates the importance of management
over organization in urban development projects, but also concludes that without some sort
of organizational arrangement, management can be less effective in achieving project results.
Hence, we also acknowledge the importance of management of development projects (see
Section 2.2.2), but at the same time we argue that both organization and management are
interrelated and co-existent. Especially in urban development projects both organization

and management are present and sometimes indistinguishable. Therefore it is useful to
understand them in an interrelated integrative manner. In this section, we discuss research-
related urban management concepts (Section 2.5.1), followed by crucial choices for our
management measures and functions (Section 2.5.2 - 2.5.5), finally resulting in a public-
private urban management model (Section 2.5.6).

Competing Urban Management Concepts

Notice that our research is characterized as an inductive practice-based qualitative research
(see Section 2.2.2), and that we use a conceptual integrative urban management model

(see Section 2.2.3) to study urban development projects. As such, we choose an integrative
management approach that embraces different management concepts and aims to construct
amore holistic view on management based on empirical reflections. Here, first we explore two
commonly used management theories: New Public Management and Governance. Also, we
provide arguments for not choosing either one of these concepts for conducting our empirical
case studies. Second, we explore the competing urban management concepts of project
management and process management, and discuss the implications for our research.
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New Public Management versus Governance

In business administration the New Public Management (NPM) and Governance management
theories — or rather management concepts (see Kort, 2011: 31) — came into existence as
alternatives for classical management theories, and aim to find solutions for complex tasks
government nowadays face. Sometimes they can be seen as competing theoretical views, as their
principles differ fundamentally. In general, NPM emphasizes the importance of organization, while
Governance emphasizes the importance of management. Table 2.9 indicates the main features of
and differences between both concepts based on Kort (2011: 51) and Klijn (2012). Hereinafter,

we explore some of their characteristics with regard to public-private relations and roles.

Organization of the public sector

Improving effectiveness & efficiency of
realization

Performance management:
introduction of management techniques
from private sector to public sector
Hierarchical:

client for executing organizations
Control:

clearly defined tasks,

roles & responsibilities

Management between organizations:
no central actor exists

Dependency of actor demands
coordination & collaboration

Network management:

Activate, enrich, coordinate,

process agreements & commitment
Coordinative: one of the parties,

but with a special position

Utilize:

create opportunities by

connecting & collaborating

New Public Management versus Governance (source: Kort, 2011: 51; based on Klijn, 2012)

Osborne & Gaebler (1992) argue that in NPM governments are supposed to focus on
formulating policy and clear objectives, whereas the implementation should be carried
out by private and non-profit sectors. Thereby, the public sector mainly has to supervise
implementation based on performance criteria (Hood, 1991). NPM also propagate
autonomous organizations with a certain distance to politics (Pollit et al., 2004). As such
NPM focuses on improving efficiency, professionalizing management, bringing service

closer to civilians, and downsizing the influence of politics. The separation between policy

and implementation allows politicians to concentrate on their core tasks (Van Thiel, 2001).
Osborne & Gaebler (1992) argue that in NPM the public sector is supposed to facilitate other

parties, and describes this shift as ‘steering’ rather than ‘rowing’. Based on research conducted

by several authors (e.g. Hood, 1991; Kickert, 1997b; Lane, 2000; Pollit et al., 2004), Kort
(2011: 31) identifies seven central elements of New Public Management, including:

Hands-on professional management

Explicit performance standards and indicators
Emphasis on controlling output;

Independent organizational units at distance;
Tendency towards more competition and tenders;
Private management styles focusing on flexibility;
Downsizing the use of means.
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As argued before (Section 2.2.2 & 2.3.2), Governance generally can be seen as “the capacity

to organize collective action toward specific goals” (Hillier, 2002). Kort (2011) argues that
business administration literature on Governance emphasizes ‘network management’ (e.g.
Klijn & Teisman, 2003; Hodge & Greve, 2005) or strategic management of alliances (e.g.
Yoshino & Rangan, 1995; Doz & Hamel, 1998). In essence, Governance literature agrees that
complex collaboration processes cannot lead to good results without the comprehensive effort
of managing networks (e.g. Gage & Mandell, 1990; Agranoff & McGuire, 2001; 2003; Mandell,
2001; Meier & Toole, 2007). In this regard, networks must be understood as an assembly

of public and private actors (Kort, 2011), characterized by non-hierarchical horizontal
relationships between actors. Moreover, for the realization of objectives parties are mutual
dependent (Hanf & Scharpf, 1978) and are all able to influence and steer, and be influenced
and steered upon. Moreover, knowledge and means are divided amongst different parties, who
are therefore in search for intensive and sustainable relations (Alter & Hage, 1993). Different
interdependencies (see Bruijn & Ten Heuvelhof, 1999) to a degree ensure the coming into
existence of interactions and partnerships. Moreover, Kort (2011: 43) argues that Governance
perspectives allow room for other actors than public parties to play an important role handling
complex societal issues.

In essence, urban development projects can be viewed from both management perspectives.
In summary, the NPM view focuses on hierarchical client-contractor relations and Governance
focus on horizontal actor relations. In his comparative research on urban regeneration
companies in the Netherlands and the UK, Kort (2011: 51) argues that ideas behind both
approaches are present in Public-Private Partnerships (PPP). Nonetheless, in organization
theory about PPPs we notice that a distinction is made between contracts (e.g. concessions)

on the one hand and partnerships on the other hand (Osborne, 2000b; Klijn & Teisman,
2003; see Section 2.4.2). We do not follow this clear distinction and argue that Public-Private
Partnerships also involve partnerships based on contracts, such as is the case in our private
sector-led urban development projects (Dutch: concessies).

For instance, in our definition of private sector-led urban development projects we emphasize
both the role of management and organization (see Section 2.2.4). Despite that such

projects in theory are based on a formal public-private organizational role division, literature
also suggests a leading role of private actors and facilitating public role in managing the
development of an urban area. Notice that the former characteristic is in line with the NPM
view, while the latter acknowledges the principles of the Governance view. Therefore, we

do not choose either one of these views as they neither are able to create a comprehensive
understanding of the management of complex urban development projects. Organization and
management do not exist in isolation, which necessitates a more holistic integrated view of
urban management. Nonetheless, it is interesting to reflect upon these somewhat competing
views by analyzing the possible existence of empirical tensions between both approaches.
Thus, our integrated urban management view does not exclude both NPM and Governance, nor
does it advocate to test theoretical assumptions underlining both management theories. In the
following sections we explore various urban management concepts and explain our choices for
specific management measures and functions.
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Project management versus process management

Another academic discussion in urban development involves the possible competing principles
of project management on the one hand and process management on the other. For instance,
Lousberg (2012: 40) argues that in recent years an ever more explicit difference has been made
between project and process management. This difference is based on the definition of project
management as giving direction to temporary, result-oriented cooperation between actors
with scarce resources (Wijnen et al., 2004: 8), and process management as the management
of complexity within networks of people (Teisman, 1992; 2001). Table 2.10 shows the main
differences between both types of management.

Single activities Plural activities

One goal under shared regime Multiple goals and shared regime

Short term orientation Long term orientation with changing perspectives

Heterogeneous in culture & action patterns Heterogeneous, ambiguous & dynamic in culture & action
patterns

Significant uncertainty about performance, costs & time table = Uncertainty about performance, costs & time perspective
Production takes place in temporary organizations Production takes place in inter-organizational arenas

Disturbs procedures & line organization position Generates dynamics & requires flexibility

Project management versus process management (sources: Teisman, 2001; Bruil et al., 2005)

Despite these differences in literature, in practice it is hard to distinguish project from process
management; we argue that they are complementary. For instance, Lousberg (2012: 40) argues
that despite these differences both types of management are “complementary management
strategies” between which actors can switch according to the needs of the actors involved

(see Groote et al., 2002: 28; Weening, 2006: 249). Franzen et al. (2011) argue that project
management focused on controlling and optimizing the project duration costs and quality,
rather must be positioned within the broader scope of process management. Franzen et al.
(2011: 30) argue that “traditional project management no longer guarantees the successful
completion of urban area development”, as urban development has become a complex process
of interrelated and changing circumstances influencing the course of projects. Nonetheless,
they claim that project management still has a place in realizing and finalizing actual works.
For instance, Klijn et al. (2008) argue that managers face several management dilemmas in
Public-Private Partnership projects which place them for managerial choices to either use the
project management approach or process management approach. Their empirical research
concluded that some dilemmas between the two management approaches are present, but
also found that managers see them as necessary management alternatives to be applied to
their projects. Again, this affirms that they are complementary, as they are essentially both
needed to realize projects.
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Project Management Activities

With regard to the above, we propose to define project management as an activity rather than being
solely goal-directed at managing time, costs and quality. Thus, project management activities in this
research are viewed within the object of study being urban development projects. These projects

are developed over time and thus can be considered as a process of interlinked stages that need

to be managed as well. An urban development process is often phased into an initiative, design,
realization, and maintenance stage. Public and private actors within these stages perform a certain
activity. In successive order, they initiate, design, plan, and operate developments. By doing so, they
have an influence on the outcome of urban development projects. Therefore, in this research, we
consider initiating, designing, planning, and operating as project management activities. Here, we
follow the motto of project management as ‘management through phasing’ (Bruil, 2011).

Process Management Activities

Bult-Spiering (2003) and Bult-Spiering & Dewulf (2006) highlight the importance of the process of
interaction in public-private cooperation. They put forward the need to address sociological aspects
next to institutional aspects in partnership working and network environments. In this research, we
choose to regard these sociological aspects as being part of process management activities. In urban
development projects, public and private objectives are traded-off in negotiation processes between
these actors. On the basis of these negotiations decisions are made, mainly on financial, legal and
organizational aspects of a project. Furthermore, the negotiated decisions on these aspects relate to
the physical aspects of a development; they determine what is being built. Thus, actors can influence
the outcome of a private sector-led urban development project by performing the management
activities negotiating and decision-making. On top of that communicating can be viewed as an
important management activity, for instance with local communities. Hence, process management
activities thus must be viewed as influencing others by interaction.

Management Tools

Another way to influence the outcome of urban development projects is by using different
management instruments. In Section 2.3.3 we introduced different planning tools based

on Adams et al. (2005) and Adams & Tiesdell (2010) that either, shape, regulate, stimulate
or build capacity for market activity. However, these policy instruments in practice are
designed to be used, they are intended to secure or realize spatial policy objectives and
interests. Therefore, the actual use of these planning tools by public actors can be considered
as management measures. They influence the way projects can be developed by indicating
spatial visions and directions for development, by stating financial, programmatic or lay-out
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rules for development, or by securing funding and investment for development. Moreover,
we take the position that some of these tools, such as capacity building not primarily should
be used by public actors only; private actors can also activate networks for development
purposes. Therefore, we consider shaping, regulating, stimulating and capacity building to be
management tools to be used for urban development projects.

Management Resources

Burie (1978) declares that urban development projects need some essential resources in
order to be carried out. Resources often can be attributed to either public or private actors,
which put them in a favorable position to develop projects as it increases the power an actor
has over other interdependent actors. Thus, in our view resources can be seen as management
measures as well; they can be used by actors to influence the outcome of projects. In urban
development projects we can distinguish three major management resources; land, capital
and knowledge. According to Daamen (2010) these resources represent (traditional) material
and knowledge power relations between actors (see Scharpf, 1997; 2000). When one of the
actors in a project owns most of land, brings in the capital, and has the required knowledge

to be brought into the urban development project, they obtain a powerful position. In other
words, with this power, they can influence decisions about the project, and thus realize their
own objectives. In practice such resources are seen as the most powerful way of steering
development projects. However, in line with Daamen (2010) in his broad definition of
strategies for urban development projects, we argue that management resources are only part
of a broader set of management measures. Thus, we consider the management resources land,
capital, and knowledge as a type of management measures in this research.

Conceptual Public-Private Urban Management Model

The different management measures and management functions described above have been
structured and categorized in Table 2.11. This table is consequently used in our case study
analyses to categorize the managerial roles of public and private actors.

Initiating Designing Planning Operating
Negotiating Decision-making Communicating

Shaping Regulating Stimulating Capacity building
Land Capital Knowledge

Management measures & management functions
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In a more comprehensive manner, Figure 2.15 shows the same management measures and
functions in a conceptual public-private urban management model, representing the different
management possibilities for both public and private actors to influence (private sector-

led) urban development projects. Furthermore, we argue that the way these management
measures are used and by whom, determines the outcomes of private sector-led urban
development projects. Therefore, in the cases we not only aim to identify the actors that carry
out certain management activities and use management instruments. We also explain how
this is done, and if there are indications that the usage of these management measures by
actors also delivers the intended effects, described in the following section.

Project
Management
Operating
Planning
Designing
Initiating
Shaping
Regulating
Stimulating
Capacity
building
Management
Tools

Conceptual public-private urban management mode
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Conclusions

Taking into account our conceptual model, we here tried to conceptualize the management
of private sector-led urban development projects. We explained that we will analyze different
management measures performed by public and private actors.

In short, in this research, we will analyze private sector-led urban development projects on four

management aspects:
Project management activities: as a way to understand how actors influence projects by
carrying out project activities;
Process management activities: as a way to understand how actors influence projects by
carrying out process activities;
Management tools: as a way to understand how actors use tools to influence projects;
Management resources: as a way to understand how actors use resources to influence

projects.
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Effects of Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects

The management measures described above are used by actors to take an effect in the project.
Such effects can be divided into process and product results, conform the distinction made

in business administration literature between ‘content’ and ‘process’ results (Kickert et al.,
1997; Edelenbos, 2000; Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004; Klijn et al., 2006). Also, notice that we
purposely choose ‘effects’ instead of ‘outcomes’. In our view, outcomes of urban development
projects relate to a wider geographical area and constitute a wide variety of social, economic,
and environmental goals. In this research, foremost, the aim is to evaluate the effects of

the projects themselves, in order to see if private sector-led approaches contribute to more
efficient, effective development strategies (e.g. Van Rooy, 2009; Daamen, 2010). Also,

often in the domains of urbanism and urban area development, spatial quality is considered
as an effect variable of importance, as it relates the wider public interest and financial
considerations. Moreover, it is considered crucial to measure the effects of the management
undertaken by public and private actors in projects in order to define management measures
that are viable for private sector-led urban development practice in the Netherlands. Here, we
discuss three major effects analyzed within this research; effectiveness, efficiency and spatial
quality. These effects are perceived as possible judgment criteria for indicating the ‘success’ of
urban development projects.

Effectiveness

In management literature, such as Black & Porter (2000) and De Leeuw (2002), effective
management is viewed in two ways. First, it is considered with realizing objectives. A
management measure is considered effective once objectives are realized. Secondly, effective
management also relates to ef ficacy (Dutch: voortvarendheid), which relates to way obstacles
have been overcome effectively. Thus, here we state that judging the effectiveness of the
cooperation depends on an actor’s perspective. Public actors may view the management of
private sector-led urban development projects as ineffective in contrast to private actors.
Furthermore, the public-private cooperation can be judged as effective which can be seen

as the efficacy of cooperation. Also, the way problems can be resolved determines the
effectiveness of project cooperation. Thus, we have to distinguish the actor’s viewpoint on

the effectiveness of the public-private cooperation and the management measures the

actors undertake. As actors have subjective views on whether or not the organization and
management are effective, we try to support these views by applying an objective measurement
method by comparing the intended objectives and motives for collaboration formulated at
the beginning of project in cooperation agreements with the realized objectives at the end of
project. However, judging the effectiveness of urban development projects is more complex as
objectives may change over time. Therefore, we have to take into consideration the reasons for
these changing objectives. Thus, the actual objectives are project dependent and thus need to
be addressed by the actors operating within the project, before we can categorize them.
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Effectiveness in this research therefore is defined as:

The degree to which the cooperation process is considered to be effective in terms of the
achievement of intended public and private actor's objectives and resolved problems in private
sector-led urban development projects.

Efficiency

Efficiency of public-private cooperation relates to the variables time and costs. In management
literature, efficiency is a performance indicator for productivity. Black & Porter (2000) argue
that (new) organizations are designed to function as a means to fulfil tasks within a short
project time span and within a project budget, or to increase the productivity. This builds

upon the assumption that new ways of managing processes and projects in essence should
bring about the effects of being more efficient than its predecessor, i.e. to generate more
productivity. Thus, management measures can be considered efficient if tasks are performed
within the estimated time and costs. Here again, this depends on the actor’s perspective.
Actors are asked whether or not they view cooperation and therefore the management
measures as efficient. This can be objectivised by reviewing the intended project time span and
estimated costs. Furthermore, by asking actors what aspects have contributed to or frustrated
the efficiency of the process we gain insight into the efficient management measures in private
sector-led urban development projects.

Efficiency in this research thus is defined as:
The degree to which the cooperation process is considered to be ef ficient in terms of delivering
the project within time and budget.

Spatial Quality

Because this research is carried out at a Faculty of Architecture we are interested in the spatial
quality of a project. Moreover, at the basis of discussions about private sector-led urban
development project lays the question whether private actors are able to achieve high quality
environments, or that the need for profit maximization undermines such quality to emerge.
However, Rapoport (1970) as early as the 1970s indicated that defining and measuring spatial
quality is rather arbitrary: “The concept of spatial quality however is extremely complicated and
their study depends on an appreciation of values, cultures, and life-styles. She further argues
that as a consequence a sample ranging both through time and across cultures is necessary
for a thorough understanding of this concept. Rapoport beliefs that the use of ‘indirect’ data
offers the best possibility, indeed the only possibility, for generating hypotheses of sufficient
generality about spatial quality which could then be tested either through design or through
other investigative techniques.”
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More recently, several Dutch authors (Hooijmeijer et al., 2001, Janssen-Jansen et al. 2009;
Franzen & Wigmans, 2011) tried to specify spatial quality as a concept. Janssen-Jansen et al.
(2009: 4) argue that the term ‘spatial quality’ hardly exists in English academic (planning)
literature. Therefore, it could also be considered as a typical Dutch concept. Nonetheless,
also in other countries attention is paid to achieve quality in urban places and areas, as
is the case in Smart Growth and New Urbanism approaches. Furthermore, spatial quality
approaches focus on different and specific aspects and make use of different techniques to
define, judge and measure it. Hence, for this research a choice had to be made for such judging
techniques. Franzen & Wigmans (2011: 144) argue that the process of judging spatial quality
is perspective-, culture-, context-, and time-related. Moreover, they distinguish four idealized
approaches to create spatial quality, including (Franzen & Wigmans, 2011: 145): following a
seductive vision by a designer; using an integrated plan; using an objective checklist; applying
good process management.

Furthermore, spatial quality may refer to different spatial scales; one can analyze spatial quality
on a building, street and area level, and one can analyze spatial quality on aesthetics or at
functionality, etc. These different measurement variables carry value judgments within them.
However, Hooijmeijer et al. (2001) introduce three different values to define and measure
spatial quality; user, experience and future value. This is a widely-accepted way to view spatial
quality because these basic conceptions date back to the Vitruvius’ concepts formulated in

60 B.C. as utilitas (usefulness), venustas (aesthetics), and firmitas (solidity). These values
categories can be measured by further operationalizing them into quality criteria as presented
in Table 2.12. Thus, we use an objective checklist as a technique to judge the spatial quality
within private sector-led urban development projects. This entails asking public, private and
civic actors about their judgment of quality criteria.

Reachableness Surveyability Adaptability
Accessibility Visibility Fittableness
Nearness Distinguishability Sustainability
Safety Visual quality

Diversity

Density

Spatial quality: values & criteria

Spatial quality in this research therefore is defined as:
The degree to which an urban development project contributes to user, experience and future
values of involved actors.
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Conclusions

Taking into account our conceptual model, we here tried to conceptualize the effects of private
sector-led urban development projects. We identified effectiveness, efficiency and spatial
quality as the main effects to be measured within projects. This is of crucial importance to

this research as we are able to understand which management measures performed by either
public or private actors result in what kind of process and product effects of private sector-led
urban development projects.

In short, in this research, we will analyze private sector-led urban development projects on
three effect aspects:
Effectiveness: as a way to understand if project objectives are met or dealt with accurately;
Efficiency: as a way to understand if the project was delivered in time and budget;
Spatial quality: as a way to understand if the project is considered to contain user,
experience and future values.

Conclusions

This chapter contained a theoretical framework of private sector-led urban development
projects. We defined and positioned the research primarily as a project-oriented management
research on the basis of which we constructed a conceptual integrative urban management
model. Moreover, we positioned private sector-led urban development in comparative
perspective, as this research consists of both an international component and is rooted in
institutional urban development structures and practices. We extensively deliberated on the
context, organization, management and effects of private sector-led urban development
projects. With this we aimed to position the research and provide arguments for the aspects
taking into account in the analysis and lesson-drawing part of the research. In general, these
deliberations allow to view our research subject in all its complexity.

The following methodology chapter builds upon the findings and choices in this chapter in the
sense that it follows our conceptual model and related aspects for analysis. Moreover, some
crucial methodological issues in case studies, comparative research and lesson-drawing are
explained extensively in order to make this research methodologically sound. We introduce

a methodological framework in order to structure and relate the methodological philosophy,
concept, methods and techniques and subsequent key questions of this research. This enables
us to carry out the literature and empirical research on Dutch and UK private sector-led urban
development.
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Methodology

Introduction

In the previous chapter, we introduced the theoretical concepts that positioned our research
subject of private sector-led urban development projects. This methodology chapter looks
more into detail how these types of projects can be studied. In order to learn lessons from
private sector-led urban development projects we introduce a methodological framework
and an analytical model. On the basis of this, multiple case studies are carried out to collect,
describe and analyze the empirical projects. We do so by using qualitative methods such

as interviews, documents reviews, and site observations. Furthermore, this study has an
international component to it as case studies are carried out in both The Netherlands as well
as in the UK. Unlike many international comparative studies the aim of this research is not to
compare projects between countries, but to compare them within each country, for which we
apply cross-case analyses. By doing so we come to understand how public and private actors
interact and manage these types of projects on the basis of which we can draw empirical
lessons for Dutch urban development projects.

This chapter takes a closer look at the methodological framework of the research. First, we
start by introducing a complete methodological structure for the research, in which the main
components described above become interconnected and questions are being formulated
(Section 3.2). Second, we discuss how the systems approach and a conceptual analytical model
helps us to understand complex and dynamic urban development projects (Section 3.3). Third,
we introduce the major components of this conceptual analytical model used to analyze the
cases under research (Section 3.4). Fourth, we take a closer look at the different interrelated
methods applied in this research; case studies, comparative analysis and lesson-drawing
(Section 3.5). Fifth, we introduce the various techniques used to present the research data in
an understandable way (Section 3.6), followed by some conclusions (Section 3.7).
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A methodological framework is needed to clarify the key methodological dimensions.
Dimensions include the overarching philosophy and conceptual model that connect the more
concrete methods, techniques and subsequent aims and questions of each dimension. In
Table 3.1 the methodological framework for this research is presented from which it becomes
clear that this research is a methodological challenge in itself. Here, we emphasize that this
framework has been the result of an iterative process. By conducting case studies we came to
understand the importance of various pros and cons of case study methodology. We have dealt
with these issues in the following manner. First, we have established a suitable methodological
approach to understand the cooperative and managerial mechanisms of actors on a project
level. Second, a comprehensive analytical model was developed that holds the ‘conceptual’
capacity to unravel the mechanisms within cases and at the same time gives room for iterative
thinking. Finally, the cases need to be analyzed and compared to each other within a country,
and lessons from them have to be drawn as well.

Philosophy Open systems approach

Comprehensive project-oriented understanding of public-private actor interactions

1.Which philosophy is suitable to study complex urban development projects?

Concept Analytical model based on systems approach

Methods

Techniques

Analysis/understanding of project context, organization, management & effects

2. Which model can be used to understand collaborative & managerial mechanisms?

Case studies (NL & UK) Lesson-drawing (UK > NL)

Data collection, analysis & comparison Empirical lessons & inspiration

3. How do public & private actors organize & 4. What empirical & inspirational lessons can
manage private sector-led urban development be drawn from the UK for the collaboration &
projects, and what are the project effects and management of Dutch private sector-led urban
actor experiences? development projects?

Literature & Interviews & survey Site observation Displaying

document review tables & figures

Documented Practical experiences Physical understanding Comprehensive

information overviews

5. What literature 6. What are the experi- 7. How does the project 8. How do we present
sources provide infor- ences of public & pri- look like in physical retrieved data from
mation & insight into vate actors involved sense? the case studies to
the project? with the project? draw conclusions?

Table 3.1

Methodological framework & dimensions
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Table 3.1 shows that the different dimensions have a certain hierarchy. This hierarchy starts
with an overarching methodological philosophy which the purposes of our research. That is to
understand how the complex mechanisms of public and private cooperation and management
in private sector-led urban development projects. The underlying dimension involves
‘operationalizing’ the research philosophy into a conceptual analytical model to study projects
or cases comprehensively. Then, several main interrelated research methods are applied
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to collect, analyze, compare, and draw lessons from our studied cases. On their turn these
methods are supported by different research techniques, such as document reviews, interviews
with stakeholders, and site observations. The content of and issues related to these dimensions
are described in more detail in the following sections.

In the end, this comprehensive methodological framework enables us to structure, interpret
and process the retrieved empirical material. Hence, the basic idea of this study is that it
focuses on what we can learn from urban development practices. Therefore, empirical case
studies (e.g. urban development projects) are central to our research, they are used to analyze
empirical projects with theoretical and methodological concepts. Thus, this case approach also
is taken as the starting point for formulating the research question.

The central research question this study tries to answer is:

What can we learn from private sector-led urban development projects in the Netherlands and
UK in terms of the collaborative and managerial roles of public and private actors, and the
effects of their (inter)actions?
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This question is answered by using a research design or structure (see Figure 3.1). This research
design builds upon different research Parts further divided into stage related Chapters. Each

of these stages involves particular research questions and research products. The research
parts or stages are divided into Concepts, Practices and Synthesis. The Concepts stage | involves
framing the research, using relevant theories to understand the crucial issues at hand, and
using appropriate methodologies to carry out the research. The Practices stage Il involves
describing the relevant urban development practice characteristics of both countries, in order
to understand the contextual institutional background against which the analysis of empirical
private sector-led urban development projects takes place. The Synthesis stage Il involves
interpreting the literature findings (institutional characteristics) and case study findings (cross-
case analyses) from the Dutch and UK context. The aim here is to draw lessons from these
practices and projects for the roles of actors in Dutch private sector-led urban development
projects. Hereinafter, the different research parts and their subsequent questions, objectives
and used methodology are described in more detail.

PartI - Concepts: Theory & Methodology

The first stage of this research focuses on developing a coherent conceptual framework. In
this research we explore the concept of private sector-led urban development projects as the
main subject of study. On the basis of an exploration of relevant professional and academic
literature, we develop a conceptual (theoretical) model. Furthermore, we develop an analytical
(methodological) model to study private sector-led urban development cases within different
contexts. The main question, objective and methodology of this stage are as follows.

Question:

How can we conceptualize the relationships between and roles of public and private actors in
urban development practice, and what methodological framework enables us to understand
private sector-led urban development projects?

Objective:

The objective of this stage is to define the research problem, objective and question and to
construct theoretical concepts and a methodological framework to be used for studying urban
development practices and projects.

Methodology:

The methods used in this stage consist of academic and professional (national and
international) literature reviews to define the research problem and to construct a conceptual
framework for this study.
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Part II - Practices: Dutch and UK Practices & Projects

The second stage of the research focuses on describing the characteristics of the urban
development practice in the Netherlands and UK with regard to our subject. Moreover, it
contains empirical case study analyses of private sector-led urban development projects in the
Netherlands and UK. These chapters enable us to draw lessons for the public and private roles
in Dutch private sector-led urban development practice. The main question, objective and
methodology of this stage are as follows.

Question:

How do public and private actors organize and manage Dutch/UK private sector-led urban
development projects, what are the project effects and actor experiences?

Objective:

The objective of this stage is to create a better understanding of the public and private
roles, project effects and actor experiences in empirical Dutch/UK private sector-led urban
development projects.

Methodology:

This stage consists of multiple empirical case studies, in which interviews are held with
practitioners and case documents are analyzed. Furthermore, we use a cross-case analysis and
literature reviews to validate our case study findings within each context.

Part III - Synthesis: Lessons & Implications

The final stage of the research focuses on drawing lessons from the Dutch and UK cases for
the roles of public and private actors in Dutch private sector-led urban development projects.
Furthermore, the comparison of different institutional contexts enables us to determine
differences and similarities between the practices. Once the lessons from the empirical

case studies and the insights from the institutional practices are in place, we can make
recommendations for the roles of public and private actors. The main question, objective and
methodologies of this stage are as follows.

Question:

What lessons can be drawn from Dutch and UK private sector-led urban development projects
for the roles for public and private actors in a Dutch private sector-led urban development
projects?

Objective:

The objective of this stage is to draw lessons from Dutch and UK private sector-led urban
development projects to give recommendations for the roles of public and private actors in the
Dutch urban development practice.

Methodology:

The methods used in this stage are a combination of a national institutional comparative
analysis and case-based lesson-drawing.
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Philosophy: Systems Thinking & Approach

As explained in Section 2.2, in this research, we are mainly interested in understanding how
public and private actors manage private sector-led urban development projects. However, the
management of these projects happens within an institutional environment which can be seen
as conditions for public and private actors managing projects. Therefore, it is of importance to
study these projects in a more integrated manner by taking relevant project-specific contextual
and inter-organizational factors into account. This can be done by using the systems approach
as a methodological philosophy which enables us to understand the mechanisms within
projects. Furthermore, based on this approach, we develop an analytical model that functions
as a guideline to demarcate what to study and what not to study. Then, this model can be used
to structure, analyze and interpret collected qualitative research data from the cases. Here, we
turn to explaining what we mean by systems thinking and the systems approach as suitable
ways of achieving the research objectives.

Systems thinking is the process of understanding how things influence one another within
awhole. Itis both aimed at understanding nature, as well as organizations, as being part

of a holistic system. In organizations, systems consist of people, structures, and processes
that work together to make an organization achieve its objectives. Systems thinking can be
defined as an approach to problem solving, by viewing problems as parts of an overall system.
Furthermore, systems thinking is a set of habits or practices within a framework that is based
on the belief that the component parts of a system can be best understood in the context of
relationships with each other and with other systems, rather than in isolation. It focuses on
thinking in cyclical rather than linear cause and effect. Thus, applying systems thinking to
academic research enables the researcher to view relationships, interactions and mechanisms
within complex organizational settings in a comprehensive manner.

Within systems thinking the concept of a system is crucial. According to Arbnor & Bjerke
(1997) the systems approach is characterized as way of viewing (part of) reality as being a
system. This concept considers that systems are dynamic and complex whole, interacting as
a structured functional unit. It acknowledges that a change in one area of the systems can
affect another area of the system. Parts of the system thus influence each other, information
flowing from one place to another. Furthermore, some other main characteristics of systems
thinking are interdependencies, goal seeking, input-output relations, closed/open systems,
and transformation. Systems can be grouped in three categories: hard, soft and evolutionary
systems. Therefore, Ackoff (2010) argues that systems thinking can be applied to qualitative
as well as quantitative research. The systems thinking philosophy has been applied in various
academic domains since the 1960s, both in the natural sciences as well as the social sciences.
The general critic by social sciences focuses on the inability to involve human social factors
being part of the ‘system’. Here, social constructs are approached as a hard, closed system
based on quantitative research methodology, and thus does carry no explicit theoretical

and philosophical commitments. Indeed, this way of viewing social interaction is a limited
one, as it does not acknowledge the role of people’s values and the influence of the complex
environment which they are part of. However, such an approach will not be followed in our
research.
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In particular for this research we will apply the conceptual system approach in a methodological
way to view private sector-led urban development projects. This approach is abstract in nature
and can be seen as a box of bricks to build theories. We aim at building conceptual knowledge
by combining case study findings with theoretical concepts. In particular, we use this approach
to understand the interdependencies and mechanisms underlying the collaboration between
and management of public and private actors. Furthermore, we view them as being part of

an open complex system. This enables us to understand the different contextual components
that could have an effect on the functioning of inter-organizational and inter-human project
collaboration. Hence, we emphasize the role that institutional structures and rules could have
on public-private interactions within an empirical project. Also, we acknowledge that the
actor’s goal-seeking within projects takes part within a dynamic development process, which
can be subject to changed perspectives and needs over time. In essence, these fundamental
choices help us to study private sector-led urban development projects as a research object and
actor (inter)actions as a research subject.

Concept: Analytical Case Study Model

For this research we use the conceptual integrative management model as explained in

Section 2.2.3 to analyze our case studies. In conceptual methodological sense, the analytical
case study model as presented in Figure 3.2 follows the main ingredients of our theoretical
model. Itis applied to the various case studies as a structuring device to understand different
relationships between several aspects of private sector-led urban development projects. The
various case study variables under research are subdivided into four main categories. First, in
terms of context, three different contextual aspects are analyzed: economy & politics; urban
governance, planning system & policies. Second, in terms of organization, three different
inter-organizational aspects are analyzed: organizational; financial; and legal. Third, in terms of
management, four main types of management measures are taken into account, categorized
within two main groups of management activities and management instruments. Finally, in
terms of effects, three different project aspects are analyzed: effectiveness; efficiency; and
spatial quality. For a more detail explanation of these aspects see Section 2.2.3. Here, we

claim that by analyzing case studies with this set of interrelated variables we are very well

able to understand the collaborative and managerial mechanisms of private sector-led urban
development projects. From a project point of view, it enables the researcher to identify what
types of actor (inter)actions are performed and how they can be positioned within and between
the different elements and aspects in the model.
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Figure 3.2
Analytical case study model
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Methods: Case Studies & Lesson-Drawing

With the analytical case study model in place, we now turn to the case study research
methodology. As explained before, this research builds upon the understanding of urban
development projects in particular. The nature of this aim brings us to choose a case study
approach as methodology. We mainly use case study methodology to collect, analyze, compare,
and draw lessons from research data. Case study methodology is a form of qualitative research;
it enables us to create an understanding of complex issues such as proposed in this study.
Case studies emphasize a “detailed contextual analysis of a limited number of conditions and
their relationships” Yin (2003). Especially in the applied academic fields like urban planning
and management, case studies are used as a method to collect qualitative data. Researchers in
these fields have made wide use of this qualitative research method to examine contemporary
real-life situations and provide the basis for the application of ideas. The following definition is
given for case study research by Yin (2003):

But why using qualitative data methodology, like case studies, in particular for this research?
First of all, qualitative research is interested in the comprehension of the ‘meaning of action’
(Miles & Hubermann, 1994). In this research we want to comprehend the way public and
private actors cooperate in urban development projects. Second, qualitative data refers to
‘essences of people, objects or situations’ (Miles & Hubermann, 1994). In this research it is clear
that the objects of study are urban development projects, delivered on the basis of different role
relationships and agreements (situation) by public and private actors (people). Let us describe
some critical issues and crucial methodological choices for our case-based research.

Critical Issues in Case Study Research

Some ‘problems’ in case study research need to be dealt with, which according to Flyvbjerg
(2006), can in fact can be seen as misunderstandings and can be refuted quite thoroughly.
Nevertheless, we here briefly address some of these problems in case study research, and how
they are dealt with in this research.

First, according to critics, case studies contain a bias toward verification, that is, a tendency to
confirm the researcher’s preconceived notions. However, Flyvbjerg (2006) argued that case
studies contain no greater bias toward verification of the researcher’s preconceived notions
than other methods of inquiry. “On the contrary, experience indicates that the case study
contains a greater bias toward falsification of preconceived notions than toward verification”
(Flyvbjerg, 2006). This is because the researcher is able to adjust his hypotheses and subjective
preconceived notions by studying and reflecting on the empirical object of study. Case studies
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and other qualitative methods “ostensibly allow more room for the researcher’s subjective

and arbitrary judgment than other methods: they are often seen as less rigorous than are
quantitative, hypothetic-deductive methods” (Flyvbjerg, 2006).

According to Campbell (1975), Ragin (1992), Geertz (1995), Wieviorka (1992), Flyvbjerg
(1998, 2001), and others, researchers who have conducted intensive case studies typically
report that their preconceived views, assumptions, concepts, and hypotheses were wrong and
that the case material has compelled them to revise their hypotheses on essential points. In
this research, bias toward verification is dealt with by using multiple case studies to allow more
room for changing the researcher’s subjective view on the subject.

Second, critics argue that the validity of research results can be a problem of case study
research. They state that general, theoretical (context-independent) knowledge is more
valuable than concrete, practical (context-dependent) knowledge. Critics of the case study
method believe that the study of a small number of cases can offer no grounds for establishing
reliability or generality of findings. Therefore, one of the main aspects of case study research is
the triangulation of data. “Triangulation is the use of more than one method or source of data
in the study of a social phenomenon so that findings may be cross-checked” (Bryman, 2012).
By applying triangulation through using different sources of data and research techniques the
validity of research results increases (see Jick, 1979).

Therefore, different methods or techniques of data collection are applied within this case study
research: document and literature reviews, stakeholder interviews, a spatial quality survey,
and site observations. Section 3.6 contains a detailed description of these techniques, and
Appendix | provides an overview of all used case references. Furthermore, because case study
research generates a large amount of data from multiple sources, systematic organization of
the data is important to prevent the researcher from becoming overwhelmed by the amount
of data and to prevent the researcher from losing sight of the original research purpose and
questions. Therefore, triangulation in this research is dealt with by using a clear structured
process of collecting, analyzing and conclusion drawing.

Crucial Methodological Choices for this Research

Hereinafter, we explain three crucial methodological choices made for our research: scope
versus depth, comparative analysis, and lesson-drawing.

Scope versus depth

First, there is issue of scope versus depth. Kantor & Savitch (2003) argue that there is a trade-
off between these two dimensions when selecting cases for comparison. Durkheim (1982)
suggested that researchers should allow for a ‘sizeable number’ of cases; comparison should
contain substantial variation which allows the researcher an ‘adequate range’ of subjects

of comparison. By comparing multiple cases, one is able to draw more valid conclusions

for a broader population, as one does not focus on isolated phenomena. In social sciences,
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the discussion about what would be an appropriate N-sample to draw conclusions upon is
described by Gerring (2004) in relation to case study research. He argues that N relates to unit
of analysis and that the choice for N depends of the research purpose. Note, our qualitative
research is case-oriented aimed at drawing specific lessons on a variety of variables rather than
variable-oriented quantitative research aimed at drawing general conclusions on a variety of
cases. Hence, for our research purpose a relative small N-sample or units of analysis is more
appropriate to draw non-general conclusions.

Therefore, in this research we also follow these recommendations on scope versus depth in the
selection cases for comparison purposes. As showed in the research design, ten case studies

in the Netherlands and two case studies in the UK have been conducted in our research. On
the one hand, the choice for analyzing ten private sector-led urban development cases in the
Netherlands is related to the objective of creating a better understanding of the wide variety

of this type of urban development projects. Here, we choose scope over depth in selecting

case studies. This is because, at the time of research, little knowledge on the characteristics

of private sector-led urban development in the Netherlands existed. Therefore, we choose to
pick a broad sample of specific cases in both brownfield and greenfield sites, in order to create
various understandings of the organization, management and effects of this type of projects.

A cross-case analysis made it possible to check whether there are different conditions for
applying the concession model in Dutch urban development, and, furthermore, what specific
problems arise within these case studies.

On the other hand, the choice for two case studies in the UK relates to the objective to gain
more in-depth knowledge on private sector-led urban development projects. Here, we choose
depth over scope. This enables us to create a better understanding on what the characteristics
of these projects are. Also, we choose to analyze two large-scale mixed-use brownfield
developments. The reason for this is that these types of projects could hold valuable lessons for
the future Dutch development practice with a focus on inner-city spatial policies. Furthermore,
by choosing two cases, we were able to cross analyze both cases and to check whether findings
were context-dependent or -independent, as we are mainly interested in context-independent
lessons which are more valuable and likely to be of use for the managerial roles for public

and private actors in the Netherlands. However, this research does not pretend that context-
dependent lessons are not valuable as general knowledge.

Comparative analysis

Second, there are interrelated issues concerning comparative analysis like conceptual
equivalence and context- and time-dependency. The “contemporary phenomenon within its
real life context” described by Yin (2003) as a characteristic of case study research creates a
challenge for this research. Central to this research is the data collection and data analysis of
different cases. According to Spaans et al. (2010), “the comparison of planning schemes is
difficult because they are all embedded in legal, institutional and economic realities.” True,
specific cases within different cities, even within the same country, always have a particular
project context. One could state that comparing case study findings between different cities is
similar to comparing apples with oranges.

However, according to Pickvance (2001: 17) “comparative analysis requires the things being
compared to be commensurable but not necessarily identical.” They need to be conceptually
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equivalent, which means that one can study them with the same conceptual (theoretical)
constructs or models. He further emphasizes that “it is not an objection of comparative analysis
to say that the values of two cases (or their nature) are not identical. Indeed, it is precisely the
aim of comparative analysis to make sense of such examples, provided they can be placed on
asingle theoretically significant dimension.” Therefore, we aim at comparing the cases within
a national setting, aimed at creating an understanding of the mechanisms that occur, studied
through the same conceptual lens. Thus, we follow the argument that context-dependency is a
fact, and that differences remain. It is exactly the challenge to make sense of these ‘apples and
oranges’, by respecting the contextual circumstances against which the cases take place. In this
regard, therefore, we deliberately choose not to find ‘similar’ case studies in the Netherlands
and the UK. Rather, first we established the concept of private sector-led urban development
projects as the object of study. And we created a comparative analytical framework to study the
subjects. Then, we aimed at providing insight into typical examples of these types of projects

in the Netherlands and the UK. As in the Netherlands this is rather a new phenomenon,

we sampled these projects that in general were characterized by (large-scale) housing
developments. Then, as future Dutch planning policies focuses on creating mixed-use inner-
city developments, we searched for typical examples of this kind in the UK as well. This enables
us to see the differences that persist in case study research, and try to make sense of them.
Moreover, the case studies have been studied in successive research stages, they are time-
dependent. In spring and summer 2009 ten Dutch cases were studied, followed by two UK
case studies in autumn 2009 and spring 2010. Since this research period, in both countries,
the economic and financial circumstances for applying a private sector-led urban development
approach have changed to some extent. They can be regarded as ‘pre-crisis’ cases. If we want
to make recommendation for public and private roles for ‘post-crisis’ urban development in
the Netherlands on the basis of case study findings from time-dependent contexts, we must
interpret them for the ‘new’ situation. This is done by reflecting on each of these lessons

with the latest ‘post-crisis knowledge’ in Chapter 8. Nevertheless, we hold the argument that
these case study findings are valid for the period in which data was collected. This is already a
fundamental contribution to empirical knowledge.

Lesson-drawing

Third, there is the issue of lesson-drawing and the related level of policy transfer we are aiming
at. Institutional comparison, policy transfer and lesson-drawing in spatial planning are quite
commonly used terms in essence addressing the same question: “under what circumstances
and to what extent can a programme that is effective in one place transfer to another” Rose
(1991). In general, it refers to the fact that planners in different countries generally face the
same problems, and one can learn from practices abroad. The question then is “whether
planners can learn from each other and whether there are policies which stimulate cross-
national lesson-drawing in the field of planning” (Spaans & Louw, 2009). Hence, Rose (2005)
argues that “the primary concern of [comparative] studies is to explain why countries [e.g.
planning practices or projects] differ in their policies, implying that differences persist.” Various
authors conducted cross-national comparative urban studies focused on either policy transfer
(e.g. Abram & Cowell, 2004; De Jong & Edelenbos, 2007; Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996; Masser

& Williams, 1986), policy instruments (e.g. Bulkeley, 2006; Janssen-Jansen et al., 2008;
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Mufioz-Gielen, 2010; Van der Veen, 2009), institutional transplantation (e.g. De Jong, 1999;
2004; De Jong et al., 2002), urban governance (e.g. De Jong & Edelenbos, 2007; Di Gaetano
& Klemanski, 1999; DiGaetano & Strom, 2003; Salet et al., 2003; Sanyal, 2005) or social/
planning systems (e.g. Dihr et al., 2010; Nadin, 2007; Nadin & Stead, 2008). We acknowledge
the importance of such comparative urban studies, as it provides insight into differences

and similarities. These differences and similarities can be constructed rather than observed
(Pickvance, 2001: 17).

In line with this research, the Dutch Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving [PBL] (2012: 17)
indicates that the value of comparison with other countries is that it can bring about a ‘better
self-image’, that can provide support for discussions about new directions in the recipient
country. Also, Nadin (2011) argues that such comparisons help to position and understand
one’s own practice. Moreover, PBL (2012) sets out comparison limitations of cross-country
lesson-drawing by arguing that country-specific institutions produce specific conditions

for development processes, including land development policies, and fiscal and financial
arrangements. Such conditions cannot be transferred or copied from one country to another
rigorously. They belong to a comprehensive system, in which issues like market situation,
cultural factors and ‘path dependence’ play a crucial role (PBL, 2012). In our research we
acknowledge both the potential value and existing limitations of comparisons and lesson-
drawing. In line with, and in addition to, these authors, we compare Dutch and UK national
institutional structures on a more abstract level, resulting in what we call context-dependent
institutional conditions for using private sector-led urban development approaches (see
Chapter 8, Section 8.3). However, here we emphasize that we are mainly interested in practical
lesson-drawing from our cases; we aim at observing empirical projects. This at the opposite
involves searching for context-independent project-oriented roles and mechanisms. Thus,

we acknowledge the existence of both context-dependent conditions as well as context-
independent mechanisms. This is in line with research conducted by Hobma et al. (2008)
focusing on lesson-drawing from empirical cases.

Also, we also need to be more specific about the level of lesson-drawing we are aiming at.
Spaans & Louw (2009) argue that several authors have distinguished various degrees, ways,
and levels of transfer. Dolowitz & Marsh (2000) for instance distinguish four different degrees
of transfer: copying, emulation, combinations, and inspiration. Rose (2005) established
seven alternative ways of lesson-drawing including photocopying, copying, adaptation,
hybrid, synthesis, disciplined inspiration, and selective imitation. As these classifications do
not entirely fit the purposes of our research, we will follow the three levels of lesson-drawing
provided by Janssen-Jansen et al. (2008): inspiration, learning, and transplanting. Table

3.2 gives an overview of these levels of lesson-drawing, its definitions and the likelihood of
successful transfer. As the table indicates our level of transfer focuses on inspiration and
learning. We will not focus on transplantation of any ‘formal’ kind such as planning policies,
instruments, institutions, cultures or systems, as the institutional national context of the
Netherlands is quite different from the UK. Therefore, it is more likely that in the first place,
we can get inspired by the UK practice. In the second place, we aim at learning from its
practice, by looking at underlying ideas (mechanisms) and by recognizing transfer obstacles
and differences in the form of context-dependent institutional conditions. As a result, we
aim at drawing organizational and managerial lessons derived from the cases, in the form of
inspiration and learning for Dutch urban development projects.
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Likelihood of Transfer

Transfer within Transfer between  Transfer between

one country countries with countries with
Levels of lesson-drawing Definitions similar system different system

CLESSLIKELY — LIKELY © VERY LIKELY

Inspiration Collecting & evaluating
data & information on innovative
experiences & practices

Learning Adopting the information collected = LIKELY - VERY LIKELY - LIKELY

& evaluated in the inspiration : :

phase, including retrieving

underlying ideas & recognizing

obstacles & differences : : :

Transplanting Looking at specific conditions - VERY LIKELY ~ LIKELY - LESS LIKELY
under which the transfer of policy, : : :

instruments or other elements to

another context is possible

Table 3.2
Lesson-drawing levels & likelihood of transfer (based on Janssen-Jansen et al., 2008; Spaans & Louw, 2010)

The above discussion shows that several issues in case study research are dealt with in a
coherent way by using the methodological framework. This framework enables us to combine
related methodological aspects in a systematic methodological and scientific sound manner.
Now we turn to used data collection and analysis techniques.
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Techniques

The techniques used in the case study research consist of document reviews, interviews,

and site observations as shown in Table 3.1. Data collection activities in qualitative research
often include documents (examining), interviews (asking), and observation (watching),
according to Miles & Huberman (1994). These qualitative techniques are also used within this
research; data is collected through studying project documents, professional and academic
literature (examining), conducting semi-structured interviews and spatial quality surveys

with involved (academic,) public and private actors (asking), and by site visits of the (partially)
completed projects (watching). Appendix | provides an overview of all sources used in the

case study research in both countries. By using a combination of multiple sources —applying
methodological triangulation — the validity of the case study findings increases.

Data collection

Document reviews include examining project contracts and agreements and other relevant
project information such as planning briefs. Furthermore, they include searching popular,
professional and academic literature, with the purpose of building up a body of knowledge

on the projects. Digital databases as well as hardcopies from university libraries have been
explored. This not only involved searching for papers and articles, also (part of) professional
and public books were used to collect data. The data has been filed in case study maps, both
digitally and in hard copy, and analyzed and processed within the case descriptions.

The interviews are semi-structured on the basis of components and variables under research
provided by the analytical case study model. The purpose of the interviews was to learn more
about the practical experiences from the involved public and private actors with the project.
Furthermore, interviewees were asked to provide their opinion (and arguments behind) about
the effects of the project. In general, the questions were not provided in advance to the public
and private actors involved, as they were used by the researcher as a structuring device for the
desk-research. Each of the interviews lasted for about one hour, and was digitally recorded with
avoice recorder for which permission was asked to the interviewees prior to interviewing. This
enabled the researcher to concentrate on the conversation with the interviewee, rather than
having to listen and write at the same time. This also allowed for asking ‘the question behind
the question’, and to go into more detail on subjects that appeared to be relevant to understand
the project. At the desk, these recorded interviews were written down in a complete interview
transcription, filed, and returned to the interviewees for a member check. These were often
returned with remarks, minor adjustments and clarifications of the written text.

Site visits were used to get a physical understanding of the project’s position within the city. This
was done before, during, or after the interviews took place. At occasions, meetings were held at
the project itself. It also enabled the researcher to relate to subjects touched in the interviews.
Sometimes, the site visits included conversations with home-owners, office-workers in which
they were asked for their opinion on the project. In general, the site visits aimed at judging

the spatial quality level of the project from the researcher’s point of view, in which it is hard to
separate personal and academic judgment. Nevertheless, these visits provided a more balanced
understanding of the physical, social, and economic characteristics of the project.
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Data analysis

Data collection techniques are just one part of qualitative research as it also involves data
analysis. In order to decide what all these data means (analyzing), we must therefore also
reduce and organize research data. This is done by using the three ‘flows of activity’ of
qualitative research analysis used by Miles & Hubermann (1994):

Data reduction: process of selecting, focussing, simplifying, abstracting, transforming data;

Data display: organized compressed assembly of information;

Conclusion-drawing: decide what things mean.

In this research, the data reduction process on the private sector-led urban development
cases is related to the objective of the research. First, we are interested in the roles of public
and private actors and therefore, we focused on abstracting data from the contextual,
organizational and managerial aspects. Second, by displaying structurally comparable tables
and figures of these aspects, we provided a compressed assembly of information. Thus, by
analyzing and displaying data on the basis of the components of the analytical case study
framework we are able to draw lessons from cases within their specific context. The aim of the
displaying data is to show the differences and similarities of the case study findings in more
visually-oriented comparative manner. This can be supportive for conclusion-drawing.
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Conclusions

This chapter provided insight into the methodological framework and its main components.
We explained our research philosophy which is based on the systems approach as a
comprehensive project-oriented way of looking at urban development practice. We applied
this approach to the conceptual analytical case study model, which enables us to create an
understanding of the cooperative and managerial mechanism within projects. Furthermore, we
discussed the crucial methodological challenges and choices for this research by getting into
detail about case studies, comparative analysis and lesson-drawing. Finally, we provided an
overview of the various data collection and analysis techniques.

In general, this chapter provided arguments for the choice of collecting and analyzing
qualitative data from private sector-led urban development projects. One of the most
important reasons for this was that this level of analysis provides opportunities to learn lessons
for public and private professionals cooperating and managing these projects. Furthermore,

it fills the knowledge gap left by comparative studies in science, as these are mostly focused

on comparing and transplanting politics, systems, institutions, and instruments between
countries, rather than its specific project mechanisms occurring between actors. Also,

the analytical case study model could be seen as a tool for studying the complex urban
development projects. By linking contextual, organizational, and managerial aspects into

a coherent whole, one is able to analyze and make sense of development processes (see
Heurkens, 2011). In conclusion, the methodological choices in this research hold valuable
lessons in particular for academics. Studies in spatial planning, urban development, real estate
and management face similar problems when choosing case studies as research method.

The division of the methodological issues also structure the following chapters. In the following
Practices part each chapter follows a clear structure. We start by describing the institutional
context of the Dutch urban development practice (Chapter 4). This is followed by case
descriptions and a cross-case analysis of Dutch private sector-led urban development projects
(Chapter 5). These steps are repeated for UK’s urban development practice in Chapter 6 and
UK’s private sector-led urban development projects in Chapter 7. These findings result in

an institutional comparison and empirical lesson-drawing in Chapter 8, which is part of the
Synthesis of this research.
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Urban Development in the
Netherlands

This chapter provides insight into the contextual and institutional background of private
sector-led urban development projects in the Netherlands which are described in the
following chapter. Here in successive order, we discuss the main socio-economic and urban
planning changes and characteristics in the Netherlands since the 1980s influencing urban
development practice (Section 4.1). Then, an overview of the organizational roles of public and
private actors and partnership models in urban development projects is presented (Section
4.2), followed by the main conclusions on contemporary Dutch private sector-led urban
development (Section 4.3). The overall objective of this chapter is that readers are able to
understand how Dutch urban planning and development evolved over time into a more private
sector-led urban development context. We do so by providing insight into broader political
debates and their practical impact on planning and development processes.

Context of Dutch Urban Development

This section discusses the context of Dutch urban development in relation to our research. It
explains socio-economic changes (Section 4.1.1), the Dutch urban planning system (Section
4.1.2), and ‘urban area development’ (Section 4.1.3).

The Anglo-Saxon Western Wind

Changes in Dutch society

As explained earlier in Chapter 2, Albert (1993) introduced the ‘Rhineland model’ as a broad
concept of west continental European thinking related to, but different from, the frequently in
literature mentioned ‘Anglo-Saxon model’. However, as we saw these models are stereotypical,
they change over time, and several nuances exist between them. Moreover, various political,
economic and social studies (such as Brenner & Theodore, 2002; Bakker et al., 2005; Nadin &
Stead, 2008) indicated that some European countries, most prominently amongst them the
Netherlands, slowly adopted more Anglo-Saxon and neoliberal ideologies over the last decades
(see also Heurkens, 2008). Nevertheless, we concluded that the Netherlands is still rooted in the
institutional principles of the Rhineland model. But, also several ‘country classifications’ indicated
that neoliberal influences have repositioned the Dutch socio-political economic model into the
direction of more neoliberal variants. Hereinafter, we explore whether we can see such neoliberal
shifts in Dutch history since the 1980s, by elaborating on some ‘reshaping’ indicators.
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If political and economic ideologies have changed in the Netherlands, certain moments

must exist in historic changes of Dutch welfare state conceptions as well. From a historical
perspective Van der Cammen & De Klerk (2003) to some extent confirm the ‘destructive

and creative moments’ of neoliberalism, mentioned by Brenner & Theodore (2002), in

the changing Dutch State-Market relationship. They argue that in the 1980s Dutch society
struggled with three major problems: structural unemployment, government deficits, and very
low business revenues. The recession caused an acceleration of economic reforms. In the words
of prime-minister Ruud Lubbers this asked for a ‘no nonsense policy’. Two basic principles
directed governmental policies: repelling government deficits and an ideological turning point
towards more market mechanisms. Enlargement of market mechanisms by deregulation was
viewed as a means to increase administrative efficiency and policy effectiveness. This related to
both the private sector as well as to individual citizens. Well educated and emancipated citizens
no longer could trust on ‘Father State’ who arranged people’s lives and made decisions on their
behalf. A rearrangement of responsibilities between the State, the Market and Civic Society had
to take place, as incentive towards more private and civic initiatives and less public regulations.
Characteristic for three cabinets-Lubbers (1982-1994) was the economic and societal
reorganization on six different fields; reduction in the financial burdens, reduction of the
government’s deficits, reorganization of the collective sector (less subsidy expenditures),

a mobilized work market, privatization of government businesses, deregulation and
decentralization. The privatization of (national) public services for instance involved the water,
energy, railway, telecommunications and post sector over a number of years. Moreover, the
housing market was reformed, which included the establishment of housing associations. Also,
public subsidies for universities have been cut; they have become independent institutions to a
large extent relying on private investment to fund research projects. These ‘pragmatic’ reforms
in the Netherlands during the 1980s and 1990s clearly have some sort of similarity with the
moments of destruction of former socio-economic ideologies, and the moments of creation of
neoliberal economic ideologies introduced by Brenner & Theodore (2002).

Despite the Dutch nationalization of a private bank (ABN Amro) and the national government
providing loans to other financial institutions (ING, SNS) at the outset of the financial crisis in
200872009, recent developments show a continuation of neoliberal policies. The cabinet-
Rutte (2010-2012), partly under pressure of increasing national government deficits, aims

at further reorganization, deregulations, decentralization of government powers, laws and
services. Further privatization, however, at the moment is not being expected. But, in general
these developments indicate an on-going socio-economic trend towards more Anglo-Saxon

or neoliberal principles in the Netherlands. This on its turn has strengthened the role of the
private (and civic) sector in the Netherlands in several domains and sectors. Now we move
towards changes occurring on an organizational level.

Changes in Dutch organizations

Bakker et al. (2005) contribute to the fact of a changing Dutch society by stating in particular
that organizations are being imbued with what they refer to as the Anglo-American shareholder
value thinking. They argue that Anglo-American thinking has become more dominant in the
Netherlands: “We see this in government policies, in the way firms and their managers think
and act, and even in the content of current management courses.” They also analyze that
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privatizations (Dutch Railways and energy suppliers) and governmental retrenchments from
the 1980s are the result of adopting Anglo-Saxon values, as a result of the new political reality
at that time in the Netherlands. Godijk (2008) referred to this change as the Anglo-Saxon
Western Wind that came blowing across the Atlantic Ocean, via the United Kingdom and the
North Sea into the Netherlands: “The wind has landed in organizations almost unnoticed,;

it dropped into the share capital of stock market quoted companies, within management
boards (with a high number of Americans and Englishmen and the adoption of an one-tier
system), in corporate cultures (with a more vertical hierarchical and instrumental approach), in
human resource instruments (more focused on performance indicators, judgment and mutual
competition), company mergers (more focused on competitive advantages), and even in the
more aggressive form of hedge funds and private equity funds.”

Brouwer & Moerman (2005) also indicate that in recent years American and Anglo-Saxon
principles “have become more dominant on several terrains of society, and more than in the
past have become mainstream thinking. It seems that this is an unstoppable process for which
up till now good arguments for rejection are absent on the European side.” Van Aken et al.
(2007) confirm the tendency towards Anglo-American thinking in the field of management.
They argue that it is not a coincidence that more and more attention is paid to the discussion
on European Rhineland thinking versus Anglo-American thinking; the consequences of

the economization of Dutch society in recent years have become obvious. Privatizations,
company take-overs, large retrenchments, and top salaries for managers are some effects of
financial economic thinking similar to Anglo-American principles. In the Netherlands, firms
and institutions are organized and managed in a diverse way. Hence, the Rhineland roots of
Dutch organizations still exist in most of the current corporate cultures. However, Anglo-Saxon
management thinking in for example most financial businesses has become the norm. And
according to the authors above, this trend is likely to continue towards other private sectors as
well.

The aim of this section was to identify major contextual changes which form the background of
the increased private sector influences in urban development. We conclude that Anglo-Saxon
thinking in recent decades has become more dominant by identifying if principles of the Anglo-
Saxon model actually occur in Dutch society and organizations. We now examine whether or
not these contextual changes also influenced Dutch urban planning.

Urban Planning System

This section elaborates on the changes and characteristics of Dutch urban planning in relation
to the roles of public and private actors. We do so by discussing the period from 1980-2000 in
which neoliberal planning policies gradually were introduced, the period 2000-2008 in which
urban development can be considered as becoming mature but fragmented.
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Dutch urban planning: 1980-2000

Urban planning in the Netherlands under government leadership has a long tradition. In
historical respect, Faludi & Van der Valk (1994) argue that the Dutch planning doctrine is

all about ‘rule and order’. Alexander & Faludi (1990) argue that the government became

the planning subject with jurisdiction over given territories in the Netherlands. As a result of
its geographical position in the Delta of Western Europe and the relatively scarcity of land,
spatial planning in the Netherlands became characterized as a pragmatic approach with the
necessity to balance spatial needs and secure basic living conditions. In this regard, Needham
(1997) argues that Dutch planning practice is characterized by a ‘pragmatic planning culture’;
“a culture that is characterized by a growing tension between high ambitions and scarce
resources, and a strong bias towards consensus.” In order to spatially organize these needs,
spatial planning in the Netherlands became a practice predominantly led by government
bodies since the end of the Second World War in 1945. On national, regional and local levels
planning institutions were given various powers to reshape the country and rebuild the cities
in urgent need of housing. Thus, in the post-War period Dutch urban planning matured into

a professional government-led planning system with the production of various spatial plans.
In this planning principle, plans for decades have functioned as an organizational device

to structure urban and rural development on different spatial scales. The Dutch planning
approach became known as ‘spatial planning’, which became mostly renowned by its
‘comprehensive integrated approach’.

According to an extensive study on European planning systems, known as the EU Compendium
of Spatial Planning Systems and Policies (CEC, 1997), this comprehensive integrated planning
approach requires ‘responsive and sophisticated planning institutions’ in particular to
coordinate relevant activities within and between governmental bodies (CEC, 1997:12). Diihr
etal. (2010: 182) argue that this ‘comprehensive integrated model of planning’ is all about
coordination: “It has a wide scope and its main task is to provide horizontal (across sectors),
vertical (between levels) and geographical (across borders) integration of spatial impacts of
sectorial policies. It does this by using a multi-level arrangement of plans that are intended to
coordinate spatial development. It has a strong public sector component. It is characterized
by mature planning institutions and mechanisms in a context of political commitment to and
public trust in planning.”

As aresult of the integrative manner of institutionalizing and implementing plans undertaken

by several planning agencies on all levels government and across different spatial scales, Hajer &
Zonneveld (2000) argue that the Dutch spatial planning system can rejoice in an almost mythical
reputation in the international academic literature (see Faludi, 1991; Alexander, 1988; Alterman,
1997; Priemus, 1996). Nevertheless, several Dutch authors like Boelens (1990), Kreukels (1995),
Mastop (1995) and Boelens et al. (2006) have also criticized the way the Dutch spatial planning
system works. Here, the main argument is that the institutional design, which foreign planners
often relate to as positive, not necessarily is best suited to deal with spatial issues in modern
times. Van der Cammen & De Klerk (2003) and Boelens et al. (2006) emphasize the pre-World
War Il period of planning was not characterized by strong government role in planning; much
development was undertaken by the private sector and individuals, under the supervision of
facilitating local authorities. Therefore in historical perspective, the post-World War 11 period with
a strong public sector in planning could as easily be described as an exception, a ‘hiccup’ in the
history of Dutch urban planning (Boelens et al., 2006).
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The decrease of power and trust in Dutch government in charge of spatial planning most
notably took shape in the 1970s at the point when Dutch society became more emancipated
and civilians became more critical about the control of government and aversive to power and
hierarchy. Furthermore, during the 1980s and 1990s the private sector entered the realms

of spatial planning in the Netherlands (Daamen, 2010), like many other countries in Western
Europe. In the Netherlands this shift towards the ‘allowance’ of more market mechanisms
throughout society most profoundly became visible under the Lubbers-cabinets (1982-1994),
resulting in the introduction of more market mechanisms in urban planning; the liberation

of the housing market, the privatization of public transport, the formation of Public-Private
Partnerships, covenants in environmental management, the decreased protection of
agriculture, recent discussions on subsidies, and the selectivity of public interventions. Notice
that, all countries witness a diminishing role of national governments and rearrangement

of formal planning powers across a diversity of (semi-) public bodies (Salet et al., 2003).
Healey (1997) already argued that in the last few decades, collaborative experiences between
public and private spheres have started to change spatial planning systems throughout
Europe. This indicates a shift from a rather hierarchically operating government towards the
more shared cooperative approach of governance, expressed by Harvey (1989) as the shift
from managerialism to entrepreneurialism, also took shape in the Netherlands. This change
of political direction towards more market economy had a severe impact on urban policy
formation and its focus.

Most notably, ‘planning as enterprise’ (Van der Cammen & De Klerk, 2003) was introduced in
Dutch spatial planning in 1980s; the principle of strengthening the economic competitiveness
and growth of Dutch cities became a dominating policy focus. In order to establish this
competitiveness, the emphasis on directive public plans for different spatial development
levels shifted towards an emphasis on implementing policies based on strategic urban projects.
One of the main reasons for this shift to policy implementation through projects was that top-
down produced spatial plans no longer reflected and incorporated spatial needs and interests
of businesses and civic society; plan formation was seen as ineffective and inefficient. Due to
the increased scale and the ambitions of urban development projects - with the Dutch urban
projects Amsterdam Zuidas and Rotterdam Kop van Zuid as internationally most renowned
examples - public bodies no longer were able to solely invest; they needed private investment
and participation in these projects in order to foremost realize their public ambitions. Hence,
areas as finite centerpieces of urban development were more suitable for the private sector

as they direct private investment to one location, thus creating competitive advantages over
other locations by clustering economic activity. National and local government stimulated
the settlement of private investments in these locations by giving development subsidies and
building general trust by kick starting developments with the introduction of public functions
in these areas. This supports the argument by Adams & Tiesdell (2010) that planners in the
Netherlands for a substantial period already are operating as market actors in their aim at
securing and directing private investments into their cities through planning interventions.

In 1993, the 4th Spatial Planning Report (Vierde Nota Extra (Vinex), VROM, 1993) came

into being. In this Report, flexibility, decentralization and legal procedure acceleration were
the key words (Van der Cammen & De Klerk, 2003). For urban planning practice the Vinex-
Report meant that large greenfield locations in the proximity of existing urban settlements
were carefully appointed for housing development to accommodate the large shortage of
housing supply at the end of the century. Local authorities were given more flexibility to
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determine the programme, spatial configuration, and quality levels of Vinex-locations. The
implementation of the Vinex-policy nearly reaches its completion at present time. With the
signing of Implementation Agreements (Dutch: Uitvoeringsconvenanten) the period of biggest
centralization in the history of Dutch spatial planning came to an end in the mid-1990s (Van
der Cammen & De Klerk, 2003). Spatial decision-making shifted towards regional and local
governments and the market sector. This resulted in land acquisition by property developers
and increased private sector landownership in Vinex-locations, as government policies shaped
the conditions for these urban development projects on specifically appointed locations.

Dutch urban planning: 2000-2010

Thus, Dutch spatial policy formation in the 1980s and 1990s represented a reaction to
changes occurring in society. At the outset of the new millennium, the Netherlands Scientific
Council for Government Policy (Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid (WRR, 1998))
argued that “changes both in the societal context and in the institutional context of planning
have reduced the power of the Dutch system of spatial planning.” Their influential research
report on Spatial Planning Policy (Ruimtelijke ontwikkelingspolitiek) recommended a change
of the central administrative position of governments towards a situation in which the position
of other parties was being recognized and strengthened. The need for change was later adopted
in the Spatial Planning Report 2006 by the Dutch Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the
Environment (VROM, 2006), which stated that “collaboration between public actors, societal
organizations, citizens and companies is needed to effectively handle problems and to cease
opportunities.” Despite the WRR and VROM policy recommendations, Hajer & Zonneveld
(2000) and Boelens et al. (2006) indicate that local governments still have difficulties in
recognizing and adopting recommendations in daily practice. The shift from government
towards governance and the shift towards a stronger focus on planning implementation are
still not yet fully accepted.

According to Vink & Van der Burg (2006) the Spatial Planning Report 2006 seeks to tie in with
social trends, rather than combating them, brought together in the approach of ‘development
planning’ (Dutch: ontwikkelingsplanologie). This is a planning concept which focuses on
stimulating urban development by involving private and civic actors, rather than the former
concept of regulating and restricting urban development by public actors. According to Hobma
(2005) the rise of development planning can be attributed to dissatisfaction with the visible
shortcomings of the ‘classical’ restrictive planning. In practice, development planning opts for
an intensive collaboration between local authorities and private actors at an early stage on the
substance of any plan being drawn up for the area. “Public and private parties work together

on policy matters, the route to be followed by the process, and the budget. In other words,
development planning practice combines spatial plan formation with agreements about spatial
investments” (Van Loon et al., 2008).

If we take a closer look at the changed relationship between the public and private sector we
have to distil these changes within the 5th Spatial Planning Report (Nota Ruimte, VROM,
2006), which indicates a departure from the restrictive planning discourse (Spaans, 2006).

It makes a radical break with the centralist tradition in which government determines what

will be build and where. As a result, deregulation, decentralization, development planning,

and implementation-oriented planning became the main themes of the Nota Ruimte. The
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objective of the 5th Spatial Planning Report (VROM, 2006) is “to create space for different
spatial needs in a sustainable and efficient manner, to sustain and improve the liveability in the
Netherlands and to improve the spatial quality of urban and rural land, with special attention to
create the right conditions for the implementation of development planning”. Here, the policy
emphasis lies on strengthening the international competitive position, promoting strong cities,
and securing important national spatial values. In terms of public roles, the Report continues to
focus on decentralization of responsibilities for spatial implementation to municipalities with
the slogan ‘decentralization where possible, centralization when needed’.

Although, public and private actors seem to be aware of their interdependency and need to
jointly work on development projects, Van Rooy et al. (2006) argue that despite twenty years

of public sector policy based upon the motto ‘less government, more market’, urban area
development still seems to be more of a promise than reality. Its practice, it seems, is still

in the making (Van Rooy, 2009). In fact, many others (De Zeeuw, 2007; Van de Klundert,

2008; and Daamen, 2010) even argue that urban development practice in the Netherlands is
characterized by a growing sense of ineffectiveness and inefficiency. In relation to this, Hajer

& Zonneveld (2000) and Teisman (2005) argue that Dutch spatial planning institutions need
changing if urban development practice is to discover the capacity to realize its ambitions
effectively.

Therefore, Janssen-Jansen & Woltjer (2010) argue that Dutch planners have been specifically
interested in a more British approach, that is, a more discretionary and development-led type
of approach to spatial planning. This approach seems to tie in with the desired development-
oriented approach introduced by the WRR (Korthals Altes, 2006), and moreover, to the current
issues in Dutch development practice. Janssen-Jansen & Woltjer (2010) argue that “Dutch
planning still reflects a strong awareness of the need for a more balanced and sustainable
spatial development with open space for future development.” “But, it increasingly assumes
that it is the market and not the state that should resolve planning problems, either with or
without minor public financial intervention” (Van der Valk, 2002). Therefore, we will take a
closer look at the changing public and private roles in Section 4.2.

Urban Area Development

Thus, Dutch planning shifted from an emphasis on physical planning and regulation towards
an emerging awareness of political decision-making and implementation as has planning

in many other European countries (see Albrechts, 2001). Planning is now being perceived
increasingly as action-oriented (Shaw & Sykes, 2007). Plans are now strategic documents
which serve as guides to project decisions, and they are carried out by local and regional players
in strategic alliances, with less national government control (Janssen-Jansen & Woltjer, 2010).
Furthermore, the shift towards ‘development planning’ also implies a shift in emphasis

from planning to the implementation of planning. Alexander (1988) recognizes that in many
planning models there is a missing link between planning and implementation, whereas in
reality there is an interaction. In the Netherlands, the missing link between planning and
implementation became known as ‘urban area development’ (Dutch: gebiedsontwikkeling),
which can be considered as the practice of the development planning concept. Daamen (2010)
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states that “gebiedsontwikkeling became known as the practical ‘translation’ or ‘instrument’
of development planning, reflecting a joint public-private effort to link spatial policies

more closely to project implementation.” No commonly accepted definition of urban area
development exists as it stands for a complex set of characteristics.

Bruil et al. (2004) argue that urban area development can be seen as a societal task, a
development task and a management task. The societal task lies in the fact that changing
societal demands and interests make adjustments to the built environment and spatial
structures necessary. These adjustments basically involve the transformation, restructuring
and new developments of areas. As a result, the development task is to ascertain the realization
of different real estate functions, in which a balanced match between the demand and supply
for a certain area or city is established. Here, plans and functional programmes function as
ways to express the development task. But most critically, urban area development asks for the
synchronization of and management on different (spatial) levels, different development stages
(initiative, plan development, financial feasibility, realization, and maintenance), and different
sectors and professions (public, private, civic actors).

Van ‘t Verlaat (2003) adds that the most important means to realize urban development projects
are land, capital, knowledge and skills that need to be brought into play. De Zeeuw (2007) argues
that “urban development can be seen as ‘the art of connecting’ different functions, disciplines,
actors, interests, and investments aimed at the development of an urban area.” As matter of fact,
often the term ‘integrated urban area development’ is used to describe the complex nature of the
domain. Itimplicates that urban area development can be seen as an instrument in which the
complex set of interests, aspects, scales and processes are aligned. Therefore, it is often seen and
described as a process of aligning differences in an integrated manner.

Also, urban area development involves the alignment of planning and development processes.
Here the connection between planning and implementation comes into being. This is typically
relevant as both processes can be considered to evolve from respectively public and private
practices, coming together in area development. The ‘joint effort’ Daamen (2010) refers to, can
actually be seen as the task to align public and private interests. In planning joint efforts often
result in the establishment of all kinds of formal and informal (public-private) partnerships, which
we see as inter-organizational instruments to effectuate planning implementation through urban
development projects. These are some of the characteristics of Dutch urban area development
with regard to this research. For a complete and comprehensive overview see Franzen et al. (2011).

Changes in Dutch Urban Area Development since 2010

As aresult of the economic crisis which started in 2008, public and private actors in
contemporary urban development projects in the Netherlands face substantial financial
viability difficulties due to the decreased demand for urban development (see Section 1.2.4).

It is commonly acknowledged that previous ways of developing cities and areas no longer is
suitable for current and future demands. At the moment, the notion of public, private and civic
actors seems to move to an emphasis on developing inner cities which have to be transformed
in a sustainable manner. Therefore, professional and academic debates focus on rethinking the
future characteristics of urban development practice in several ways.
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A wide variety of Dutch professionals and academics in the domain of spatial planning and
urban development like De Graaf (2009), Van Joolingen et al. (2009), Bodewes (2010), Boelens
(2010), Bregman (2010), Bosch (2010), Deloitte (2010a, 2010b), De Jonge (2010), De Zeeuw
(2010), Heurkens (2010), Laverman (2010), Putman (2010), Van Randeraat (2010), and
VROM-raad (2010) share the notion that a fundamental new perspective on the future of
the profession is needed to deliver sustainable and viable urban development projects within
Dutch cities. To bring about viable and sustainable urban development projects within cities,
the above mentioned authors and practitioners have put forward several solutions based on
practical pragmatic grounds rather than supported by any scientific research, which include:

Demand-driven and end user-oriented approaches;

Introduction of different types of alliances and partnerships;

Other ways of financial engineering;

De-risked phasing and down-scaling of developments;

Flexible legally-sound planning procedures and land use plans;

Transparent processes and long-term project commitment.

Thus, the economic crisis has put slight different requirements on the roles of public and
private actors in projects. However, it also shows us that private sector-led urban development
is a likely way forward. Private developers are likely to continue their involvement in urban
development as they are the most capable capital investors with a risk-bearing principle

in mind. A position which local authorities no longer can fulfil due to their decreased land
ownership, land development revenues and financial retrenchments. Moreover, the move
towards a more facilitating role is strengthened by the latest research facts and professional
and academic insights from several authors and institutions (see Joolingen et al., 2009;
Buitelaar, 2010a, 2010b; Deloitte, 2010a, 20114a; Van der Krabben, 2011a, 2011b; Van Dijken
etal, 2011;and Van Til, 2011).

In general, they argue that the established active land policy of Dutch municipalities has

come under serious pressure as a development strategy for the future, and alternatives have
to be sought. It is expected that, once market demand picks up, the private sector again start
investing in and managing urban development projects (see Heurkens, 2010). However, seen
in the light of the major needs and trends above, unmistakeably, property developers will act
in a less speculative way and more focused on actual demand. Probably development will be
organized in a more cooperative and financially less risk-avoiding manner, in which long-term
business models play an increasingly important role (see Putman, 2010).

Moreover, ‘retreating’ local authorities will have to rethink their future role in order to influence
urban developments to improve cities, becoming development ‘facilitating’ public institutions
(see for instance Urhahn Urban Design, 2010; Dekker, 2011; Wicherson, 2011; Van Rooy,
2011b; Bosboom, 2012; Groot Jebbink, 2012). Here, the common notion is that governing

urban development, previously based on permitted planning and development planning
concepts, is shifting towards the concept of ‘coalition planning’ or ‘invitation planning’ (Dutch:
uitnodigingsplanologie). Here, civic and private actors intitiate and invest in urban development
projects in a bottom-up fashion based on local demand. This requires a facilitating role of
governments to make such intitiatives possible. Here, the focus of government steering shifts
from determining development products towards guiding development processes by establishing
flexible development frameworks whichh ‘invite’ private and civic actors. Time must tell whether
this shift will gain solid ground in Western urban practices.
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In summary, the governance roles of, and power relationships between, public, private and
civic actors in the Dutch urban planning and development practice have shifted over the last
fifty or so years. Figure 4.1 shows these conceptual urban governance shifts in the Netherlands
in three successive periods as described in this Section 4.1. Here, power positions and shifts,
and development demand and supply approaches, are highlighted to explain each period.
Notice that, these shifts are conceptual and exemplary for a relatively long period, and that in
practice several nuances and deviations occur. Moreover, urban governance in essence always
requires the interaction between all three actor groups, and subsequent single actor-actions.
Importantly, some power shifts from 2010 onwards are not definite yet. Nonetheless, Figure
4.1 indicates the emerging direction towards more demand-driven development approaches,
where business and people needs become more important in Dutch urban development. These
needs most likely, are facilitated by public actors, with an increasing leading role for private
actors to determine development demand in cooperation with civic actors, in order to produce
a specific supply for urban areas.
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Organization of Dutch Urban Development

The roles of public and private actors and public-private cooperation on urban development
projects possibly also reflect changes in Dutch society and urban planning. Therefore, in this
section we move to the operational level of urban development project. First, we describe the
role characteristics and changes of public and private actors in urban development (Section
4.2.1 and 4.2.2), followed by a description of the main features of Public-Private Partnership
models used to realize urban projects (Section 4.2.3). And finally, we closely examine the Dutch
form of private sector-led urban development, the concession model (Section 4.2.4).

Role of the Public Sector

The role of the public sector in urban planning can be regarded as highly institutionalized.
The Dutch planning system allows for different roles of national, regional and local public
institutions, but the emphasis of decision-making and mandate of different public bodies
has changed over time. Here, first, we will briefly discuss the roles of national and regional
governments, before going into detail on the role of local authorities as these are the actors
operating in urban development projects.

In the Netherlands there are three levels of government, the central government, 12 provinces
at the regional level, and about 430 municipalities at the local level. Louw et al. (2003) argue
that there is a long Dutch tradition of extensive governmental involvement in the preparation,
establishment and implementation of spatial planning. As described earlier, the Dutch central
government still retains its involvement in spatial policy-making on a national level. Since

the 1990s, national planning policy statements (see Section 4.1.2) are mainly indicative

of nature, meant to simulate local spatial policy implementation and to allocate national
spatial investments to regional and local projects. They are accompanied by strategic spatial
plans which serve as comprehensive devices to spatially organize the built environment in
economic, social and ecological aspects. Here, we will focus on the different planning laws and
instruments at the disposal of different public authorities.

Planning law & instruments

Historically, the Dutch planning system grew from mere local planning of land use by
municipalities towards a system in which governing agencies at higher levels gradually
became involved (Wolsink, 2003). However, despite the directive roles of national and
regional governments, this involvement in implementation now has become highly
decentralized. According to Louw et al. (2003) current characteristics of the system are the
lack of instruments of power for national and regional governments. The increased power for
local planning authorities has been established in the New Spatial Planning Act 2008 (Dutch:
nieuwe Wet Ruimtelijke Ordening (nWRO)), which gives a stronger role to lower government in

Urban Development in the Netherlands



terms of ‘development control’. According to Nadin & Stead (2008) the nWRO “strengthens
the role of provinces (regional public bodies) and municipalities and reduces the number of
rules and regulations imposed by central governments on others, while creating more scope
for local and regional governments, social organizations, private actors and citizens in the
planning process.”

Nevertheless, still a hierarchy of planning instruments is included in the nWRO. On central,
regional and local level a ‘structural vision’ (Dutch: structuurvisie) needs to be produced.
Although they do not have any legally binding status in administrative sense, top down
planning policy continues to influence planning policies on lower levels. Furthermore, these
spatial documents are indicative for the use of planning law and instruments. The central
government uses ‘orders in council’ (Dutch: Algemene Maatregelen van Bestuur, (AMvB)

and Provinces use ‘bye-laws’ (Dutch: verordeningen) to ensure that general spatial issues

are incorporated in law and that general rules can be formulated for local land use plans,
management regulations. These rules are legally binding for the lower public bodies. However,
the only legally binding planning instrument is the land use plan (Dutch: bestemmingsplan)
which is produced by local governments. Van Zundert (1990) declares that “although the
only binding power for land use is laid down in the land use plan, the intention of the system
is a planning hierarchy.” Hence, we already stated that planning instruments like the land
use plans can be seen as management instruments in the process of private sector-led

urban development projects. With this legally binding instrument they are able to (in)directly
influence — and thus manage — the outcome of urban projects.

Local authorities & land use

The use of land is laid down in statutory land use plans drawn up by municipalities. In land use
plans specific functional arrangements are made for housing, industrial, ecological or mixed
land uses for different parts of the city. These functional land use arrangements are thus legally
binding for urban development. They can be considered as strong management instruments
for local authorities in terms of development control. Nevertheless, land use plans are mostly
altered and updated by local authorities when market situations change over time. Although
land use plans are not considered as flexible for market demand, procedural land use plan
revisions in the NWRO have been reduced from one year to twenty six weeks. To implement
land use plans municipalities can be involved in the land development process as actors in the
land market (Louw et al., 2003). Therefore, especially the bigger Dutch municipalities have
Land Development Companies (Dutch: Gemeentelijke Grondbedrijven) in charge of land use
policy and thereby involved with planning policy implementation.

Municipalities have the freedom to choose a so-called active or passive land use policy. The
active land policy means that local authorities buy land in order to service it, divide it into
building lots and release it to builders or occupiers (Louw et al., 2003). Furthermore, a land
use plan provides municipalities with the legally base to apply, when necessary, pre-emption
(Dutch: onteigening) or compulsory purchase rights (Dutch: voorkeursrecht gemeenten) to
acquire land. The opposite of the active land policy is passive or facilitating land policy. Here,
the instruments of land acquisition are not pro-actively used. In this situation the private
sector has the initiative for urban development and government restricts their own land
acquisitions to land for public services and functions. Important to notice is that active land
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policies give more opportunities to exert influence on urban development processes than
passive land policies. But most of all, the sale of land obtained by executing the active land
policy generates the necessary revenues to contribute to the local authority’s general budget.
This money is partly determined for and invested in public functions for the city like public
spaces, infrastructure and real estate.

Furthermore, a situation of active public involvement and legal right to operate in the land
market gives local authorities the freedom to take on an entrepreneurial role in planning.
They mainly operate as market actors by investing in infrastructure and servicing, taking risks
and obtaining revenues from urban development projects. This situation will be most clearly
demonstrated in the section on Public-Private Partnerships. Furthermore, this role of local
authorities is in line with Adams & Tiesdell (2005) statement that planners already have
‘become’ market actors. For two decades land development companies were being regarded
as the ‘cash cows’ of municipalities. Nevertheless, as a result of larger amounts of private
land ownership, accompanied by the recent economic downturn and declining demand

for development, land purchase and land development revenues for local authorities have
drastically declined (see for instance Deloitte, 2010a).

Thus, within such an active Dutch land development model, local authorities traditionally
have been able to secure public interests and objectives. But, at the same time they have
become subject to high financial development risks, as the current situation shows. As a result,
the public delivery of and investment in infrastructure and servicing, an integral and risk-
bearing aspect of active land policies, might prove difficult to realize in the coming years. Also,
especially inner-city brownfield redevelopment projects, crucial areas for regenerating cities,
nowadays are hard to realize. Financial margins for development are low and development
costs are high. This also has to do with the traditional role of Dutch local authorities in land
supply. Korthals Altes (2009) argues that this role is one of ensuring all possible demands are
met and that no shortage exists, in contrast to urban containment policies in the UK aimed at
“limiting sprawl by restricting out-of town development” (Mayhew, 1997). As aresult, there is
more ‘policy pressure’ and thereby market demand for UK brownfield redevelopment. Hence,
due to Dutch land use policies, greenfield and brownfield land values differ relatively less
when compared to the UK. This means that less profit can be reaped from the process of land
conversion in Dutch inner cities. Therefore, it becomes a more risky (and often not feasible)
development activity, whether undertaken by public or private actors.
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Multiple public roles
Wolting (2006) describes that within development processes Dutch local authorities have
multiple roles depending on the development stage of urban projects. He describes that the
role of the local authority as public institution in essence is to implement self-formulated
societal policy objectives. However, such ‘self-formulation’ does not do right to the increased
role of private and civic actors with a stake in the built environment. Furthermore, it does
not comply with the role of municipalities in practice where we see that local authorities
increasingly are operating as market actors, taking into account economic market-oriented
objectives in their policies. Wolting (2006) distinguishes the following four roles of Dutch local
authorities:

Initiator: as project initiator, problem owner or policy maker;

Director: as commissioner or development partner;

Participant: as shareholder, financier or contractor;

Facilitator: as stimulator, examiner, advisor or permission giver.

This classification indicates that local authorities have several options to manage urban
development projects at different times within development processes. Furthermore, this quite
wide scope of public roles shows that a clear definition of the role of public actors in Dutch
urban development practice cannot be given. Several authors (see Section 1.2.2) have argued
that the simultaneous legislative public role and executive private role of local authorities can
be regarded as a ‘fundamental problem’ for Dutch urban development. Once public actors

are operating simultaneously as (public) commissioner and (private) development partner,
objectives become blurred. The question is whether public actors in this hybrid role are able

to make a distinction between decisions based on their role as commissioner or development
partner. Furthermore, for private actors it is unclear whether public actors are operating as their
commissioner or as a development partner, or in other words as ‘regulator and shareholder’
(Bult-Spiering & Dewulf, 2006: 56). Moreover, the current development dead-lock situation
and financial difficulties of Dutch municipalities, have resulted in searching for alternative
public land policy strategies (Luijten, 2011a). It possibly results in a less active public role

in land use policy and development in the Netherlands, and thus potential less influence to
manage urban development projects. This situation is one of the motives for redefining the role
of local authorities (see Section 1.2.2).

Role of the Private Sector

The private sector in Dutch urban development can be divided in different actors, each of them
with its specific professional specialism. Van ‘t Verlaat (2008) qualifies them as risk taking
parties who create and realize projects for the market. Furthermore, within the spectrum of
private actors a division can be made between the period of involvement of the actors with
urban areas or real estate portfolios. This involvement relates to the time of commitment with
a project, which is defined by the different development stages. The following three Dutch
private actors can be distinguished..
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Project developers
In this research, we mainly focus on project developers when we talk about private actors.
According to Deloitte (2010b) developers are the link between the demand and supply of real
estate and the connection between end user and contractor. This private actor core business
is the preparation and realization of real estate project for one’s own account and risk.
Furthermore, Van der Flier & Gruis (2004) argue that the main objective of developers is to
realize a maximum yield against a manageable risk level. The yield of real estate development
is obtained after the realization and sale of real estate. This indicates a rather short-term
involvement of Dutch developers, as it is not common for them to own and maintain real estate
objects or public spaces after project realization. According to Nozeman (2008), Helleman
(2005) and Kazemi et al. (2009), the main characteristics and competencies of Dutch
developers are:

Risk-bearing investors in land positions;

Risk-bearing investors in plan development and preparation;

Real estate development;

Concept development;

Product development;

Project management;

End user market knowledge;

General market knowledge;

Contracting & organizing expertise;

Communicating & marketing expertise;

Network relations.

Putman (2010) concludes that the main similarities and core competencies of Dutch project
developers relate to the risk-bearing investment in land, plan and real estate development.
Furthermore, Putman (2010) argues that developers can also be recognized by weaker points:

Lack of transparency;

Reputation crisis real estate sector;

Strong internal focus;

Business model based on production repetition;

Lack of end user market knowledge.

However, as these are fundamental characteristics of Dutch project developers, roles can differ
within urban development processes which relate to the type of developer. Therefore, we based
on Nozeman (2008), Vlek (2009), Wolting (2010) and Putman (2010), we briefly indicate the
five different types of Dutch project developers:
Independent developers: this is, in absolute numbers, the biggest group of often small-sized
developers. These developers often focus on specific or niche markets like housing, offices,
retail, or even areas. Once they operate successful, bigger developers related to construction
firms sometimes take over independent companies;
Developers related to construction firms: this is the group with the largest share of
development quantities with a strong relation to the construction and development
process. One of the main objectives is the constant generation of cash flow to secure the
continuation of the company and therefore the continuous development and production is
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of importance. Under influence of the increase of scale in the construction sector and the
decrease of market demand profit margins in recent years have lowered,;

Developers related to investors: this group particularly purchases or develops for their

real estate portfolio of the institutional investment company. The main objective of this
type of developer is to secure and increase yields with real estate portfolio for a long-term
operation period. Important characteristics of these developers are the constant generation
of cash flow and the involvement of end users as final occupiers of the real estate;
Developers related to banks: this big-sized development companies are related to banks
which act as financiers of developments. These firms have a strong focus on continuity and
turnover. As a result of the sufficient availability of and access to capital, these developers in
recent decades acquired large amounts of land for development;

Other developers: this type of developers originates from companies with another type

of core business from other sectors. They are, for instance related to railway or retail
companies, who often obtained positions on the basis of their conduct of business.

In terms of involvement in urban development processes, at least until 2008, we have seen
that especially project developers increased their influence in urban development. The reason
for this was the increased private land ownership due to large amounts of land acquisitions

in the 1990s under the Vinex-policy. As a result, De Zeeuw (2007) describes that market
actors (and project developers in specific) gained more influence in the initiative stages of the
development process, that he labelled as ‘the forward integration of market actors’. However,
as a result of the latest recession, project developers reconsider their financial position and
execute a strategy to sell land to local authorities with the aim of relieving their accumulating
land interest rates and obtaining liquidity. At the moment, like all other actors in Dutch urban
development, project developers are reconsidering their future role, as the social, economic,
spatial and organizational context for urban development has changed dramatically.

Housing associations

Housing Associations in the Netherlands can be considered as a special group in the private
sector. According to Nieboer & Gruis (2006) Dutch housing associations can be categorized

as mainly market-oriented (see Overmeeren & Zijlstra, 2009; Zijlstra, 2011), and often are
labelled as private institutions. However, due to the long history of government control over
and delivery task of social public housing, which was transferred to housing associations in

the 1980s, housing associations often also are regarded as semi-public institutions. “As a
consequence, Dutch housing associations are often typified as ‘hybrid’ organizations, which
carry out public tasks, but are independent, private organizations, having market-driven
objectives as well” (Priemus, 2001: 247-249). Van Dijk et al. (2002) illustrate that the
difficulty of positioning these actors as public or private lies in the discrepancy between mission
and business model; “A housing association has a societal mission, while at the same time they
are active on the market, operating on the basis of a business model.”

Gruis (2007) has indicated four types of Dutch housing associations according to their business
model: social housing manager, social housing investor, social innovator, and social real estate
entrepreneur. He argues that housing associations do think ‘market-oriented’ on the basis of
market demand, but not completely in conformity with the market as they do not solely steer
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on financial interests. Conijn (2005) determines housing associations as a “private entity
which operates on the basis of long-term social objectives to realize public goals”. In urban
development, housing associations are often involved in inner-city projects where they usually
have a stake because of their housing stock. Furthermore, we also have seen the growth of
commercial housing associations focusing on the development of owner occupied dwellings

in greenfield locations. Nevertheless, since the crisis, an intense both practical and academic
debate on the future role of Dutch housing associations takes place. Here, we notice a risk-
avoiding attitude which mostly points into the future direction of housing associations focusing
on their core task being social housing managers or investors.

Investors

Investors are often involved in urban development projects as a result of their ownership
position. The investor has a long-term business model by constantly investing in their real
estate portfolio in order to maximize returns (KEl, 2010). They also participate by extending
their portfolio by purchasing new real estate object in strategic urban development locations,
with the aim of improving yields for pension funds institutions. Investing in real estate is

based on generating yields, through returns from the rental (direct yields) or the growth of

real estate value (indirect yields). In contrast to project developers, investors do not have to
cope with presale housing percentages, as they do not focus on the sale market but the rent
market. Dependent on the position as a partner in a partnership model for urban development,
investors can also be risk-bearing actors in real estate development (Putman, 2010).
Nevertheless, the participating role of investors in urban development projects mainly can be
considered as passive, although they are crucial for the purchase of real estate objects and thus
the viability if urban development schemes and projects.

Consultancy firms

Consultancy firms are specialists who offer their expertise in the real estate development
process of urban development against a financial compensation (Putman, 2010). Their
contribution to urban development projects is content-related or process-oriented, and

they operate in different stages of development processes. Examples of advisors are urban
designers, architects, financial engineers, and process managers. The often take on specific task
from the commissioner of urban development projects, being public or private organizations,
or on the behalf of Public-Private Partnerships. An important characteristic of consultancy
firms is that they do not take on any direct risks. Due to the decrease of expertise and the labor
capacity of public actors in implementing urban development projects, advisors have become
increased in numbers and specialization. At the moment, due to the financial difficulties in
schemes and process stagnation of development projects, consultancy firms have become
more involved in urban development.
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Public-Private Relationship & Partnerships

With the main Dutch development actors in place, we now focus on the way these actors inter-
organize urban development projects. In the Netherlands, it is common to speak of partnership
or ‘cooperation’ models. This is a rather institutionalized organizational project-oriented
approach to ‘join up’ actors’ interests, means and objectives. A wide variety of ‘ideal’ theoretical
types of Public-Private Partnership models exist in Dutch development practice. Here, we focus
on the major characteristics of these models, followed by a more detailed description of the
concession model as the Dutch form of private sector-led urban development.

In Section 2.4 a brief overview of the theoretical characteristics of Public-Private Partnerships
(PPP) has been given. Here, it is sufficient to recall the definition of PPP as stated by Nijkamp et
al. (2002) which is used for this research:

Public-Private Partnerships were first introduced in the 1980s as an institutional instrument
incorporating organizational, legal and financial aspects for the cooperation on urban projects.

As aresult of the need for private sector investment, PPP models in urban development came

into being. The government’s Knowledge Center PPP (Kenniscentrum PPS, 2004) indicates

that five ‘ideal’ types of cooperation models are commonly used in Dutch urban development:
Public Realization, PPP Building Rights, PPP Joint Ventures, PPP Concessions, and Private
Realization. Table 4.1 shows the different roles of public and private actors in Dutch PPP models
for different development process stages and the underlying land use policies of public actors (see
Kenniscentrum PPS, 2006). All models are currently used for a variety of development projects.
However, in the last decade, the repertoire of cooperation models has been extended with private
sector-led models like the concession. In line of reasoning with our conceptual typology of urban
development projects (see Section 2.2.4). Dutch cooperation models can be seen as public
sector-dominated (public realization), public sector-led (building rights) public-private sector-led
(joint ventures), private sector-led (concessions) or private sector-dominated (private realization).

The choice for one of these models depends on a lot of factors. First, there are conditional
urban development characteristics like the desired functional programme (mixed or mono-
functional use), the existing urban situation (complexity and political importance), and

the estimated project duration (long or short term). Second, the availability of means from
public and private actors for the development are of crucial importance for the choice of the
PPP model, which are the availability of land (ownership and land policy), financial capacity
(investment), and organizational capacity (knowledge and personnel). And third, the allowance
of sharing or separating and avoiding or accepting risks, revenues, responsibilities and tasks
can be crucial factors for the PPP choice. Hence, these choices also determine the role of public
and private organizations and the amount of management measures they have throughout
urban development projects. Another interesting aspect of the different cooperation models is
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the relationship between financial aspects (risks) and organizational aspects (responsibilities)
on the other hand. These aspects are of importance for public and private roles. Theoretically,
Figure 4.2 shows that the more projects become private sector-led, the less risks and
responsibilities public actors have. But, this also means that the private sector’s growing
importance results in higher risks and responsibilities.

Private
Realization

Concession

Development Sub-stage Public
Stage Realization

Public

Building Rights  Joint Venture

Public or Public or Public Public or

- Private - Private : - Private
Plan & Visionand  Public  Public & - Public & - Public &  Private
feasibility program Private Private Private
Design plan : Public : Public & : Public & : Private : Private
Private Private

Realization Land Public Public Public & Private Private
development Private
Real estate - Public or - Private - Together or ~ Private - Private
development Private Private
Construction Private Private Private Private Private

Operation Maintenance = Public - Publicor - Publicor - Publicor - Publicor
public space Private Private Private Private

Land use

Active < > Passive

Table4.1
Public & private roles within Dutch PPP models (based on Kenniscentrum PPS, 2006)

Financial
aspect

Private Realization

High Private Risks
Low Public Risks

PPP Concessions

PPP Joint Ventures

PPP Building Rights

Public Realization

Low Private Risks
High Public Risks

High Public Responsibilities Low Public Responsibilities o
Organizational

aspect
Low Private Responsibilities High Private Responsibilities

Figure 4.2
Responsibilities & risk relationship in Dutch PPP models (based on Kenniscentrum PPS, 2006)
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To provide foreign readers with a better understanding about the Dutch cooperation models,
we will describe the basic characteristics of these ‘ideal type’ models. An exception is made for
the concession model which is described in more detail in the next section as it is our research
subject. Several authors have theoretically defined the inter-organizational public and private
roles on different institutional aspects of such models. For instance, Wolting (2006) focuses on
financial and organizational aspects, and Bregman & De Win (2005) describe legal aspects of
cooperation models.

Public realization

Public Realization in essence is not a Public-Private Partnership model as the *joining up’ of
risks and responsibilities between public and private actors does not take place. “In Public
Realization public actors acquire land within the development area, prepare the land for
building and housing, and sells building plots to interested parties who on their turn can
develop the land for functional purposes in line with the public land use plan. Through the land
price governments are able to influence the land development result, but also bear the risks
involved” (Wolting, 2006). In this regard, Public Realization can be seen as a public sector-
dominated model. Bregman & De Win (2005) argue that it involves an active public land policy
in which governments can also use compulsory purchase powers to acquire land from land
owners. Furthermore, they add that Public Realization can be seen as one of the ‘classical’
development models (the other is Private Realization) with a ‘traditional’ public-private role
division.

Building rights

The Building Rights model in general is considered to be a Public-Private Partnership model in
urban development in the Netherlands. The building rights model is often used in situations
of spread landownership in greenfield locations, with the aim of bringing landownership into
one hand (often municipalities). The principle of the model is that private actors often own
land which they then sell it to public actors against the legal right to develop (parts of) this land
after the municipalities prepared this land for development and construction. The transaction
of land from private to public actors often happens against a lower than market conform

price as private actors aim to counterbalance these losses with the revenues from the real
estate development in the realization stage. As land is owned by the public actor, this model

is often described as being public sector-led. The risks and revenues for land development
stay with the public actors, while the real estate development risk and revenues are taken by
the private actors. In theory, public tasks and private tasks are being separated according to
Wolting (2006). However, Van der Hee (2011), in a study on the building rights model, argues
that actors in practice work together on plan development, as private actors aim to secure the
preferred function for their plot in plan negotiations.

Bregman & De Win (2005) state that using the Building Rights model for urban development
also requires an active public land policy. Van der Cammen (2007) argues that this model

was the common way of developing in the Netherlands for years. In the last decade, however,
a withdrawing movement of local governments from the land market can be noticed
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(Priem, 2008). At the moment this model is still used in places where local authorities are
financially and technically able to buy and prepare land for development. Figure 4.3 shows
the relationship between public and private roles in land and real estate development in the
Building Rights model.
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Public & private roles in building rights model (based on Van Ophem, 2007 & NLBW, 2010)

151 Urban Development in the Netherlands @



Joint ventures

The Joint Venture model can be considered as a ‘pure’ Public-Private Partnership model

as ‘joining up’ takes place on organizational, legal and financial aspects. It is an often used
co-operation model in the Netherlands for large scale and complex urban development
projects, for which insufficient public capital is available to realize development ambitions,
so private capital becomes needed. In joint ventures public and private actors found a joint
Land Development Company (Dutch: GEM). However, there are also purely contractual joint
ventures without an independent legal entity. In a GEM, public and private actors hand over
all land in the development area to the GEM which prepares the land for construction and
releases land parcels for development. In principle, the GEM has the character of a ‘Privatized
Land Development Company on location level’ (Bregman & De Win, 2005), in which concrete
agreements on land prices, revenue and loss sharing, risk sharing and responsibilities are
made. Here, public actors operate within a private entity and under private agreements, thus
very much like market parties to recall Adams & Tiesdell (2010).

The risk for land development is being shared between the public and private organization in
proportion of their share of participation in the GEM. Often this is based on a fifty-fifty public-
private share in the GEM. The risk for the real estate development often lies with the private
actor within the GEM, but another variant called the joint Land & Real Estate Development
Company (GVM) can set up to include public actors to participate in the development of real
estate. Besides the land and real estate development task, GEMs also propose a ‘joint up’ plan
development for the location at hand. Figure 4.4 shows the relationship between public and
private roles in the land and real estate development in the Joint Venture model.

According to Wolting (2006) public and private actors in joint ventures have to preserve
themselves from the so-called ‘double hat’ problem: “For public actors this is the case when
they financially take advantage of the development under private law, while at the same time
they could act as a ‘caretaker’ of public interests possibly negatively influencing the financial
result of the development. For private actors this is the case when a private actor is represented
in the GEM and at the same time acts as real estate developer. In this situation the private
actors on the one hand serve the GEM aimed at optimizing the result of the land development,
while at the other hand they aim at optimizing the result of the real estate development for
which the private actor tries to purchase land for a minimum amount.”

These ‘hybrid’ public and private roles and ‘typical’ Dutch cooperation practice also have
caught the eye of the European Commission, which supports a more Anglo-Saxon based clear
separation of public and private roles (see Section 1.2.3). As a matter of fact, the European
Commission (2004) has frequently diagnosed that the tasks appointed to public and private
parties within the single corporate body are defined inaccurately and in some case are totally
absent in the contracts and agreements. This leads to problems with the transparency and
equality principles and the detriment of the pursuit objectives of common interest by public
bodies. Furthermore, the double hat problem creates frictions with European Union principles,
because it threatens public legitimacy, and brings along unnecessary public financial risks.
Even so, current Dutch PPP joint ventures can be contradictive to the statement of the
European Court of Justice (C-220/05) that close financial involvement of municipalities in
urban development projects which are meant to be brought on the market, may well be in
conflict with public procurement rules. According to Bregman (2010) the recent Muller-
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judgment by the European Court of Justice (C-451/08) implicates that future PPPs will be
based on a clear role division by law, in which public bodies operate within the public domain
and developers within the private domain.

From a European perspective, this ‘odd’ Dutch joint venture situation seems to be caused

by the unclear role of public actors as public commissioners and private developers. Even
more, this situation is a result of the established practical habit of public and private actors to
institutionalize public-private cooperation in rather complex inter-organizational partnerships
in urban development, instead of searching for other methods of cooperating which might
achieve similar results. These arguments support our search for new managerial instead of
institutional solutions to public-private cooperation, in which public and private roles are
clearly defined without blocking the process of ‘joining up’ both interests.
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