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IntroductIon

A major change has occurred in terms of how governments relate to other players for 

making policies and taking decisions. Developing solutions for societal problems, making 

and implementing public policies have increasingly become endeavours that governmental 

actors undertake collaboratively with other players, such as societal organizations, citizens 

or private actors (Bartels 2015; Cornwall and Coelho 2007; Edelenbos and Klijn 2005). The 

upsurge of labels like interactive policy making, co-governance, participatory and collab-

orative governance is illustrative for this trend towards more collaboration and interaction 

between governmental and other, non-state actors. These labels signpost new ways of 

governing that entail an ‘opening up’ of governance processes and a blurring of boundar-

ies between public, private and societal actors (Bingham 2011; Bradford 2016). They also 

reflect a move away from the traditional, hierarchical-instrumental style of governing to 

more horizontal governance strategies to solve societal problems (Edelenbos and Klijn 

2005; Termeer 2009).

This shift towards more collaborative modes of governance can be connected to many 

factors, but at least two trends in the contemporary societal landscape are particularly 

salient (see Emerson and Nabatchi 2015). First, traditional, hierarchical-instrumental ways 

of problem solving increasingly are considered to be no longer adequate to tackle com-

plex contemporary issues: ‘the dynamic complexity of many public problems defies the 

confines of the established “stove-piped” systems of problem definition, administration 

and resolution’ (Weber and Khademian 2008: 336) (see also Ansell and Gash 2008). Most 

major societal challenges transcend the capacity of single organizations, requiring new 

ways to approach public problems (O’Leary and Vij 2012; Bingham 2011). Collaborative 

governance strategies then are seen as a key response for dealing with today’s complex 

societal issues and the interdependencies these involve (Bradford 2016; Edelenbos and 

Klijn 2005; Sørensen and Torfing 2012; Termeer 2009). Idea is that the collaboration with 

a diversity of stakeholders helps policymakers to navigate complex policy contexts and 

‘craft more contextually appropriate policy solutions, harness expert knowledge, reduce 

the potential for policy-related conflict, increase policy receptivity, and facilitate shared 

understandings of policy problems and solutions’ (Siddiki and Goel 2017: 254). Second, 

the growth and experimentation with collaborative forms of governance is also believed 

to be related to the increasing demands for a more responsive and inclusive government 

(Ansell and Gash 2008). Citizens and other societal actors increasingly seek ‘additional 

avenues for engaging in governance’ resulting in new forms of public involvement and 

engagement (Ansell and Gash 2008; O’Leary and Vij 2012). By including citizens and other 

societal actors in the policy process and by promoting dialogue between participants with 

various backgrounds and values, collaborative forms of governance are regarded as a way 
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to decrease the perceived gap between government and society (Gustafson and Hertting 

2017; Termeer 2009).

In sum, the challenge of dealing with complex societal problems that transcend the capac-

ity of a single governmental unit, along with the pressure for a more responsive govern-

ment, has given rise to more collaborative forms of governance (O’Leary and Vij 2012). 

Throughout this thesis, collaborative governance is used as the umbrella term to refer 

to governance practices that build on stakeholder involvement, dialogue and consensus-

seeking and are utilized to address a broad array of policy issues (Robertson and Choi 

2012).

Empirically, this thesis concentrates on collaborative governance processes in the field of 

urban planning and development1, which we conceive as a governance activity (Healey 

1997, 2003; Stoker 1998). The shift towards more collaborative forms of governance also 

affected the field of urban planning and development, both in the Netherlands and abroad 

(Booher 2004; Healey 1997; Innes and Booher 1999; Voogd and Woltjer 1999). In planning 

literature, the emergence of such collaboration-oriented planning methodologies – which 

contrast with the traditional, modernistic rational model of planning – is often referred to 

as the ‘communicative turn’ in planning, which started around the 1990s (Healey 1996). 

The ‘communicative turn’ signposts a shift towards a more interactive and communicative 

approach to planning (Healey 1996; Harris 2002). In planning literature, the specific body 

of work, research and theory development that has been done on this topic, is often 

referred to as collaborative planning theory and literature (Healey 1997; Harris 2002). Col-

laborative planning is advanced as a ‘form of practice’2, which emphasizes – as does col-

laborative governance – the inclusion of relevant stakeholders, dialogue and deliberation, 

and consensus seeking (Innes and Booher 1999, 2003, 2015; Healey 1997; Forester 1999).

During the last decades, throughout the Western World, collaborative governance has 

become commonplace, even ‘imperative’, in administrative life (Bingham and O’Leary 

2006; Fung 2015; Thomson and Perry 2006). However, bringing together stakeholders 

that have different interests, missions and backgrounds, achieving ‘successful and en-

1 In this thesis, planning is seen as a governance activity (Healey 1997, 2003; Stoker 1998). Planning entails 
an interactive process to tackle problems or issues related to planning – here conceived as a future-oriented 
activity directed towards the imagination of the future city or area, both spatially and socially (Forester 1999; 
Hillier and Gunder 2005). Collaborative approaches to planning then can be considered as a specific form 
of the genus ‘collaborative governance’ (Ansell and Gash 2008).

2 Some authors in planning literature present collaborative planning or communicative planning as a ‘new 
paradigm’ in planning (Innes 1995). However, collaborative planning is, first and foremost, a ‘form’ of 
planning (Healey 1997). The term primarily suggests a practical orientation: it is about how communities 
can organize themselves to deal with a planning issue (Healey 1997).
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durable collaboration may be challenging’ (Heikkila and Gerlak 2016, 180-181; O’Leary 

and Vij 2012). Most scholars and practitioners recognize that, in practice, collaborative 

governance processes do not live up to their potential (Edelenbos 2005; Emerson and 

Nabatchi 2015; Huxham 2003; Termeer 2009). Collaborative inertia is often the outcome, 

despite the best efforts of participants (Emerson and Nabatchi 2015; Huxham 2003). While 

the main stream collaborative governance literature provides comprehensive overviews of 

the range of factors that lead to collaborative advantage or inertia, it pays far less atten-

tion to clarifying the dynamics in collaborative partnerships and its impact on governance 

outcomes. Only few scholars have actually attempted to empirically capture or theorize 

the dynamism inherent to collaborative governance (Bartels 2018; Healey 2007; Heikkila 

and Gerlak 2016; Kokx 2011; Stout, Bartels and Love 2018). Hence, Heikkila and Gerlak 

(2016, 516) comment: collaborative governance research should dig deeper into how 

and why collaborative processes and its constitutive elements actually evolve throughout 

their life cycle (see also O’Leary and Vij 2012). This study responds to this call. Insights in 

dynamics in collaborative governance processes can give us a more complete view of how 

a collaborative actually performs over time: from its inception to its culmination (O’Leary 

and Vij 2012). 

the focus of this study: Stakeholders’ relating dynamics and 
their connection to issue framing

The emphasis in this study is on the dynamics in stakeholder relations and on how these are 

connected to the dynamics in stakeholders’ issue framing in a collaborative process over 

time. The dominant focus is on the first. Both process dimensions are deemed of critical 

importance to the long-term success and durability of collaborative governance processes 

(Bouwen and Taillieu 2004; Dewulf et al. 2009; Healey 2003). Our aim is, however, not 

to assess or evaluate how these process dimensions contribute to the success of a given 

collaborative, rather it is to explore how these process dimensions evolve in a collaborative 

over time, and how they shape each other over time.

In the following two sections, we further elaborate on the critical role of stakeholders’ 

relating dynamics and the issue framing dynamics within collaborative governance pro-

cesses, i.e. the two process dimensions we focus upon in this study.
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collaboratIve governance aS a relatIonal 
endeavor

According to the literature, much of the ability of a collaborative to solve public problems 

hinges on the quality of stakeholder relations. As Foster-Fishman et al. (2001, 251) com-

ment:

Collaboration is ultimately about developing the social relationships needed to achieve 

collaborative work, and when they evolve in a positive manner, they facilitate access to 

needed resources [Lin, 1999], promote the stakeholder commitment, satisfaction, and in-

volvement needed to successfully pursue collaborative endeavors [Butterfoss et al., 1996; 

Sheldon-Keller et al., 1995], foster coalition viability [Gottlieb et al., 1993] and increase the 

likelihood that coalition efforts will be sustained long-term [Chavis, 1995].’

The notion that stakeholder relations are crucial for collaborative work and its outcomes 

‘is common almost to the point of being axiomatic in the literature’ (Nowell 2009b, 197). 

Healey et al. (2003, 66) for instance, refer to stakeholder relations as a ‘reservoir of ca-

pacities for urban governance initiatives’. Similarly, Hillier (2000, 34) emphasizes how ‘the 

process of planning reflects the quality of relationships’. Hence, collaborative governance 

processes can be considered as essentially relational endeavours: they build and depend 

on the way stakeholders communicate and relate with each other – on what emerges in 

the ‘in-between’ (Bartels 2013; see also Bouwen and Taillieu 2004). Hence, what can be 

achieved in collaborative settings, so Bartels (2013) argues, can thus be seen as a ‘social 

product’.

Given the importance of stakeholder relations in collaborative governance, scholars have 

gained many insights in the relational qualities that are considered critical to engender col-

laborative success. For one thing, scholars emphasize trust as a key relational quality, even 

as a ‘sine qua non’, for collaboration (Ansell and Gash 2008; Bryson et al. 2006; Emerson 

et al. 2012; Healey et al. 2003; Healey 1997; Huxham 2003; Innes and Booher 2003; 

Thomson and Perry 2006; Thomson, Perry and Miller 2007). Trust, here, is understood as 

the common belief among a group of stakeholders that all negotiate honestly – or have 

the intention to be fair, open and honest – and will not take undue advantage of each 

other (Cummings and Bromiley 1996; Thomson, Perry and Miller 2007). In collaborative 

governance literature, trusting relations are considered to be both ‘the lubricant and the 

glue – that is, [trusting relations] facilitate the work of collaboration and they hold the 

collaboration together’ (Bryson et al. 2006). Hence, trust is considered to be critical for 

the success of collaborative governance processes: ‘success in establishing and nurturing 

trust [is] fundamental to their overall success’ (Booher 2004, 34) (see also Healey 1997; 
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Oh & Bush 2016). Authors also point to the role of mutual respect among stakeholders 

(Ansell and Gash 2008; Emerson et al. 2012; Thomson and Perry 2006; Thomson, Perry 

and Miller 2007). Stakeholders need to show respect vis-à-vis each other’s opinions and 

positions and appreciate each other’s input (Thomson, Perry and Miller 2007; Agger and 

Löfgren 2008). Hence, in collaborative governance processes, dialogues should be based 

on respect (Agger and Löfgren 2008; Innes and Booher 2003). Another relational quality 

that is often brought forward in literature is reciprocity (Agger and Löfgren 2008; Ansell 

and Gash 2008; Emerson et al. 2012, Innes and Booher 2003; Thomson and Perry 2006; 

Thomson, Perry and Miller 2007). Reciprocity refers to the idea or perception that what 

a stakeholder ‘gives’ or ‘invests’ in the collaboration, will (in the end) be ‘reciprocated’ 

or returned, based on the norm or duty of ‘reciprocity’, i.e. the idea of reciprocal obliga-

tions. In this respect, Thomson, Perry and Miller (2007: 28), speak of ‘an “I-will-if-you-will” 

mentality’. It is about the idea that (in the end) benefits and costs linked to the collabora-

tion will be distributed equally among stakeholders. Innes and Booher (2003) argue how 

stakeholder relations characterized by reciprocity ‘become the glue for [stakeholders’] 

continuing work’ (2003: 42). Within collaborative governance and collaborative planning 

literature, reciprocity is, together with trust, also mentioned as an aspect of social capital 

– which is put forward as an important resource in collaborative undertakings (Ansell and 

Gash 2008; Agger and Löfgren 2008; Innes and Booher 2003; Healey 1997; Healey et al. 

2003; Thomson and Perry 2006; Thomson, Perry and Miller 2007). Mutuality is yet another 

relational quality that is often mentioned in collaborative governance literature (Ansell and 

Gash 2008; Thomson and Perry 2006; Thomson, Perry and Miller 2007). Broadly defined, 

mutuality can be seen as the feeling among stakeholders that they need to deal with the 

present issue together. It is about recognizing mutual interdependence and about seeing 

the value of jointly tackling the given issue (Emerson et al. 2012). Finally, also openness 

and transparency are put forward as important relational qualities in collaborative settings 

(Ansell and Gash 2008; Thomson and Perry 2006; Thomson, Perry and Miller 2007). This 

pertains to the idea that stakeholders need to communicate openly and share information 

with each other, i.e. that there are no hidden agendas or ‘backroom private deals’ (Ansell 

and Gash 2008: 557).

In summary, collaborative governance scholars clearly acknowledge the significance of 

stakeholder relations, and they have put considerable effort into identifying and getting 

insight in the relational qualities that engender collaborative success. However, much of 

the studies in collaborative governance mainly focus on the question on how to manage 

these relations, i.e., display an instrumental-strategic approach to relating, rather than 

on how relations are valuable in and of themselves, and lead a life on their own – and 

how that ‘relational life’, in turn, affects the collaborative process (Bartels and Turnbull 

2019). In doing so, collaborative governance literature tends to shift attention away from 
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the ‘actual’ doing of a relationship, and, as such, masks the empirical dynamic, evolving 

nature of relations, which ‘by means of interaction, [are] interwoven with and affected by 

[…] contingencies and, as such can be quite unpredictable’ (Crossley 2010, 9). This thesis 

explicitly aims to turn attention to this ‘doing’ of a relationship and its dynamic, evolving 

nature. Relations are conceived as inherently ‘dynamic phenomena’, as continuously and 

inevitably evolving: ‘their “nature” is ever open to modification, definition, construction 

and change (e.g. Crossley 2010; Fuhse 2009; Emirbayer 1997). 

Stakeholders’ relating dynamics in this thesis: a focus on 
interpersonal meaning making

As argued above, the relational dimension of collaborative governance processes have 

received a fair amount of attention in the literature (Bartels and Turnbull 2019; Emerson 

and Nabatchi 2015). Mostly, scholars have focused on this relational dimension from a 

structural and/or institutional approach. The first – the structural approach – places empha-

sis on the structural features of relations, or, on a network’s morphology (e.g. Healey et al. 

2003; Holman 2008). Mapping the structural nature of relations consists of determining 

who is connected to who, and how strong relations are, i.e. of determining the patterns 

of interaction and connection (Emerson and Nabatchi 2015). In short, structural mapping 

is about observing ‘either the absence/presence of a specified type of relationship […] or 

a quantifiable variation within such relations (e.g. strength, frequency of meeting etc.)’ 

(Crossley 2010, 7-8). An institutional approach, on the other hand, focuses more on less 

tangible, informal aspects of relations (Emerson and Nabatchi 2015). This approach turns 

attention to the common norms and rules that are established and developed by actors in 

a network and that structure relations (e.g. Healey et al. 2003; Oh and Bush 2016; Ostrom 

2011). These norms and rules are considered to be important ‘resources’ for collective 

action. Research (whether explicitly or implicitly) adhering to this approach focuses for 

instance on determining the relational resources of networks – often conceptualized as 

social capital – inhering in a network (see for instance Healey 1998; Innes and Booher 

2000; Oh and Bush 2016).

This thesis, however, advances an alternative take on stakeholder relations: it places em-

phasis on how stakeholders live through and come to give meaning to their relations in 

their everyday ‘relating’. It envisions to understand both the coherent and ordered aspects 

of these experiences and meanings and the indeterminate, fluid and fragmentary aspects 

of everyday relating (Throop 2003). Relations are considered as ‘phenomenological reali-

ties’ or ‘networks of meaning’, composed of ‘stories’ that unfold and change over time 

(White 1992, in Fuhse 2009). It considers relations as, through interactions, interpersonally 

established forms of meanings (Duck 1990, 1994; Fuhse 2009; Crossley 2010). Relation-

8 Erasmus Medical Center Rotterdam



ships continue to unfold and develop through these interactions. This thesis thus explicitly 

shifts attention to this unfolding ‘world of meanings’ interweaving interpersonal relations 

(Fuhse and Mützel 2011). By doing so, it seeks to contribute to insights in interpersonal 

relational meaning making - as opposed to structural or institutional characteristics. This 

interpersonal relational meaning making, so scholars argue, have an important bearing on 

collaborations, but are often left out of the equation in collaborative governance studies 

(O’Leary and Vij 2012; Stout 2012). Developing an understanding of the dynamism in 

stakeholders’ interpersonal relational meaning making is the first central theme of this 

study.

collaboratIve governance and proceSSeS of 
framIng

Besides being a relational endeavour, collaborative governance processes also encompass 

a substantive dimension: they are explicitly oriented at reaching mutually beneficial solu-

tions or, at best, consensus between stakeholders on a policy issue of common concern 

(Ansell and Gash 2008; Emerson et al. 2012; Innes and Booher 2004). In recent years, 

policy actors (and policy analysts) have become increasingly aware that policy (group) 

dialogues are in fact complicated interactions ‘concerning the “correct” interpretation of 

the situation they are facing’ (van Hulst and Yanow 2016, 104). There is no neutral way of 

understanding a situation, it is always interpreted or “framed” in a particular way (Abolafia 

2004). In addition, in a collaborative setting, in which the policy dialogue is broadened to 

include citizens, societal organizations and private actors, the “playing field” is crowded 

with even more framers, with different professional and educational backgrounds. In 

such a situation, it is more than likely that they will bring different understandings of the 

policy situation to the table (Putnam and Holmer 1992; Healey 2003, van Buuren 2009). 

Hence, collaborating on solving public problems can be seen as a struggle over ideas and 

meaning construction, between multiple interpretive communities, concerning the policy 

situation at hand (Abolafia 2004). This highlights the critical role of frames in collaborative 

governance processes (Nowell 2009b; van Buuren 2009). In general, the notion of a frame 

reflects an actor’s perspectival understanding of the situation, which serves as a guidepost 

to approach it in specific ways (Putnam and Holmer 1992; Rein and Schon 1993; van Hulst 

and Yanow 2016). 

In this study, the focus is on the way stakeholders come to frame the substantive content of 

the policy issue, i.e., their issue framing. Issue frames refer to the way in which stakehold-

ers conceptualize, define and understand the policy issue in their own specific ways, based 

on their own position, experiences and background (Dewulf et al. 2009; Gray 2004; Healey 
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1997, 2003; van Hulst and Yanow 2016). Scholars further argue how (a certain extent of) 

alignment or convergence of these different issue frames is a central task in collaborative 

governance processes: ‘the core work has to do with working on some commonality in 

the lived and enacted diversity of ideas, interests, actions and purposes’ (Bouwen and 

Taillieu 2004: 144) (see also De Roo and Porter 2007; Dewulf et al. 2009; Putnam and 

Holmer 1992; van Buuren 2009). Similarly van Buuren (2009, 212) argues: ‘The legitimacy 

of governance processes depends in large measure on the extent to which this plurality 

of normative interpretations is recognized and consensus is reached […]’. In sum, the 

extent to which frame convergence or alignment is achieved, it is held, is an important 

facilitator for collaborative success or failure (Ansell and Gash 2008; Innes and Booher 

1999; Gray 2004; Nowell 2009b; van Buuren 2009). This study takes an interactionist 

approach to issue frames: issue frames are considered to be constructed, reconstructed 

and deconstructed through interaction processes. In other words, the analytical focus is on 

issue framing rather than on issue frames, i.e. on the ‘interactive, intersubjective processes 

through which frames are constructed’ (van Hulst and Yanow 2016, 93). Turning attention 

to issue framing draws attention to ‘the constant sense-making work of multiple actors’ 

involved in collaborative processes, i.e., it draws attention to the dynamic and processual 

character of stakeholders’ understandings of the substantive content of the policy issue.

Issue framing dynamics in this thesis: focus on their 
connection with stakeholders’ relating dynamics

Collaborative governance theorists argue that the way issue frames change and evolve 

and become aligned – or not – is related to the relational dimension in collaborative gov-

ernance processes: if stakeholder relations evolve in a positive manner, it is more likely 

that stakeholders will succeed in aligning their frames (Foster-Fishman et al. 2001; Dewulf 

et al. 2005). At the same time, a lack of frame alignment/convergence can impede the 

development of positive stakeholder relations (Nowell 2009b). Hence, it is held that the 

relational and substantive dimension, i.e. stakeholders’ relating and issue framing in a col-

laborative governance process are inextricably linked (Bouwen 2001; Bouwen and Taillieu 

2004; Healey 2003; Nienhuis 2014). Yet, while this is often theoretically assumed, there 

is only limited empirical research on how relating dynamics connect with issue framing 

dynamics and vice versa in practice (Bingham, Nabatchi and O’Leary 2006; Bingham and 

O’Leary 2008). This thesis intends to address this lacuna by empirically analysing stake-

holders’ relating dynamics and their connection with issue framing dynamics. Hence, the 

second theme of this thesis is developing an understanding of the connection between 

stakeholder relating dynamics and framing dynamics.
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reSearch aIm and queStIon

As indicated above, this thesis, first and foremost, aims to develop a dynamic understand-

ing of stakeholder relations in collaborative governance processes. In other words, it seeks 

to get insight in stakeholders’ relating dynamics. In addition, this thesis aims to understand 

and explore the connection between stakeholders’ relating dynamics and the issue framing 

dynamics (and vice versa) at play in collaborative governance processes. The main research 

question of this thesis is as follows:

How and why do stakeholder relations evolve over time in collabora-
tive governance processes, and how do relating dynamics interplay 
with the issue framing dynamics?

To develop an answer to this research question, this study is broken down into a number 

of consecutive steps.

As a first step, this thesis considers how stakeholders’ relating dynamics and their con-

nection with issue framing dynamics can be systematically analysed. The major thrust of 

this analytical challenge is to develop theoretical and analytical grip necessary to study 

stakeholders’ relating dynamics. Whereas there is agreement that collaborative governance 

processes, and stakeholders’ relating herein are inherently dynamic, the current literature 

offers neither strong theoretical grip, nor analytical tools to systematically analyse the 

dynamism of stakeholder relations (or other process elements of collaborative governance 

for that matter)(see for an exception Heikkila and Gerlak 2016). Yet, relations are not 

static, they are ‘not permanent stations or states, so much as temporary transitions or […] 

continuous processes’ (Duck 1990, 6) (see also Crossley 2010; Fuhse and Mützel 2011; 

Fuhse 2009). As Crossley (2010, 8) mentions: relationships ‘are lived histories of iterated 

interactions which constantly evolve as a function of continued interaction between par-

ties (or significant absences of interaction)’. Hence, a central challenge in this first step is 

to introduce and develop a theoretical perspective and analytical tools to study relating 

dynamics and link them to the analytical concepts drawn from framing literature to analyse 

framing dynamics (Chapter 2).

The second step in this thesis is methodological in nature. A central methodological con-

cern is how to capture stakeholders’ relating and issue framing dynamics? The overarching 

analytical and empirical focus of this thesis on understanding and explaining the dynamic 

and evolving nature of collaborative governance, and relations and issue frames herein, 

implies a research methodology that allows to gain insight in how and why stakeholder 

relations and issue frames evolve over time and how they are connected. This implies 
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developing a longitudinal view on these phenomena (Bizzi and Langley 2012; Demir and 

Lychnell 2015; Langley et al. 2013). Yet, although collaborative governance literature 

points to the dynamic nature of collaborative governance processes, it is largely devoid of 

longitudinal process studies (Heikkila and Gerlak 2016; O’Leary and Vij 2012). Hence, the 

methodological step to be taken is to develop and reflect on a methodological approach 

that is sensitive to change and motion in stakeholder relations and issue frames. This 

methodological approach can then be used to empirically ‘track’ stakeholders’ relating 

dynamics and issue framing dynamics over time, in retrospect and in real time, and the 

connections between these two dynamics (Chapter 3, Chapter 4).

A third and final step in this thesis consists of the empirical investigation of stakeholder 

relating dynamics and framing dynamics, and the interplay between both, in two concrete 

collaborative governance processes. The previous steps feed this empirical investigation: 

the theoretical perspective and analytical framework developed in the first step, and the 

methodological approach developed in the second form the basis for conducting two 

empirical studies, each focusing on a different case. To our knowledge, few empirical 

studies have particularly paid attention to the dynamic nature of stakeholder relations and 

their interplay with framing dynamics over time. However, given the importance of both 

dynamics in collaborative governance and their assumed connection, it is critical to develop 

a better empirical understanding of these dynamics and of how they are connected over 

time. The first of these two empirical studies focuses on describing and explaining the relat-

ing dynamics of the collaborative dealing with the urban (re)development of Katendrecht, 

an area in the city of Rotterdam, the Netherlands (the Katendrecht case) (Chapter 5), as 

such addressing the first part of our research question. The second empirical study focuses 

on analysing the framing and relating dynamics and exploring the connection between 

both within the collaborative partnership dealing with the urban regeneration of Vreewijk, 

also located in the city of Rotterdam (Chapter 6), as such addressing the second part of 

our research question.
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outlIne of thIS theSIS

This thesis consists of five parts.

Part I is this introductory chapter.

Part II focuses on the theoretical and analytical approach used in this thesis. It consists of 

one chapter, chapter 2, which presents the theoretical perspective towards stakeholder 

relations – more specifically relational dialectics theory (Baxter and Montgomery 1996; 

Baxter 2011) – a perspective that explicitly approaches relations as dynamic phenomena 

and places change, flux and fluidity of interpersonal relations on the foreground. Drawing 

on this theoretical perspective, chapter 2 further introduces analytical concepts to system-

atically analyse stakeholder relating dynamics. These concepts are then related to analytical 

concepts drawn from framing literature that enable to study issue framing dynamics.

Part III discusses the methodological approach developed and used in this thesis. Both 

chapter 3 and chapter 4 consider methodological issues that are related to studying rela-

tions as dynamic phenomena. Chapter 3 deals with questions of ‘design’: how to study 

stakeholders’ relating dynamics (i.e. evolving lived relational experiences)? This chapter first 

considers the challenges related hereto. It then presents and discusses a methodological 

approach that can be used for a systematic, longitudinal investigation of stakeholders’ 

relating dynamics. Chapter 4 can be considered as a spin-off of chapter 3: whereas chap-

ter 3 explicates the research approach, chapter 4 explores and reflects upon the application 

of this approach in practice. Although not explicitly positioned as such in chapter 3, this 

research approach can be characterized as a process-oriented research approach. Process 

studies explicitly focus on the temporal evolution and dynamism of phenomena. Chapter 4 

explores the ontological groundings of process-oriented approaches more in general and, 

related to this, of focusing on and thinking in terms of change, dynamism, etc. and lays 

bare the potentials and difficulties related to ‘doing’ such a process study.

Part IV presents the empirical findings of this thesis. Chapter 5 presents the findings of a 

longitudinal, in-depth case study on the relating dynamics between stakeholders in the 

collaborative partnership dealing with the urban development of Katendrecht, an area in 

the city of Rotterdam, the Netherlands. The central question in this chapter is how stake-

holder relations evolve and why they do as they do. This chapter presents a description and 

explanation of stakeholders’ relating dynamics. Chapter 6, focusing on another case, the 

urban regeneration of Vreewijk, deals with the question of how relating dynamics playing 

in a collaborative partnership are connected with the issue framing dynamics. This chapter 
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outlines both the issue framing and relating dynamics of the collaborative partnership and 

explores the connection between both.

Part V consists of chapter 7, the concluding chapter of this thesis. In this chapter, we 

discuss and reflect upon the value of the analytical and methodological approach advanced 

in this study. We also discuss our empirical findings and provide conclusions on the way 

stakeholder relations evolve and on how relating dynamics are connected to framing 

dynamics in collaborative governance processes. Finally, in this chapter, we also set out an 

agenda for future research and formulate some insights that can aid practitioners involved 

in collaborative partnerships. Figure 1.1 visualizes the outline of this thesis.

PART I
Introduction to the study

Part II
Theoretical and 

analytical approach

PART III
Methodological approach

PART IV
Empirical analysis of relating and 

issue framing dynamics in 
collaborative governance 

processes

PART V
Conclusions & discussion

Chapter 1|Relating and issue framing dynamics in 
collaborative governance.

Chapter 2|Pathways of stakeholders’ relations and 
frames in collaborative planning practices: A 
framework to analyse relating and framing dynamics.

Chapter 6|Framing through relating or relating 
through framing? Exploring the connection between 
framing and relating dynamics in a collaborative 
governance process.

Chapter 7|Conclusions & discussion

OUTLINE OF THIS STUDY

Chapter 3|Coming to grips with life-as-experienced: 
Piecing together research to study stakeholders’ lived 
relational experiences in collaborative planning 
processes.

Chapter 4|Plunging into the process: methodological 
reflections on a process-oriented study of 
stakeholders’ relating dynamics.

Chapter 5|Mapping stakeholders’ relating pathways 
in collaborative planning processes: A longitudinal 
case study of an urban regeneration partnership.

RESEARCH STEPS

(3) EMPIRICAL STEP
Describing and explaining relating dynamics of 
a collaborative partnership (case Katendrecht);
Describing relating and framing dynamics and 
exploration of connection between both in a 
collaborative partnership (case Vreewijk).

(1) ANALYTICAL STEP
Introduce and develop a theoretical 
perspective and analytical tools to study 
stakeholder relating dynamics and framing 
dynamics.

(2) METHODOLOGICAL STEP
Develop and reflect on a methodological 
approach that is sensitive to change and motion 
in stakeholder relations and frames.

Figure 1.1. Outline of this study.
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