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ABSTRACT 
To cope with the multi-faceted challenges our world is increasingly con
fronted with, new planning approaches aimed at integration and collabor
ation are adopted. Co-creation is one of them. In literature, co-creation is 
described as facilitating innovation and creativity. Similar to other collabora
tive approaches, it can build institutional capacity and thereby adaptivity for 
coping with current challenges. Through an in-depth study of the case of 
replanning the Hegewarren polder in the Netherlands, we show that a co- 
creation process can support the development of institutional capacity by 
enhancing its three components – intellectual, social, and political capital.
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Introduction

Our world is increasingly confronted with multi-faceted challenges encompassing technical, eco
logical, economic, and social dimensions. Coping with them requires exploring ‘win-win-wins’ 
that combine economic, social and environmental aspects through collaboration among diverse 
stakeholders, and experimentation with new flexible, cooperative and integrative planning 
approaches. Consequently, in planning practice there have emerged various collaborative 
approaches (Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Puerari et al., 2018), which respect and seek to integrate the 
stakeholders’ heterogeneity of values, perspectives, and types of knowledge, and show “explicit 
appreciation of complexity and uncertainty, likelihood of surprise and need for flexibility and 
adaptive capacity” (Kemp et al., 2005, p. 17).

One of these collaborative approaches is co-creation. It originates from the business domain, 
where it successfully created innovative products and services due to involving customers in the 
creation process (Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004; Puerari et al., 2018). 
Co-creation has recently gained popularity in planning due to its expected benefits not only 
in terms of innovation and creativity but also in terms of creating a more fair, sustainable and 
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socially connected society in the face of increasingly intricate challenges (Ansell & Torfing, 2021; 
Leino & Puumala, 2021; Voorberg et al., 2015). Co-creation has numerous interpretations derived 
from the various domains where it is utilized. We follow the definition proposed by Ansell and 
Torfing (2021), who define co-creation as a “process through which a broad range of inter
dependent actors engage in distributed, cross-boundary collaboration in order to define com
mon problems and design and implement new and better solutions” (p. 6). This definition 
indicates that the contribution of ‘co-creation’ to the planning field may go beyond creating 
smart alternatives by building institutional capacity, defined by Polk (2011) as the ability to 
respond to and manage social and environmental challenges through decision-making, planning 
and implementation processes.

Existing studies have mainly focused on definitional issues, on the conditions co-creation 
needs to thrive, and its tangible outcomes (Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Voorberg et al., 2015). Our 
research explores whether and how co-creation, as a collaborative planning approach, may con
tribute to building institutional capacity for integrative, collaborative, and adaptive (spatial) plan
ning. The research is structured around three constituting elements, namely the intellectual 
capital or knowledge resources, the social capital or social networks and relations, and political 
capital or the capacity to act collectively (Healey, 2006; Khakee, 2002), which Cars et al. (2017) 
identify as the building blocks of institutional capacity.

To understand how co-creation may enable the development of institutional capacity in prac
tice, we adopt an in-depth case study approach (Flyvbjerg, 2001) and look at how the intellec
tual, social, and political capitals are expressed over time in the replanning case of the 
Hegewarren polder, situated in the Province of Friesland, in the northern Netherlands. In this 
case, the Province of Friesland (‘the Province’), in collaboration with Waterboard Friesland (‘the 
Waterboard’) and the Smallingerland Municipality (‘the Municipality’), initiated a process to co- 
create potential future development scenarios for the polder.

The following section provides an overview of the elements of our analytical framework. 
Next, we introduce the research methodology and an overview of the case study, followed by a 
section providing the case study findings. The last two sections consist of the analysis and dis
cussion, respectively the conclusions of our research.

Capacity Building through Co-Creation. A Capitals’ Perspective

To explore whether and how co-creation contributes to building institutional capacity, we follow 
Cars et al. (2017), who argue that building up institutional capacity happens by affecting each 
of its three components: the knowledge resources (intellectual capital), the relational resources 
(social capital), and the capacity for mobilization (political capital).

Intellectual Capital

The intellectual capital refers to a collective social knowledge and knowing capability (Nahapiet 
& Ghoshal, 1998). As previously mentioned, challenges in planning may be defined in multiple 
ways and may have multiple responses depending on the different stakeholders’ knowledge, 
values, perspectives and interests. Therefore, a diverse base of knowledge resources is essential 
for enabling a comprehensive perspective of the problem at stake, formulating a joint problem 
definition, and boosting ‘collective creativity’ (Puerari et al., 2018; R�adulescu et al., 2022). From 

640 M. A. RĂDULESCU ET AL.



the reviewed literature, we distinguish four key attributes for building intellectual capital: inte
gration of knowledge, local knowledge, reflection and evaluation, and integrators.

According to Ansell and Torfing (2021), it is important that the co-creation process stimulates 
the integration of knowledge, understood as “the process of bundling knowledge from diverse 
sources to jointly solve complex problems” (Acharya et al., 2022, p. 1). Ansell and Torfing (2021) 
mention knowledge integration as paramount for advancing problem-solving capacity because 
“innovations are new combinations of existing knowledge and incremental learning” (Kogut & 
Zander, 1992, p. 392).

Further, a co-creation process should incorporate local knowledge developed through the 
stakeholders’ experiences related to the context and location (Edelenbos et al., 2011; Hilbers 
et al., 2022; Kytt€a et al., 2013). Integrating local knowledge with scientific or expert knowledge, 
in which the focus is mainly on technical expertise (Van Buuren & Edelenbos, 2004), together 
with bureaucratic knowledge that connects to administrative and governmental practices 
(Edelenbos et al., 2011), is essential for the design alternatives to be context-responsive.

According to Akhilesh (2017) and Rill and H€am€al€ainen (2018), a co-creation process should 
resemble a learning journey and take the form of an iterative process sprinkled with moments 
of reflection and evaluation. Multiple iterative loops allow improvement through learning 
(Hagman et al., 2018; Steen & Van Bueren, 2017). R�adulescu et al. (2022) show that a co-creation 
process can include loops during the initial phase for the creation of a generally agreed upon 
problem definition and process rules, during the co-creative design phase when design alterna
tives are developed, or during the evaluation phase when groups of internal or external evalua
tors appraise these alternatives and propose changes or refinements. Finally, given the practical, 
normative, epistemic and ontological challenges of knowledge integration (Byskov, 2020), for 
the building up intellectual capital, co-creation processes need integrators. According to 
Nystr€om et al. (2014), integrators are people with the capacity and experience to understand 
the language and perspectives of others, and thus have the ability to integrate heterogenous 
knowledge and development ideas into a functional entity.

Social Capital

According to Bourdieu (1986), social capital is “the aggregate of the actual or potential resour
ces which are linked to possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalized rela
tionships of mutual acquaintance and recognition” (p. 248). Social capital refers to the social 
structures and interpersonal relations (Som, 2014) and the creation and maintenance of social 
relations and interactions between diverse stakeholders. These result in the build-up of 
‘relational resources’ (Healey, 2006; Khakee, 2002), thus enabling the creation of coalitions and 
the development of shared values for influencing decision-making processes.

According to Rill and H€am€al€ainen (2018) and Steen and Van Bueren (2017), for a co-creation 
process inclusiveness and diversity is essential. A co-creation process characterized by inclusive
ness and diversity encompasses a wide range of stakeholders and their various perspectives, 
and fosters the identification of innovative ways to build upon interdependencies and develop 
collective creativity (Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Rill & H€am€al€ainen, 2018).

For the social interactions to flourish and the relational resources to emerge, the co-creation 
process needs to be based on and foster trust among the different stakeholders. Various authors 
stress the importance of initial trust, which is influenced by the history of stakeholder relations 
(Ansell & Gash, 2007; Bryson et al., 2006). Antecedents of hostile relations determine low levels 
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of trust and low commitment and willingness for co-creation (Ansell & Gash, 2007). 
Contrarywise, antecedents of good cooperation prompt stakeholders’ willingness to co-create 
because they serve as guarantees for adopting a risk-taking behaviour, which “is not about 
avoiding or eliminating vulnerability, or resigning to it, but about positively accepting it” 
(M€ollering, 2008, p. 8). Important is also the cultural context in which the co-creation process is 
embedded. Meyer (2015) distinguishes between countries that favour task-based trust (e.g., 
Netherlands, Denmark, Germany, US) that is built through business-related activities, and coun
tries that favour trust based on social relations (e.g., Spain, Italy, Mexico, Brazil). According to 
Vangen and Huxham (2003), the design of a co-creation process, its place within the formal 
planning and decision-making process, and the wide range of stakeholders involved can bring 
about power imbalances which may lead to mistrust. To prevent mistrust and to enable social 
capital building, attention needs to be paid to the different dimensions of trust and their 
dynamics over time, i.e., the trust based on interpersonal bonds and interaction built via per
sonal contact, the trust based on others’ values and norms, and the trust in (planning) institu
tions, the planning system and the planning profession (Laine et al., 2022; Swain & Tait, 2007).

By enabling social interactions among diverse stakeholders that possess various skills, know
ledge resources, and expertise, co-creation may facilitate building a shared language, a shared 
vision, and shared values (Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Hagman et al., 2018; Steen & Van Bueren, 
2017). For this, it is vital to keep the language simple, eliminate jargon as much as possible, and 
ensure that all participants feel welcome and willing to engage (R�adulescu et al., 2022; Steen & 
Van Bueren, 2017). A shared language provides a “shared medium of communication” (Hedlund, 
1999, p. 11) that helps build mutual understanding and social capital.

According to Haataja et al. (2018), for social relations to develop throughout a co-creation 
process, a key role is played by the facilitator who creates a suitable atmosphere, helps to create 
trust, enables a multi-voiced creative process, and ensures the fluency of the process. The facili
tator enables the transformation of a group of stakeholders into one with a shared vision and 
values, all while remaining outside the actual development process (Hagman et al., 2018; 
Heikkinen et al., 2007).

Political Capital

Szreter and Woolcock (2004, p. 655) define political capital as “the norms of respect and net
works of trusting relationships between people who are interacting across explicit, formal or 
institutionalized power or authority gradients in society.” Political capital relates to power rela
tions, potentially enabling better resources, a better position, and a stronger voice in the plan
ning process.

Being aimed at facilitating change, co-creation processes need to mobilize as much know
ledge, relational, financial or technical resources as possible (Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Steen & Van 
Bueren, 2017). This is because the generation and implementation of innovative interventions 
can be improved when different resources are mobilized, exchanged, and coordinated (Hartley 
et al., 2013).

Torfing et al. (2021) argue that co-creation helps to build joint ownership of the process and 
the created alternatives, thus promoting their flow through the decision-making process and 
leading to their implementation. Participation and dialogue (Hartley et al., 2013) regarding the 
design and management decisions and the allocation of roles, tasks and responsibilities 
supports joint ownership building.
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For building up political capital, it is vital to create storylines, understood as “narratives on 
social reality through which elements from many different domains are combined and that 
provide actors with a set of symbolic references that suggest a common understanding” 
(Hajer, 1997, p. 62). Storylines define problems, alternatives and goals in rather broad and 
ambiguous terms, and put in the spotlight a winning argument that can attract and align 
multiple stakeholders with diverging interests (Ansell & Torfing, 2021). All-encompassing 
storylines help to build political support and thus contribute to the ‘migration’ of creative out
comes outside the informal co-creation arena towards the formal planning and decision- 
making arenas.

Finally, adopting collaborative planning approaches which involve process- and organiza
tional-related changes, requires key persons in mobilization efforts (Khakee, 2002). Hence, 
Bonvillian and Weiss (2015) stress the critical role of change agents as catalysts for change. 
Change agents are experienced and knowledgeable individuals who can overcome potential 
resistance from different institutions and promote and enable the adoption of new practices 
(Battilana & Casciaro, 2012). They often hold multiple roles and responsibilities, i.e., agent for 
community participation, trust builder, networker, leader, socially responsible advocate, resource 
developer, proactive innovator, financial supporter, or strategic planner (Schulenkorf, 2010). 
According to Rotmans and Verheijden (2021) it is the combination of different types of change 
agents that plays a determining role at different stages. The art is to find and bring together 
the different types of change agents within the governmental bodies, the private sector, the 
societal organisations and the local communities. Facilitating change agents can influence the 
lean transformation of planning practices and, in the long run, the utilization of co-creation 
processes not only as niche experiments but as systemic approaches.

An Analytical Framework for Exploring Institutional Capacity Building through 
Co-Creation

The framework presented in Table 1 summarizes the constituting elements of the three compo
nents of institutional capital as discussed above and represents the backbone of our research 
based on linking literature about capitals with literature about co-creation.

Methodology

To obtain a nuanced, empirically-rich view of how co-creation may support institutional capacity 
building, we adopted an exploratory in-depth case study approach (Flyvbjerg, 2001) of the 
Hegewarren polder in the Province of Friesland (Figure 1). We followed, in real-time, the co- 
creation process from its inception until the decision-making phase.

Our research used a multi-methods qualitative approach involving process observation, in- 
depth semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders, and documents’ analysis. Through 
observation in a pre-defined setting, determined by the Hegewarren case’s planning process, 
the principal author, a young female researcher, followed the co-creation process for approxi
mately two years. The observation was overt and passive; the Province’s project manager 
informed all those involved about the researcher’s presence and the scope of the research, and 
permitted the researcher to observe the co-creation sessions, the weekly communication meet
ings, the periodic meetings with the extended project team and those with the advisory 
committee.
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We triangulated the notes taken during observation with data from ten in-depth, semi-struc
tured interviews with key stakeholders involved in the co-creation process (Appendix 5). The 
interviews were conducted between May and June 2021 and lasted between 40 and 70 minutes. 
Given the Covid-19 restrictions, interviews were conducted online, in the language preferred by 
the interviewee, Dutch or Frisian. Interviewees were informed about the purpose of the research 
and consented to audio recording and data interpretation and utilization. All interviews were 
fully transcribed, translated into English and rendered anonymous, following the ethical guide
lines of the University of Groningen. Data gathered from observation (see Appendix 4) and inter
views (see Appendix 5) was complemented with a review of documentary sources, including 
internal project documents, reports, and media communication materials (see Appendix 3). The 
transcripts and documents were qualitatively analysed using a coding scheme based on the ana
lytical framework from Table 1; it consisted of codes related to the three elements of institu
tional capacity, i.e., intellectual, social, and political capital, and their corresponding attributes.

Table 1. Analytical framework for exploring institutional capacity building through co-creation.
Element Attribute Contributing activities of co-creation Key references

Intellectual  
capital

Integration of knowledge Sharing and combining knowledge 
from multiple fields of expertise

Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Puerari 
et al., 2018; Steen & Van Bueren, 
2017

Local knowledge Utilizing knowledge, insights, 
experiences of local stakeholders

Edelenbos et al., 2011; Hilbers et al., 
2022; Kytt€a et al., 2013

Reflection and evaluation Reflecting, adjusting and learning 
moments

Akhilesh, 2017; Hagman et al., 2018; 
R�adulescu et al., 2022; Rill & 
H€am€al€ainen, 2018

Integrators Integrating heterogeneous 
knowledge, and development 
ideas of different stakeholders 
into a functional entity

Nystr€om et al., 2014; R�adulescu 
et al., 2020

Social capital Inclusiveness and diversity Including a wide array of 
stakeholders

Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Rill & 
H€am€al€ainen, 2018; Steen & Van 
Bueren, 2017

Trust Fostering and building up trust Ansell & Gash, 2007; Bryson et al., 
2006; Laine et al., 2022; 
M€ollering, 2008; Swain & Tait, 
2007; Vangen & Huxham, 2003

Shared ‘language’, vision  
and values

Creating a communication approach 
that engages a wide range of 
stakeholders, and a shared 
understanding of the problem at 
stake and a shared vision of the 
future

Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Hagman 
et al., 2018; Hedlund, 1999; 
Steen & Van Bueren, 2017

Facilitators Bringing in the process neutral 
actors that can build ‘bridges’ 
between the stakeholders

Haataja et al., 2018; Hagman et al., 
2018; Heikkinen et al., 2007

Political capital Resources mobilization Ensuring access to resources, 
facilities and support

Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Hartley 
et al., 2013; Steen & Van Bueren, 
2017

Joint ownership of process  
and outcomes

Collaborating and establishing 
shared tasks and responsibilities 
among stakeholders

Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Hartley 
et al., 2013

Storylines Creating broad descriptions of 
problems and responses to 
ensure support of stakeholders

Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Hajer, 2005

Change agents Facilitating leadership roles for 
pioneers thus enabling process 
and organisational changes

Battilana & Casciaro, 2012; 
Bonvillian & Weiss, 2015; 
Schulenkorf, 2010
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The Hegewarren Polder Co-Creation Process

The Hegewarren polder is located in the Province of Friesland, in northern Netherlands (Figure 
1). The 360 hectares of agricultural land, situated on a thick peat meadow, and enclosed by 
water, nature, and recreational areas, are confronted with multiple interrelated challenges like 
climate change, peat layer oxidation and soil subsidence, greenhouse gas emissions, and oner
ous maintenance of the polder quays. To deal with these problems, in 2019, in cooperation with 
the Waterboard, the Province designated the polder as a development area in the provincial 
Peat Meadow Areas Vision. Given the area’s numerous stakeholders and varied interests, an inte
grated area development approach was deemed necessary. For this, a co-creation approach was 
adopted to bring together the different stakeholders, bundle the challenges and opportunities, 
and explore creative design alternatives for the polder.

In November 2019, the initiation phase started. Given the broader perspective and the 
numerous interested stakeholders, the Province, the Waterboard and the Municipality jointly 
decided to start a co-creation process aimed at identifying responses for current challenges and 
for improving the polder’s water system, recreation and farming activities started (Eindrapport 
co-creatieproces Hegewarren, 2021).

Figure 1. Location of the Hegewarren polder.
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The preparatory phase started around March 2020 with a stakeholder-analysis conducted by 
the initiators. They identified potential co-creators – political actors, decision-makers, and actors 
from the agriculture, recreation and tourism, water sports, and nature conservation sectors. 
Further, the initiators contracted a team of facilitators (Open Kaart) for steering the process, a 
team of landscape architects (HþNþ S Architects) for supporting the process with ideas and 
drawings, and a team of engineers and consultants (RHDHV) for helping with detailing and 
modelling the ideas.

The co-creative design phase started in November 2020 with an introduction meeting in 
which 54 stakeholders were present. The initiators exposed the polder’s challenges and 
explained their choice for a co-creative approach. The initiating parties set the basics of the co- 
creation process, its main goals – reducing CO2 emissions, lowering water system’s costs, reduc
ing desiccation of the nature area – and the conditions for a more robust water system. Based 
on the earlier identified representative stakeholders, interests and perspectives, the initiators 
selected the core members of the co-creation team, hereafter referred to as co-creators (see 
Appendix 1).

Afterwards, six co-creative sessions were organised between November 2020 and May 2021. 
We present an overview of these workshops and their content in Appendix 2. Parallel, expert 
knowledge was brought in through thematic sessions called ‘college tours’, in which experts 
from various domains shared information that the co-creators, together with the landscape 
architects and the engineers involved in the process, could use to shape future development 
scenarios for the polder.

The co-creation process ended with an evaluation phase in Atelier 6 where the co-creators 
internally reviewed and clarified each alternative’s advantages and disadvantages. Subsequently, 
the alternatives were shared via the newsletter with a broader group of stakeholders, and with 
the politicians. Based on the feedback received, specific themes were deepened and the variants 
were refined. In Atelier 7, the co-creators voted for and argued in favour of their two preferred 
alternatives, which were handed over to the initiators in October 2021, thus marking the linking 
moment with the formal decision-making process.

Findings

The findings will be described hereafter following the framework presented in Table 1. Further, 
in Table 2, we outline some key activities that contributed to the build-up of intellectual, social 
and political capitals.

Intellectual Capital

From its inception, the co-creative approach was aimed at the integration of knowledge. The 
expert knowledge was brought in by the landscape architecture and engineering bureaus. 
Additional expert knowledge on water management and safety, land and water recreation, CO2 

emission schemes, business models in peat areas, wet farming/paludiculture and nature-inclu
sive farming, and building with nature was brough in through thematic sessions, each led by an 
expert in one of the aforementioned topics (see Appendix 2). However, the co-creators some
times felt the expert knowledge was too detached from the local context; for example, 
Interviewee 9 stated “especially in the beginning, I found the knowledge of the area a problem, 
but that gradually got better.” The facilitator and the advisory committee members, two 
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professionals with vast experience in living labs and co-creation processes, brought specific 
knowledge on the design of the co-creation processes. According to Interviewee 5, very impor
tant was the advisory committee, whose members were not involved directly in the co-creation 
process, and thus could bring in factual information and a neutral perspective on the critical 
aspects of the design and evolution of the co-creation process.

Local or experiential knowledge represented one of the main reasons for starting the co-cre
ation process because, as Interviewee 5 argued, the mix of local and expert knowledge is essen
tial for having a good sense of the place when creating development alternatives. Local 
knowledge was brought in by the co-creators, i.e., the inhabitants of the polder (farmers, 

Table 2. Overview of key activities for building institutional capacity in the Hegewarren polder case.
Element Attribute Activities in the Hegewarren co-creation process

Intellectual capital Integration of knowledge � Co-creation Ateliers: co-creators brought together   
different types of knowledge and perspectives; 

� Thematic sessions: experts brought knowledge on   
various themes 

� Advisory committee meetings: co-creation experts   
offered advice on specific issues and dilemmas   
regarding the co-creation process 

Local knowledge � Co-creators bring their local knowledge, insights and   
experiences 

Reflection and evaluation � Moments of reflection and evaluation implemented   
throughout the process, which triggered the creation   
of new iteration loops 

Integrators � The landscape architects integrated expert and local   
knowledge in the development of alternatives for   
the polder 

Social capital Inclusiveness and diversity � Initiators from Province, Waterboard and Municipality 
� Co-creators are residents of the polder, of the   

neighbouring villages, and representatives of   
regional interest groups 

� Evaluation rounds with co-creators, broader audience,   
politicians 

Trust � Clear communication of the process’ timeline, clear   
agenda for each workshop, and opportunities for   
formal and informal communication; 

Shared ‘language’, vision and values � Introductory presentations of co-creation team   
members 

� ’Translation’ of information by the process facilitator 
� The co-creation of alternatives, and the choice of two   

preferred ones exposes the shared values and vision   
of the co-creators. 

Facilitators � Organised and facilitated the process; 
� Contributed to building-up trust, shared values, a   

shared vision and a shared language; 
� Provided formal and informal communication   

opportunities 
Political capital Resources mobilization � Initiators contribute their own funds and attract   

different funding streams; 
Joint ownership of process and outcomes � Joint initiation and supervision of the co-creation   

process; 
� Ownership of the process shared between initiators   

and co-creators 
Storylines � Initiators developed a clear description of the problem   

and a set of preconditions for the co-creation process 
Change agents � The Province’s project manager supported a co-creative   

approach and established partnerships with the   
Waterboard and Municipality. 
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recreation business owners, holiday house owners, sailing school owners), ‘neighbours’ of the 
polder (interest groups of the surrounding villages and the National Park De Alde Feanen), and 
cross-regional stakeholders (water sports associations, nature conservation and agricultural 
nature management organisations, inland shipping organisation). The team shared locally- 
grounded knowledge, such as the accessibility of bicycle routes and ferries, and fed the process 
with multiple perspectives about different issues, such as water safety. This information proved 
extremely valuable because “there are always things about an area that are very specific and 
about which information is outdated, or not detailed enough or simply not correct” (Interviewee 
4). Similarly, Interviewee 6 argued that “an expert can never know the whole local situation, but 
must be able to listen well and translate.” The co-creation process was marked by moments of 
reflection and evaluation, and multiple iterative loops (rounds). Although the co-creation process 
was iterative, Interviewee 2 mentioned that some steps came too early, leading to the recalibra
tion of the process. Or, as Interviewee 1 mentioned:

you work from coarse-to-fine; you try something out and based on that you learn new things and you 
take the next step. However, the experts were already calculating the end product, while we just needed 
an intermediary step.

The iterative character was also noticeable within the evaluation phase. In Atelier 6, the co- 
creators reviewed the alternative scenarios, which they then shared with the broader stakehold
ers’ group and the politicians. Based on the feedback received, certain themes were deepened, 
and the alternatives were refined.

In these iterations, the landscape architect acted as an integrator in the process by bringing 
together the different perspectives and interests, and coupling local and expert knowledge in 
integrated designs. Interviewee 2 acknowledged this role of “the spatial integrator who brings 
together goals, ideas and wishes in a logical way.”

Social Capital

Much attention was paid in the process design to inclusiveness and diversity. Firstly, a stake
holder analysis was done in the preparatory phase to pre-select the co-creation team based on 
the rings of influence model (R�adulescu et al., 2022) to identify all possible concerned stakehold
ers, their current role, the role they might want to have in the co-creation process and the role 
that the co-creation process initiators would like them to have. A key moment that reflects the 
inclusiveness and diversity was the general information meeting. However, the co-creation 
team’s diversity is not equally acknowledged by all its members; for example, Interviewee 8 
remarked that

There are all kinds of people at the table who have an interest but have no knowledge, and they sit at 
the table because they live or work there. They see the area very differently than people who look at it 
from the content point of view; and I still find difficult the combination between the layman who has a 
certain opinion in that session in connection with an expert opinion.

As a result of diversity, Interviewee 1 indicated that it took extra effort and time to make the 
dialogue inclusive. Contrastingly, Interviewee 2 considered “the composition of the co-creation 
team one-sided, not so much in terms of themes, but they are all elderly men.”

Each co-creation and thematic session was designed to build trust by working together and 
establishing common ground. The thematic sessions and the small break-out rooms discussions 
supported a lively dialogue between participants and led to increased trust. Significantly, 
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participants’ trust in the government proved difficult; Interviewee 5 mentioned: “trust in the 
government is pretty minimal, and despite our best efforts, there’s much doubt about how fair 
they’ll be.” Similarly, Interviewee 2 stated that regarding the co-creation process’ outcome, peo
ple “did not trust the authorities to make the right choice.” At the beginning of the process, 
there was much mistrust about the government’s position in combining the alternatives with a 
new waterway, which was a political wish (Interviewee 4). Trust was also enhanced by providing 
the opportunity to develop alternatives without this waterway. The trust-building process was 
partly constrained by the digital co-creation process due to the Covid-19 pandemic. Interviewee 
5 indicated that “it takes much longer in a digital process before trust is established, and it is 
also difficult to maintain.” Similarly, Interviewees 1 and 4 revealed that a digital co-creation pro
cess limits informal moments and trust-building opportunities.

The information meeting at the beginning of the process, in which the co-creation process 
was explained and dilemmas and questions were shared, was crucial for building shared values 
and a shared vision for the polder. By sharing and discussing their interests and perspectives 
throughout the process, the co-creators became aware of each other’s positions. This awareness 
further increased in Atelier 1 when each co-creator was asked to highlight what they found 
valuable in the polder and how they viewed its future. Interviewee 10 indicated: “in the begin
ning, it took some time getting used to letting go of your interest and coming to something 
together.” Another important moment for creating shared values and a shared vision was the 
joint development, in Atelier 3, of the assessment framework for evaluating the design alterna
tives. The review and the choice and argumentation of two preferred alternatives by the co-cre
ators in Atelier 7 acted as a consolidation moment. Interestingly, this step was perceived more 
nuanced by Interviewee 10, who mentioned that co-creation is about bringing people to work 
together and understand each other’s problems, but forcing them to make choices makes every
one return to their initial position. The development of a set of shared values and a shared 
vision is reflected by the co-creation team’s final selection of two preferred alternatives, which 
shows that despite their differences, they were able to find proposals acceptable enough to 
support them.

Additionally, the co-creation process contributed to developing a shared language synergis
tically with creating shared values and vision. First, the emergence of shared language was 
observed when highly complex or specialized information had to be transmitted in an easily 
comprehensible manner to the stakeholders. Secondly, we observed the creation of a shared 
language when trying to make the different stakeholder’s perspectives understandable so that 
each can put themselves in the shoes of the others. However, this proved sometimes tricky, 
as Interviewee 4 argued that “what experts use and what participants use are different 
languages.”

In developing a shared language, shared values and a shared vision, a crucial role was played 
by the facilitator(s). They acted as ‘knowledge brokers’ who translated the information between 
the co-creation team members, but also between them and the experts. Further, the facilitators 
acted as mediators – making co-creators aware of each other’s perspectives, or as Interviewee 
10 indicated, “intervening at the right moment, but also binding people together.” According to 
Interviewee 3, the facilitator was also available for individual consultations, via phone or email, 
for those who wanted to share their opinion or perspectives privately. As a result, the different 
rounds could be better prepared and organized. The facilitator generally ‘steered’ the process 
and explained what each round was aimed at, managed to crystalize the ideas and perspectives 
of the co-creation team members, and translated them to the experts and vice versa in each 
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round. The facilitator also ensured communication with the external world by managing a web
site and sending regular updates about the process.

Political Capital

The co-creation process of the Hegewarren polder was jointly initiated by the Province, the 
Municipality and the Waterboard, all concerned with and responsible for the mobilization of 
resources. They signed a cooperation agreement which indicated the financial commitments 
and the distribution of risks and revenues. Additionally, the initiators coordinated the provincial 
objectives with the national ones and mobilized different streams of financial resources, for 
example, to reduce CO2 emissions.

The memos and reports for the presentation of the co-creation process adopted a storyline 
constructed along the lines of adaptiveness, integration, public engagement, and experimenta
tion, which consists of phrasings like: “the socially most optimal future design of the area 
through an integrated area process,” “we do this with the environment in co-creation,” “not 
only the peat meadow and nitrogen tasks are considered, but also other tasks such as renew
able energy, a robust water system and recreation” (Eindrapport co-creatieproces Hegewarren, 
2021). Although the storyline represents just a part of the story of translating the broad range 
of challenges into tangible outputs of the co-creation process, it represents a powerful message 
and signal given to the stakeholders in the area that a new inclusive approach to the integrated 
spatial redevelopment of the polder was adopted involving an active role of the stakeholders in 
sketching the design alternatives for the future.

The joint initiation of the co-creation process by stakeholders situated on both local and 
regional tiers, promoted joint ownership of the process and its outcomes. However, Interviewee 
5 stated, “the interaction with governments was too minimal; perhaps we were a little too reluc
tant to put governments at the table.” This approach of the initiators was triggered by the lack 
of trust in the government, as mentioned above. As a result, the initiators’ sense of ownership 
of the process and its outcomes might have been negatively impacted.

By acting from the early phases of the project as a supporter of a co-creation approach 
aimed at fostering the involvement, participation and cooperation of the different local, regional 
and national stakeholders, the project manager from the province of Friesland acted as a 
change agent. By putting the community central in the Hegewarren polder redevelopment pro
cess through a co-creative approach, she also acted as an initiator (Goudswaard & van Oosten, 
2022). She (Interviewee 5) commented on the adoption of a co-creative approach:

‘mienskip’ (‘community’ in Frisian) is number one priority. I think it is inappropriate to do that only with 
governments and agencies and with the occasional public consultation because those people live there. 
They know a lot, and have to deal with the consequences for a long time. We don’t. So, I think it’s 
essential to put them in the centre.

Analysis and Discussion

Our research focused on a case of co-creation within the planning domain. Whilst it shares 
similarities with the concept of public participation, co-creation is an approach with a different 
flavour. Arnstein (1969) presents public participation as a ladder in which each rung corre
sponds to a different degree of citizen participation and involvement in the planning proc
esses, thus exposing and challenging existing power relations. On the other hand, ideally, a 
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co-creation process provides a fair playing field for all stakeholders, the ‘co’, meaning that all 
relevant stakes and stakeholders are involved in the creation process. In our case, the co-cre
ation process was placed outside the formal planning and decision-making trajectory to pro
tect it from power relation pressures, especially those from the government, and to give room 
for local flavour and creativity. This positioning, together with the fact that the co-creation 
team members act on behalf of different groups and some are embedded within different 
organisations (e.g., farmers’ organisation), posed challenges to the organisation (‘co’) and the 
process (‘creation’) in relation to institutional capacity building by strengthening the three 
types of capital.

Intellectual Capital

The co-creation process brought together expert, local and bureaucratic knowledge related to 
farming, water navigation and safety, land and water recreation, land use planning, and nature 
conservation. The co-creation process has contributed to creating new intellectual capital, as 
each developed scenario for the polder represents a (re)combination of different types of know
ledge (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). In line with the literature (Kurtzberg & Amabile, 2001; 
Mangelsdorf, 2018; Verhoeven, 2021) the case shows that the iterative combination of co-cre
ation and thematic sessions facilitated the integration of different knowledge resources, thus 
generating creativity. However, the exchange and combination of diverse knowledge resources 
came with challenges resulting from the difficult communication of knowledge and the non- 
overlapping types of knowledge among those participating in the process (Verhoeven, 2021). 
Thus, our findings highlight the essential role played by the facilitators and landscape architects, 
who, due to their more generalist training and broader perspective, could, on the one hand, act 
as a communication hub that eased the exchange of knowledge (as also discussed by 
Verhoeven, 2021), and on the other hand act as integrators who helped with the combination 
of knowledge.

However, the role of facilitator, communication hub and integrator came with challenges. 
Significant was the discrepancy between the expectations of some co-creators and those of the 
experts concerning the process’s freedom, flexibility, timeline, and rhythm. While the co-creators 
were expecting a less structured and freer-from-constraints process, the project team initially 
adopted a linear phased (‘project management’) approach, considering the time and budget 
constraints the initiators imposed. In reaction to both the formal (e.g., the co-creative and the
matic sessions, the pre-planned feedback moments) and the informal (e.g., informal chats with 
the facilitators) channels of communication that allowed the co-creators to voice their concerns 
and frustrations regarding the evolution of the process, supplementary co-creation sessions, 
enriched with moments of reflection and evaluation, were added. The extra iterative loops and 
alterations of the timeline reveal the stakeholders’ engagement and ability to change the pro
cess and its co-creative nature. Further, this confirms that there can be no blueprint for inter
active and multi-stakeholder processes, that “facilitating a co-creation process in an inclusive 
and participatory manner is a time-consuming activity that neither conforms to pre-set sched
ules, nor can be based on predetermined activities” (Leino & Puumala, 2021, p. 791), and that 
“maximum flexibility for fine-tuning and adaptation must be accommodated because each pro
cess is unique and iteratively evolving” (R�adulescu et al., 2022, p. 483).
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Social Capital

The findings show that a strength of the co-creation process was the inclusive approach 
towards bringing together a diverse group of stakeholders in terms of occupation, interests, 
location, and a diverse group of experts regarding background and expertise. Mangelsdorf 
(2018) asserts that team diversity has a higher probability of interpersonal conflicts, which we 
did not observe. The lack of conflict within the co-creation team can be explained by age homo
geneity, which correlates with a shared generational set of values, ideas, beliefs and ethics, but 
also with relational benefits, such as better and more frequent communication (Johnson & 
Romanello, 2005; Williams, 2016). According to Johnson and Romanello (2005), age homogeneity 
can contribute to a lack of conflicts due to similarities in learning and collaboration styles. In 
line with the findings of Reagans (2011), our results indicate that the positive effects of age simi
larity were amplified by the proximity of the co-creation team members, who all live in the 
polder or its vicinity.

The co-creators’ homogeneity regarding age, gender and physical proximity indicates bond
ing social capital (Putnam, 1995) and, consequently, some potential degree of initial trust. 
Following previous studies (for example, Swain & Tait, 2007), our findings expose the mistrust in 
government and institutions. However, towards the end of the process, we observed a positive 
evolution of both the task-based and relationship-based trust (Meyer, 2015) due to the institu
tions’ non-direct involvement approach, but also due to the trust gained and fostered by the 
facilitators.

As mentioned above, the latter proved essential in establishing a shared ‘language’ between 
the co-creators, the landscape architects, the engineers, and the experts. The shared language 
acted as an “invisible operational mortar” (McKenna, 2021) that helped cross boundaries and 
strengthened the relationships, communication and mutual understanding among stakeholders. 
In line with Whitehouse et al. (2021), we observed that the shared language shapes and is 
shaped throughout the transdisciplinary co-creation process. Again, the facilitators proved essen
tial by moulding the process to give it more freedom or to restrict it.

Political Capital

As Ansell and Torfing (2021) mention, resource asymmetries in co-creation processes are ubiqui
tous, due to the diverse stakeholders involved (Leino & Puumala, 2021). In our study we recog
nized this asymmetry, especially in the beginning with respect to the role of the governmental 
bodies in the process. However, we focused in our study on capacity building by mobilizing and 
sharing multiple resources (Ansell & Torfing, 2021; Steen & Van Bueren, 2017), leading to the 
creation of new resources and the enhancement of planning capacity. Our case shows that 
especially combining financial resources brings tensions as certain stakeholders wanted their 
financial contributions to be used exclusively for tasks related to their specific domain. This ‘silo’ 
thinking appeared very strong in the case. To facilitate this more attention could be paid to the 
initial joint agreements regarding (financial) contributions and especially the degree of freedom 
in resource silos because creativity needs possibilities to cross borders. Another possibility could 
be the initiators’ direct involvement in the co-creation to gain a better sense of ownership of 
the process and its outcomes. However, the direct involvement of the initiators in the co-cre
ation process could enhance power asymmetries which may lead to challenges concerning trust. 
Having thought about these challenges, the initiators in the studied case choose not to be a 
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part of the co-creation process but only to act as orchestrators from a ‘distance’, whilst keeping 
in touch by delivering the project manager.

Creating a storyline proved an essential vehicle for making the different stakeholders get a 
comprehensive understanding of the problems and challenges involved, but also of the nature 
and aims of the co-creation process, which had to “set limits on what practices and solutions 
are deemed to be suitable and reasonable” (Lovell et al., 2009, p. 93). This proved challenging 
because making the process pre-conditions too strict would be an overkill for creativity, whilst 
too much freedom could lead to irrelevant and unrealistic results. Further, by aiming to stream
line the objectives of different stakeholders with vested interests in different policy areas, the 
storyline and the process respectively lacked clarity on whether these preconditions were strict 
or not, thus leading to confusion and controversies.

A key role in strengthening the political capital was played by the Province’s project man
ager, who acted as a change agent by initiating, contributing to and supporting the adoption of 
a co-creation approach for the Hegewarren polder. She acted as a change agent because she 
knew the challenges the area faced and the planning process’s subtleties and had connections 
with different stakeholders and decision-makers that proved helpful. She also acted as an 
initiator (Goudswaard & van Oosten, 2022) by opting for a co-creative approach. Whereas the 
initiative and dedication of the project manager proved to be critical for the success of the co- 
creation process, the entire trajectory is critically linked to the support of the political actors. In 
line with the observations of Bonvillian and Weiss (2015), the politicians representing the initiat
ing institutions acted as ‘meta-change agents’ by supporting the process through their collective 
decision to search for “the socially most optimal layout of the area” (Eindrapport co-creatieproces 
Hegewarren, 2021, p. 21). This reflects Lunenburg’s (2010) conclusions, who noticed that “the 
success of any change effort depends heavily on the quality and workability of the relationship 
between the change agent and the key decision makers within the organisation” (p. 5).

Conclusions

In the field of spatial planning, there is abundant literature that advocates for a shift towards 
theoretical and practical approaches focused on integration, collaboration and adaptiveness. In 
support of this paradigm shift, this paper aimed to take one step further and explore whether 
and how co-creation, as a collaborative planning approach, may contribute to building institu
tional capacity. Our findings show that the co-creation process strengthened each of the three 
types of capital (see Table 2). Another important finding of the study is that the different capi
tals influence each other. For example, higher levels of trust among the different actors involved 
in the co-creation process make them more willing to exchange information and knowledge, 
thus leading to the co-creation of new knowledge. Thus, social capital plays a key role in the 
exchange and combination of intellectual capital, and may contribute to the creation of new 
intellectual capital. At the same time, the interaction and exchange of intellectual capital help to 
create and sustain social capital. This mutual relationship between the intellectual and social 
capital also appears from the interpretation of the ‘co-creation’ term in which the ‘co’ element 
refers to the stakeholders involved and their mutual relationships, i.e., the social capital, and the 
‘creation’ element refers to knowledge creation, and, thus, to the intellectual capital.

This study shows that despite the attractiveness of collaborative planning approaches regard
ing the building of intellectual, social and political capital, the adoption of a co-creative 
approach in the (spatial) planning practice proved challenging. Therefore, beyond the academic- 
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oriented insights, by using the Hegewarren polder as an example, we use our findings to point 
to some key elements that can contribute to the curation of a co-creation process and thus sup
port the building of planning capacity. First, the preparations must allow for flexibility and adap
tation as co-creation has been shown to be an iterative process, which cannot be completely 
pre-arranged. Second, in co-creation processes, the change agents are essential as they initiate, 
contribute and support the adoption of experimental approaches. Third, given the diversity of 
stakeholders involved in spatial planning co-creation processes, the facilitators and landscape 
architects are essential for integrating different perspectives, interests and types of knowledge, 
building trust, and facilitating the creation of a shared language that ultimately allows the stake
holders to communicate and build a shared vision. Fourth, trust is built and evolves throughout 
the co-creation process, either through business-related activities or through social activities, 
depending on the cultural context in which the process takes place. Fifth, all-encompassing 
storylines are an essential vehicle for helping the different stakeholders to get a comprehensive 
understanding of the problems and challenges involved, but also of the nature and aims of the 
co-creation process. Lastly, it is important to prepare a balanced set of pre-conditions that can 
trigger the development of creative responses that fit well with the requirements derived from 
the problem definition, thus increasing the chances of the newly developed responses to be 
validated through the decision-making process. Fortunately, despite challenges stemming from 
the configuration of the pre-conditions set, in the Hegewarren case, at the end of September 
2022, the decision-makers opted to go forward with one of the co-created scenarios. The subse
quent planning phase is currently conducted co-creatively, thus using the already-built capitals 
and further enhancing the capacities of each stakeholder.

In addition to the practice-oriented findings related to the co-creation process, our research 
also contributes to the planning theory by adding an analytical framework (see Table 1) to the 
existing body of knowledge. By bringing the literature about institutional capacity and intellec
tual, social and political capitals together with the one about co-creation, this framework opens 
up the opportunity to conduct further research on co-creation and capacity building in other 
fields and in different geographical contexts.

To conclude, co-creation is a process in which new knowledge is created by exchanging and 
combining local and expert knowledge. A process through which new relations are developed 
based on trust building and sharing of visions and values. And a process through which the 
capacity to act collectively is enhanced due to the joint mobilization of resources and the cre
ation of a sense of ownership of the process and its outcomes. As this article has only briefly 
elaborated upon the resource and stakeholder asymmetries, we invite academics and practi
tioners to investigate issues of differences in resources and power and their influence on cap
acity building within a co-creation process in practice. Further, our exploratory study may 
provide a starting point for further research of the conditions needed to ensure ‘a safe landing’ 
of the results from a co-creation process in the decision-making phase. A final research avenue 
worth exploring is how co-creation may lead to new perspectives about the planning processes 
needed to collaboratively tackle the great challenges our society is facing.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. Composition of the co-creation team.
Team Team members

Co-creation team Inhabitants of the polder: farmers’ representative, two residents/entrepreneurs, two owners of recreational 
homes, sailing school owner;

Neighbours of the polder: representatives of interest groups of surrounding villages (de Burd, Oudega, 
Eernewoude, Grou, de Veenhoop), and of the National Park De Alde Feanen;

Representatives of inter-regional interests: the Association for Agricultural and Nature Conservation Noardlike 
Fryske Walden, the nature managing organisation It Fryske Gea, the boats and shipping cluster from 
Drachten, the Royal Watersport Association Frisia Grou, the Watersports Association from Friesland, and the 
Royal Inland Navigation Organization.

Appendix 2. Timeline of the co-creation process.

Date Session Content
Supplementary information  

about thematic sessions

November 2020 General 
information 
meeting

Introduction of challenges faced by the 
polder and of project objectives. 
Introduction of experts involved; 
information about the co-creative 
approach.

n/a

November 2020 Atelier 1 Co-creators introduce themselves and 
their perspectives on what they find 
valuable in the polder, how they see 
the future of the polder, and what 
they consider important in the co- 
creation process. 

Joint creation of the ‘rules of the game.’ 
Introduction of objectives and 

preconditions process. 
Collecting local/experiential knowledge 

from co-creators, through a thematic 
carousel on 5 pre-determined themes: 
agriculture, nature, recreation, 
environment, shipping route.

n/a

December 2020 Atelier 2 Integrating various ideas for a scenario 
of the polder with high groundwater 
levels and preparation of design 
sketches

n/a

January 2021 Thematic session 3 sessions about: business models for 
peat meadow areas; wet cultivation 
and nature-inclusive farming; shipping 
routes and safety on water.

1. Thematic session ‘New business   
models for peat meadows’ by Albert 
van Zadelhoff. He is chairman of the 
Inspiration Team Peat Meadows – an 
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Appendix 2. Continued.

Date Session Content
Supplementary information  

about thematic sessions

independent team of experts set up 
in early 2020 by the Province of 
Friesland Provincial Executive. He is 
affiliated with Triodos Bank and 
thinks about the future of peat 
meadow areas from a financial 
perspective. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v= 
PFu0OGHbGBE 

2. Thematic session ‘Wet crops and   
nature-inclusive farming’ by dr. 
Gert-Jan van Duinen, an ecologist 
and researcher who specializes in the 
degradation and restoration of peat 
soil. He is affiliated with Radboud 
University and with the Bargerveen 
Foundation, the latter being an 
independent non-profit foundation 
that aims to support nature 
management and restoration with 
ecological knowledge. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v= 
H2jVejzxf14 

3. Thematic session ‘What is involved   
in designing a waterway?’ by ing. 
Jacco Valstar, who is a waterway 
expert and a maritime consultant 
at Royal Haskoning DHV. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v= 
XqxSoDinOqk 

4. Thematic session ‘Opportunities for   
leisure landscapes’ by dr. Jasper 
Heslinga from the European Tourism 
Futures Institute. 

January 2021 Atelier 3 Presentation of the 5 future scenarios 
created by the expert team based on 
previous input from co-creators 
Review of the variants. 

Discussion about improvement of 
variant.

n/a

February 2021 Atelier 4 Looking at the possible integration of a 
waterway in the already created 
development scenarios.

n/a

March 2021 Thematic session 3 sessions about: nature development; 
carbon credit schemes; trends in 
(water) recreation.

1. Thematic session ‘Building by   
nature’ by Jos Rademakers, director 
of ARK Natuurontwikkeling, an 
organization that initiates and 
organizes area developments in 
which new nature contributes to the 
region’s ecological and socio- 
economic functioning. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v= 
1TNVebSK5c0&t=1s 

2. Thematic session ‘Opportunities and   
possibilities for (water) recreation’ by 
Hanneke Schmeink. She is an 
independent consultant in the field 
of recreation and is very aware of 
the Hegewarren context. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v= 
e_QctYUdddE&t=13s 

(continued)
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Appendix 2. Continued.

Date Session Content
Supplementary information  

about thematic sessions

3. Thematic session ‘Currency for peat’   
by Arnoud de Vries, who is affiliated 
with the Frisian Environmental 
Federation and is a programme 
leader. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v= 
Jy0qySXHH9Q&t=301s 

4. Thematic session ‘The estate model’,   
by  Albert van Zadelhoff. At the 
request of the co-creation team, this 
was an in-depth session on one of the 
business models presented during the 
first thematic session on ‘New 
business models for peat meadows’ 
from January 2021. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v= 
VX9LGTreg74&t=44s 

April 2021 Atelier 5 Further elaboration and optimization of 
the development alternatives, with a 
look also into their financial feasibility.

n/a

May 2021 In-depth thematic 
sessions

3 in-depth thematic sessions about: 
recreational opportunities; safety on 
water; management and maintenance 
of the water system

1. Thematic session ‘Recreational   
opportunities for the future of the 
Hegewarren’ with Hanneke Schmeink 
(independent consultant), Reinier 
Steensma (Waterrecreatie Advies), 
and Gosse de Boer (RHDHV). 
Discussions about concrete 
possibilities in terms of recreation for 
each of the alternatives. 

2. Thematic session ‘Safety on water’   
with waterways expert Jacco Valstar 
(waterways expert), Jan Douwe 
Hogerland (nautical advisor at the 
Province of Friesland), Hanneke 
Schmeink (recreation expert), and 
Onno Walda (from Varen doe je 
samen). In this session, each of the 
alternatives was examined from the 
perspective of water safety, and the 
alternatives with a new waterway 
received much attention. 

3. Thematic session ‘Management and   
maintenance of the water system’ 
with Jan Sipma and Ytzen Faber 
from the Friesland Waterboard, and 
Michel Bartels from RHDHV. 
Discussions focused on possibilities 
of realizing a robust water system, 
with low management costs. 

May 2021 Atelier 6 The co-creation team completed the 
concept results and reflected upon 
them. In this atelier an evaluation of 
the alternatives based on different 
perspectives was also done.

n/a

September 2021 Atelier 7 Sharing with the co-creation team the 
feedback received from the 
administrators of different public 
authorities and the wider community.

n/a
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Appendix 3. Secondary data.
No. Type Original title in Dutch (Title in English) Source

1. Vision Omgevingsvisie Fryslân (Environmental Vision Friesland) https://www.fryslan.frl/downloads-friese-omgevingsvisie
2. Strategy Veenweideprogramma 2021-2030 (Peat meadow 

strategy 2021-2030)
https://www.veenweidefryslan.frl/uploads/vp-2021-2030- 

pdf/veenweideprogramma-2021-2030.pdf
3. Report Voorverkenning Kansrijkheid van een integrale 

gebiedsontwikkeling Hegewarren (Preliminary 
exploration into the perspectives for an integrated 
area development approach in Hegewarren)

https://www.fryslan.frl/_flysystem/media/Voorverkenning 
%20kansrijkheid%20gebiedsontwikkeling%20Hege 
warren%2020191007.pdf

4. Document Startnotitie gebiedsontwikkeling de Hegewarren (Initial 
memorandum for area development Hegewarren)

https://www.fryslan.frl/_flysystem/media/Startnotitie% 
20gebiedsontwikkeling%20Hegewarren% 
2020191007.pdf

5. Memo Randvoorwaarden en doelstellingen (Preconditions and 
objectives)

https://toekomsthegewarren.frl/opdracht-en-doel/

6. Report Co-creatie Hegewarren – eindrapport co-creatieproces 
(Co-creation Hegewarren – final report co-creation 
process)

https://toekomsthegewarren.frl/wp-content/uploads/ 
2021/12/20211221_Rapportage_co-creatie_ 
Hegewarren_DEF_lowres.pdf

7. Video Co-creatie Hegewarren – Reacties deelnemers co- 
creatieproces (Co-creation Hegewarren – reactions 
participants co-creation process)

https://vimeo.com/667290686

8. Video Information meeting co-creation process Hegewarren https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=90uYa7Y_wa0
9. Website Website of the co-creation process https://toekomsthegewarren.frl/

Appendix 4. List of observed meetings, sessions and workshops.
Type of Meeting Date of meeting / Period for recurrent meetings

CO-CREATION WORKSHOPS AND THEMATIC SESSIONS
General information meeting November 2020
Atelier 1 November 2020
Atelier 2 December 2020
Thematic session January 2021
Atelier 3 January 2021
Thematic session January 2021
Atelier 4 February 2021
Thematic session March 2021
Atelier 5 April 2021
Thematic session May 2021
Atelier 6 May 2021
Atelier 7 September 2021
STAKEHOLDERS ANALYSIS MEETING
1 Stakeholders analysis meeting 11 March 2020
PREPARATORY MEETINGS FOR THE CO-CREATION WORKSHOPS
20 Preparatory meetings for the co-creation process Approximately 2 before each Atelier, and the rest 

before the start of the process
ADVICE COMMISION MEETINGS
8 Advice Commission meetings 1 time per month between November 2020 – 

September 2021
EXTENDED PROJECT TEAM MEETINGS
15 Extended Project Team meetings Every 1 or 2 months Between May 2020 and August 

2022
CO-CREATION/COMMUNICATION MEETINGS
50 Co-creation / Communication meetings Weekly between November 2020 and January 2022; 1 

time per month from February 2022 until August 
2022
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. 

Appendix 5. List of interviews.

Interviewee Role Organisation
Date of 

interview

1 Facilitator Open Kaart 17 May 2021
2 Project manager – landscape architecture H + N+S Landscape Architects 19 May 2021
3 Project manager – ecology, hydrology, etc. Royal Haskoning DHV 19 May 2021
4 Expert on co-creation, member of the 

advisory committee on co-creation
Province of Friesland 20 May 2021

5 Project manager on behalf of clients Province of Friesland 21 May 2021
6 Project manager co-creation process Independent professional 25 May 2021
7 Co-creation team member Representative of farmers / Farmer’s 

Association LTO Noord
09 June 2021

8 Co-creation team member Representative the National Park De Alde 
Feanen

10 June 2021

9 Co-creation team member Owner of recreational house in Hegewarren 
polder

11 June 2021

10 Co-creation team member Representative of nearby village group 11 June 2021
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