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ABSTRACT
Projects without Project Ecologies: Experiments irRegional Governance

from the Netherlands to Bulgaria and Back

Elena Boyanova Krumova

This dissertation investigates the efforts of a temporary organization, or etjproje
to assemble a set of diverse stakeholders to deliberate and chart a tgstéoriar the
Black Sea coastal region in Bulgaria. The project lasted two years eshdiotiapply the
integrated method of regional planning developed in the area around the port of Rotterdam
It was led by a Dutch consultant and a team of Dutch and Bulgarian environmenttd.exper
The main question the dissertation addresses is how a temporary organizatiors aperate
an environment that provides little support for its actions. All new organizations, but
temporary ones in particular, have a high risk of failure due to limited time tolegtor
their members, establish trust among them, and build a common identity. Temporary
organizations have been shown to rely on role structures, identities, and sources of trus
outside of the organization itself. Project ecologies comprised of personal and
organizational ties built around industries and geographical areas fac¢Higt work.
Usually the existence of such ecologies is assumed in research on orgasiZdiere are
few studies addressing the question how such ecologies might come into being or how an
organization that lacks the support of ecologies might try to survive. Following one such

case, this dissertation details the turning points in the project's stratégyemder



consecutively attempted to play the role of facilitator, recruiter, andyfirsalpporter of

other organizations. In the process, he abandoned the associational governance model
which relies on assembling "the public" through representative organizatietead,
connections were made and mutual support was extended to organizations on the periphery
— small entrepreneurial NGOs and municipalities lacking many investippottunities.

In this sense, the project leader acted as an institutional entreprensgitdrgarve
institutional space for this and other similar projects and organizations. Héoteenploy
coalition building tactics based on common goals and current opportunities for exchang
The project’s connection to previous similar projects even if they are in a geagthphi
different region, as well as its efforts to link itself to ongoing and futuréasiprojects, is
what we call a projective path. It is through its temporal embeddedness ingimt
previous and future projects that a temporary organization can hope to achieve mdsults a

survive the slow and difficult process of organizing.
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Organizational Form After the End of the “Society of Organizations”

"...we need to create ‘self-destroying organizations... lots of autonomous, semi-attached
units which can be spun off, destroyed, sold... when the need for them has disappeared.
(Alvin Toffler, 1970, “Future Shock”, p. 122, citing Donald Schon, President of the

Organization for Social and Technical Innovation)

“Life is conceived as a succession of projects; and the more they differ from one,another
the more valuable they afglLuc Botanski and Eve Chiapello, 2005, “The New Spirit of

Capitalism”, p. 110)

Research Motivation

| often read Bulgarian news online to keep up with life in my native country. A few
lines in an article, not too long ago, caught my attention because they captured ¢hetem
| was long interested in. The article described how one woman was dedhrigew
frustration with cars that were parked on sidewalks, leaving littieyifspace for
pedestrians: she printed humorous but chiding stickers and left them on the offender’s
windshield. The article’s well-known and prolific journalist applauded the effoint tive
following words: “The best part about the stickers is that they are the product of a pure

civic impulse, an individual effort... She does not want to start a movement, does not plan
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on registering an association, does not call her idea a PROJECT (original emphasis) and
is certainly not getting ready to apply for EU funditig.

Apart from the professed misgivings about any form of coordinated action in this
statement, what was more interesting to me was the emphasis on projestsast] a
form, different from either an association or a social movement. In Bulgaria Eastern
Europe overall, projects became the organizational vehicle through which imsétut
reform was delivered, at first by the World Bank and later, by the European Gsiomi
Projects were used as the organizational settings where decisionsaderama tools
were developed to deliver both market and democratic reforms. More than simply a
vehicle, however, projects became the most visible organizational feature aditatian
of making progress towards market democracies. Pre-accession ahdatfunds fuel
government-organized tenders to select among competing projects from tie sncvahe
civil sectors. Projects seem to be what everybody has to master - from public
administration officials, to NGOs, to businesses. A whole new industry around trandng
consulting on projects has sprung up in the new century to deal with this phenomenon.
From the organization of tenders, through project selection and implementation, the
process of charting out the new project topography is seen as a marker of makiegsprogr
towards a market democracy.

We can look right past projects and focus on questions of institutional reform in the
context of Eastern Europe. We can ask questions about the changing nature of gevernanc

or the restructuring of government bureaucracies, or of the influence of thygeBor

! Dnevnik Daily, April 4", 2007, “Don't get upset, man, act!” by lva Rudnita
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Union on its new members. Instead, | propose that we focus on the diffusion of projects as
a process of reformatting the organizational landscape in line with the “netno$piri
capitalism” (Boltanski and Chiapello, 2006). Projects are a specific oegemmal form
that deserves its own treatment in research and analysis. To overlook this fodn woul
mean to miss an important organizational restructuring in a wide varietglustries, as
well as in the public sector. To treat projects as simply vehicles or toolsganmanting
reforms or for carrying out work, would be the equivalent of treating any atardf
organization the same way and forgetting that organizational forms tvesggluence
outcomes. This was indeed the case with the emerging bureaucratic formsariythe e
twentieth century, when the justification and design of industrial hierarchiethevas
mission of engineers and management theorists. This is very much the case today i
regards to projects as manifested in a growing number of works in the g@ec@ibject
management literature.

Organizational sociology emerged as a field because it was inteiestsues
beyond design of organizations. There is a lot that sociologists can contribute to the
research of temporary organizational forms both in terms of methodology anditiaoret
models. One of the questions that demands attention, especially in light of whatkoltans
and Chiapello have called the “projective cité”, or the new moral regime of postriatus
capitalism, is the question of the diffusion of project forms beyond firms and industries
Focusing on project s in regional policy-making in an Eastern European countiygsravi
fertile ground to study how project organizing diffuses in places with litppergance and

institutional support for it. It is also a good starting point to a discussion of buildéng t
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organizational capacity to deal with the requirements of market democrathestwenty
first century. This question is not specific to Eastern Europe or to developing countries
alone, but is relevant even for the Western world where building the project ssaiety
much an ongoing process.

As temporary organizations, initiated through contract deals and structured around
the accomplishment of specific tasks, projects require changes to existinig wfode
planning and coordination, or in other words, governance. This kind of governance draws
for legitimation on claims for both market-oriented flexibility and for dematic
participation. In that sense it is different than the early legitimation eflogracies as
administratively efficient machines designed for either the market qutblec sector.
Industrial hierarchies were set up to sanction competition, and governmentHiesrarc
were set up to sanction representation. The inherent tension between markets and
democracies, or how “to eat and to talk at the same time” to use Przeworski'sgf991)
expression, was temporarily settled through the mediation of a class asekmpdustrial
bureaucracies emerged with the growth of a managerial class thadtaimesolve
tensions between owners and workers (Shenhav, 2001), and in response, state
bureaucracies expanded with the growth of an expert administrativeredssing
between the represented and the elected. At first a solution, bureaucracg bezanena
for critique of capitalism through accusations of resistance to either nflapibtlity or
democratic participation. Unlike bureaucratic forms of organizing whigtoreseparating
the “bazaar” from the “cathedral” (Raymond, 2001), project organizing explataigns

orientation to the bazaar as the arena for both the market and the community. In
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contemporary capitalism, projects are faced with the challenge to defenddhleas both
market-oriented and democratically participatory.

In the context of Eastern Europe, these new models of governance are actively
promoted from outside and represent a rupture with established patterns of organizing.
Funded through EU pre-accession programs and structural funds, projects ae€l initia
through tenders organized by various government bodies. However, they rely on planning
and implementation from private companies, associations, NGOs, consultants, or an
alliance among these. Thus projects in Eastern Europe represent a chatajeoos
between the state and the business sector, between the business sector and NGOs, and
between the state and the NGOs. More than that, project organizing extends beyond
national territories and entangles organizations in all three sectoassmational
networks. Thus project organizations represent a rich opportunity for organizational
sociologists to address macro-level social relations. As ruptures to “miamasual”,
project organizations in Eastern Europe are interesting sites to studynthelwaamics
that had occurred more slowly in other places and the efforts it took to adjust to them.

At the same time, projects in any particular setting do bring their own questins a
specificities. Eastern European projects raise questions that have not beesedduyes
either the organizational or the economic sociology literatures on tempogarjzations.
Previous research on projects has focused on two issues: coordination of activities and
innovation. Within the organizational literature, researchers are irgdn@stoordination
of activities among actors who may or may not know each other. Within the economic

sociology / economic geography literatures, the interaction of different aegiems and
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/or among practitioners with different expertise within a single orgagigifort has raised
the interest of researchers of learning and innovation. Projects in policy-migkiisghiave
not been studied but they pose their own problems interesting for both the organizational
and the economic sociology scholars. Many of the underlying issues thasadewdh
the diffusion of temporary organizations are subject to research in both fields artieeve
scope of studies often overlaps. Coordination, learning, and performance can all be
investigated either as issues internal to organizations or as macrp+avieims of regions
or specific industries (or the intersection of the two).

Coordination in policy-making projects is an interesting topic for researchigeca
the existing external structures to stabilize action within a temporarginag@an are
likely to be different than those identified for corporations. Performandgoisreore
difficult to measure in policy-making than in an industry and takes on a different
dimension when community outcomes are involved. Policy-making projects repnesent a
interesting and unexploited site for research since the study of a siggtezational
episode involving different networks, organizations, and communities allows an
opportunity to address questions of coordination, performance, and learning at several
analytical levels — the single organization, the larger networks, and regimsch it

operates.

Research Question and Theoretical Foundations
The main question this research asks is how new organizational forms take root in

an inhospitable institutional environment. Specifically, | am interested in hoecpsppr
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temporary organizations aligning diverse but interdependent interests for thietiomof
specific tasks, are deployed in places with little, if any, experiencenatiiiional support
for instant collaboration. Yet, this is not simply a question about collaboration - about
when and how it could or couldn’t happen. Projects are a distinct organizational form that
requires more than collaboration across boundaries. It is also a form thattiainedsy
a deadline, a fixed budget, and a specific task. Often, it is initiated and driven by a
contractor in competitive bids. In this sense, the question posed with this resewth i
about inter-organizational cooperation per se which would typically requireyaesttmbs
long periods of time. It is rather a question about coordination under the specific
constraints of time, task, and team. As an episode of organizing, a projechmebigner
long-term institutional arrangements to support such short-term endeadongence, the
guestion of coordination in the absence of such well-developed institutions also become
guestion about the process of diffusion of an organizational form. When asked in the
context of regional development planning, this question speaks to the changes in the
process and institutions of policy making. Thus in the time-honored tradition of
organization studies, asking how an organizational form operates in an inhospitable
institutional environment addresses the question of the relationship between an
organization and its environment.

There is no agreed-upon definition of what an organizational form is and often when
the concept is used, it is taken to mean diverse configurations as general asracyea
and as specific as firms in a specific industry at a specific period aof Timoes,

organizational form can refer to an ideal-typical form or to an empieedity grounded in



legal entities and contractual obligations. The project form is somewhere inditie of
that range - it is empirically-derived but is generalized and lean in itstdefi As
conceived by Weber, the ideal-typical form of bureaucracy has six aastcs: formal
hierarchical structure, management by rules, specialist organization;ugebor in-
focused (i.e. accountable to those who empowered the organization as in board of
directors, government agency, or stockholders, etc); purposefully impersonal, and
employment based on technical qualifications. These six elements wereedithéorodel
of what a rational bureaucracy should look like. In contrast, projects are ieleiyfionly
three characteristics: limited time; specific task to perform, amge Thus the definition
is much fuzzier and generalized, leaving the question of structure and culturdfigtspec
It is neither ideal-typical in the sense that bureaucracy is, nor spmuifited to particular
organizational fields or periods of time. The main reason for this fuzzindss [3rojects
are not in-focused but rather outer-focused, i.e. they are accountable to networks and
organizations outside their immediate structure. Thus it could be said that it is a
generalized, lean form that can easily adapt to multiple environmentss ééstructure
and culture by its very nature of being disposable — task-oriented and short-lived.

The concept of organizational form can be used to make the connection between
networked structures and the processes that take place within them. It cotdaddakia
much the same way as the concept of “rules” has been altered: from ondprgscri
structure, to one generating structure. Generative rules are understaodeasqgforming

relationships and as codes for principles of coordinating these relationshqg,(E@00).

2 This definition is the one used in the organizadiditerature the most. There are some variationi, but
it is generally agreed among researchers thaisthiie most parsimonious way to delineate projects.
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A similar treatment is proposed by Sabel and Prokop (1995) to the concept of standards. |
a world of collaborative production, product or process specifications alone faovideor
assurance that partners will be reliable and perform as in the past. Thus instead of
providing technical norms for grades of steel or dimensions of paper, or of ilostsuct
carrying out procedures, discursive standards try to test firms’ cajgstiditperform as
promised. These tests are open-ended, discursive and thin in terms of content. The ISO
9000 are an example of this new order of standards. Feldman and Pentland (2003, 2005)
also describe organizational routines not as formally prescribed wayshiot @st
generative of organizational networks and fields.

Likewise, organizational forms can be understood not as prescriptions for

organizational structure, as when we talk, for example, about hierarchicaiphahoor
matrix forms of organization. An organizational form can thus be understood not in terms
of structure but in terms of a process of stabilization that pertains to bothnitsinte
elements and its external environment. A lean definition of form whose chastacseare
more oriented towards action than structure is generative in the sense of being able t
reinforce or change the relations that brought it into being. So for example, two key
specifications of the project form is that it is created to accomplish dispiask. Even if
participants have faced similar problems and tasks before in their work, tte exa
circumstances are never the same: the resources available might leaiffer context
into which the project has to perform might change, and the team itself is notdilkey t
one hundred percent the same, so that new members might have new ideas. This task

orientation means that projects by definition are action-centered, rathesrtbated
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towards goals and decisions (Lundin and Soderholm, 1999). The challenge every project
faces is how to act right now given the resources it has at its disposahfited bBmount
of time. The need to act to solve a problem and accomplish a specific task metres that
internal structure and procedures need to be flexible enough and pull on resourees as t
need arises. By the very act of pulling people from different departmefitsnsy or other
organizations, the project form is generative of network structures and prodéssethe
project form, as an action-oriented temporary frame for organizing, is a form which
generates new or activates latent network ties.

How an organizational form diffuses has usually been a question posed in relation
to bureaucracies as ideal-typical rational-legal structures (Weber, 19834 Chandler,
1964; DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Perrow, 2002). As Weber pointed out, it is not until the
growth of industrialization that this process starts. As the “organizatiomaldf
modernity” (Kalinnikos, 2004), rational bureaucracy provides the theoretical foandati
for the emerging field of organizational studies in the early twentietigeweber’s
warning that the momentum of bureaucratization was irreversible wamadiiioy the rise
of the management profession as an area of expertise in designing effisiems of
work in the beginning of the twentieth century (Shenhav, 2004).

Organizational studies emerged as a scholarly field in the 1950s and proposed to
analyze organizations as distinctive social systems in their own rigidr thin merely as
settings within which work was carried out (Scott, 2004). Taking off from Weber’
assertion that capitalist market economies require the continuous, preciserapt pr

administration of rules, as well as from early managerial theorists suiciyéor (1911)
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and Fayol (1919), organizational theorists devoted much attention to the “dilemmas of
bureaucracy” (Blau, 1955) - formal and informal structures; rationalitysanizl
constraints (March and Simon, 1958); purposeful action and unintended consequences
(Merton, 1949). Large organizations and the determinants of their structureseae nine
main focus of organizational research. Firms were conceptualized as “islands of
hierarchical coordination” in a “sea of market relations” (Richardson, 1972)teifiihe
“organizational form” itself ceased to refer to such a general concept asituarey and
acquired a more particular outline as researchers were interespatificandustries at
specific points in time.

The question of diffusion of organizational form was thus closely associated wit
explaining organizational change and in the 1970s - 1980s it gave rise to two thleoretica
and methodological lines of research: organizational ecology and new instittiieoa/
(Meyer and Rowan, 1977; Starr, 1980; DiMaggio, 1981; Coser, Kadushin, and Powell,
1982). These two approaches were at once competing and complementing each other.
Organizational ecology emphasized competitive forces that worked not on individual
organizations but on whole populations of similar organizational forms. The main
motivation was to explain the observed variety of forms through studying how érey w
generated, grew, declined, and eventually died as manifested in quantitaties sf
population ecologies. The interpretation of organizational form is thus linked to a
particular industry at a particular moment in time and diffusion was understoode&s dri

by competitive fithness to external environmental forces.
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Institutionalists, on the other hand, agreed that competitive selection might be
relevant for new fields of organizations but asserted that it could not explairothiegr
homogeneity of form after a field matures. They proposed that organizatiamal for
change and diffuse not as a result of selection, but of isomorphic processes viglin a f
Instead of ecologies of competing firms, institionalists looked at institlizeddields of
organizing that included suppliers, consumers, regulatory agencies and otheratiqyeiz
Thus for them, diffusion was explained through larger institutional forces fanegiion
in the face of uncertainty, including norms, coercive pressure or simply onitati

Combining the two approaches, we can summarize that the spread of a generalized
bureaucratic form of organizing (despite variations within industries atetitf@oints in
time) was understood as initially generated by competition and the drive teratfy but
subsequently carried on through exertion of power or the need for legitimation to conform
to dominant forms within the field. Thus institutionalists understand organizational
diffusion as a process that is driven by individual rationality at the micro levelbut
institutional forces at the macro level. This duality in the process leads tihéasrational
outcomes for the organizational field as a whole (DiMaggio, 1988).

Although the two lines of research start from different questions and with differe
assumptions, both reaffirm that large and resource-rich organizations can ractiged{f
control their environment. Population ecologists explained this through concepts such as
“liability of newness” (Stinchcombe, 1965) and “liability of smallnessdgdh and
Auster, 1985) which were based on the premise that inertia saves older and larger

organizations from “dying”. In contrast, insitutionalists focused their estilan on the
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process of legitimization and the exercise of power which leads to isomorphism of
organizational forms. Despite the fact that they analyzed larger sysieimassecologies
or fields, in both traditions organizations were understood in the Weberian tradition of
internally-oriented systems of social relations regulated by formal. iBiethe end of the
twentieth century, the pervasiveness of bureaucracies seemed so complebatiest
Perrow announced that we live in “society of organizations” (Perrow, 1991, 2002). This
view stemmed from his observation that large bureaucracies, espeaiplbyations, shape
not only career mobility and the dynamics of inequality, but also education, publiepolici
on health care, retirement and social service, as well as the outcomes of urb@ioadl re
economic development.

The existing traditions in population ecology and institutionalism, however, do not
provide adequate means of analysis when it comes to forms of organizing that have only
minimal formal structures, predetermined start and finish dates, and arerofteshed
with other organizations and networks. The population ecology approach, with its
measurement of birth and death rates as a result of competitive pressurégefrom
environment cannot be used in the case of disseminating projects, which have
predetermined start and end dates. Likewise, new institutional theory canmanttsioc
the rise of relatively new forms in inhospitable institutional environmentssiiraes the
relative maturity of organizational fields and organizational forms, two conditiansite
not met in the case of project organizing.

As a reaction to the earlier focus on corporate hierarchies, the latest effibre

studies of organizations have been directed towards searching for diverse tiqgatiza
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forms that correspond with the changing nature of post-industrial capital aetiomul
After a period of low interest, the concept of organizational form started gattoigf
attention again in the 1990s (Foss, 2002). The main theme of this most recent research is
the importance of collaboration and interdependence among organizations to tna sur
in a highly uncertain and rapidly changing environment. These two featureearass
antithetical to the bureaucratic form as it has been attacked for tvamseas the private
sector, for its deficiency in learning and innovations caused by lack of jointipaiito
from diverse groups of experts and customers (Sabel, 1991); in the public sector, for its
deficiency in the democratic principles of participation and transparencst,(H994,
1997; Scott, 1998Attack on bureaucratic forms of organization, be it in the public or the
private sector, was thus launched from the same basic source: they were deficient in
learning, innovation, and responsiveness because they were too inslilagztically
integrated organizations driven by formal rules and technical expertitsistat as the
epitome of efficiency, towards the end of the twentieth century they cammboksze
resistance to inclusion and change. Instead, bureaucracies were redeftredtares “for
which the reproduction of their system of means becomes their main organizgtialial
(Castells, 1996, p. 71). New institutionalist theory in sociology and evolutionary timeory i
economics contributed to that reinterpretation.

Thus the moment when Perrow announced the peak of the society of organizations

was also the moment of the height of its attack. Less than two decades leiket Da@is
declared that the society of organizations was dead (Davis, 2009). The model of the

organization as a building block of society turns out to have been short-lived: less than a
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century. Instead of stable bureaucracies shaping their environment, it was/tsivee
uncertainty and fast-paced changes of the environment that seemed to @xert the
unrelenting pressure on corporations. The central role of vertically integoapedations
was eroded by the rise of service and non-profit organizations, the contadtioig
functions that were previously in-house, the financialization of the economysand it
reliance on trade markets, and the resurgence of communities and networks asfeehicles
knowledge creation and transfer (Wenger, 1999; Smith, 2002; Freeman and Audia, 2006;
Davis, 2009). As Carroll and Hannan (2000) report, the importance of new, small firms in
the economy is rising, as the size of large firms is falling - the aetiag of US
corporations has declined from about 60 employees in 1960 to about 34 employees in
1990.

Yet, it is probably premature to declare the end of society of organizafibes.
world of post-industrial production may have destabilized the central role ofdiesaly
integrated organizations but it has also brought increasing interdependemaigs a
professional fields, sectors, and organizations. Uncertainties that canadtuated away
only seem to exacerbate the need for collective action in a world where campaties
from mass markets to niche and custom markets (Knight, 1921; Podolny et al. 1996; Sabel,
Stark, 2009)Organizations are still as important as ever but they are fragmented and
networked, and often, short-lived and smaéhe proclamation that the society of
organizations is dead is perhaps appropriately understood as a call to end the Weberian
definition of organization based on structural characteristics, i.e. the organiastibmg,

and towards understanding organizations as processes and patterns. Indeed, most recent



16
scholarship on organization is going through what might be called a process turn, or an
orientation to action rather than structure and an emphasis onzongaather than
organizaion. Such a view has led researchers to focus on shifting populations of
participants (Bidwell and Kasarda, 1985), on narratives that emerge throggh tim
(Czarniawska, 1997) or on sense-making and improvising (Weick, 1998; Faulkner and
Becker, 2009). As W. Richard Scott (2004) argues, it might now be the case thatsocieti
are absorbing organizations, not the other way around.

While that might be the case, organizational sociologists are still fatied wi
understanding the organizational manifestations of this process. To say thadsace
absorbing organizations might be a good way to capture a general trend but it is also
overlooking the problem of organizational form. If we consider organizatiormaldsra
generalized model of structuring relations, then we should be asking what the thatlel
enable this process of connecting across social systems are. The reasomihortant is
because, as decades of organizational research have shown, organizationabgftenfer
macro-level outcomes.

Indeed, most of the recent research in organization studies has been tingateld
varieties of forms understood as specific structural arrangementshifgdor innovation
and the way to the future of organized capitalism, researchers have looked for
organizational varieties where sectors or fields meet - for examples mttersection
between communities and firms, such as cooperative farms; or communities and non-
profits such as the Burning Man festival (Chen, 2009); or between the public and private

sectors, such as public-private partnerships. The common theme in most of thisligsearc
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the use of communities or informal networks as the underlying structures aiding the
organizing efforts.

In contrast, my research focuses on the more generalized form of temporarily
structured and task-oriented action that can be found in a variety of sectdrslds. Thus
instead of looking for a diversity in organizational forms, | follow the calludyshow
diversity is organized (Stark, 2009). | understand this also as a call to reseéwdbek
for common patterns of organizing activities, i.e. a commonly found form of organization,
rather than to gather a collection of varieties. The interest in such a&srbvekn mostly
abandoned perhaps as a reaction to the earlier preoccupation with the bureaueratic f
and its diffusion. The end of society of organizations and the view that organizations are
best understood as arenas for action harks back to the period in the beginning of the
twentieth century, before the field of organizational sociology found its voice. &e tse
be in the midst of a similar period now and it might be one reason behind the trend of
shifting the locus of scholarship towards professional, and specifically, busthesdss
(Scott, 1996; Hinings and Greenwood, 2002).

While | share the view that organizations should not be understood as “things”, i.e.
clearly bound and steady structures, | also think that organizational scholas relvord
their old concern with showing that organizations are more than vessels for action. An
organizational form that is diffusing across domains can be a unifying lens throudih whic
to address larger issues such as career structures, policy planning and ntgilemehe
emergence of new professional fields such as facilitators or projeeigeran or urban and

regional development outcomes. In that sense, | am sharing an institutionakshconc
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with diffusion of form as a well-defined set of characteristics. Howevegadsif asking
how a mature form diffuses into already mature organizational fields, si@arch asks
how a non-traditional form is diffusing in inhospitable environments. In contrasivto ne
institutionalist analysis, which views organizational form as a streithat is then
disseminated through institutional processes, the proposed question relaxesthisrdic
and treats both form and environment in terms of experimentation with structure and
process. This insight comes from the last decade of organizational resbarch w
produced a view of organizations as loosely-coupled and fluid.

The theoretical concepts that | will use come from economic sociology, social

movements research, and the sociology of conventions.

Networks and Communities, Markets and Polities

The view that corporations are the defining organizational form of post-iradustri
capitalism has been shaken gradually. Starting in the 1980s and into the next couple of
decades, organizational research has been focused on documenting the fragnuntati
organizations, their experimentation with boundaries, governance models, and with
flattening structures. Individual firms have been described as heteedr@hdcproduction
markets have been described in terms of networks or chains (Gereffi et al, @00IyP
et al, 1996). Networks and communities, in particular, have been proposed as the emerging
structures of organizing the post-industrial world. Thus organizations are no longassee
closed social systems reproducing themselves by adapting to their environmast, but

open-systems always looking beyond the current state of the environment into the
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uncertain future. As the boundaries of an organization blur into larger structures of
personal and/or organizational ties, researchers argue that the unit of astadysilsbe
based on these structures, rather than individual organizations. Practitiondrscarsdst
alike emphasize the increasing importance of collaboration to respond to theintycerta
and instability of markets driven by an ever-faster pace of crgaéind information flows,
on the one hand, and the increasing pressures for transparency and participation, on the
other. Evidence and discussion of these trends can be found in research from various fields
such as economic sociology, economic geography, organizations studies, public
administration, and political economy studies.

Inter-organizational networks have been proposed as an alternative to eithes market
or hierarchies (Powell, 1997). Rather than short-lived and exchange-based relations
network relations are long-term and are based on social proximity definedgtasorms
of behavior, conventions, professional interests, or reputation careers (Piore and Sabel
1984; Adler, 2002; Podolny et al 2005). Thus networks undermine both market relations,
based on short-term pursuit of the best available deal, and hierarchical relasedspia
impersonal technocratic expertise (Powell et al, 1996). Even some of the masthinoat
and bureaucratic organizations in the world, the U.S. military (Alberts, 2003) abdShe
Federal Emergency Management Agency (Ward et. al, 2000), sought out network models
of organization to counter the problems and inefficiencies associated wittalverti
communication and insulation.

Similarly, communities are the equivalent of inter-organizational networkseon t

personal level. Deliberation and information interpretation with others who arkyequa
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involved and interested in particular problematic are seen as mechanismsreade
enhance knowledge, arrive at more innovative solutions, and ultimately, enhance
democratic participation, be it in shaping one’s work or one’s living environment. Some
examples about how communities work together to enhance the performance of a larger
unit of economic action, such as a firm, a cooperative, or a region come from an
entertainment company (Cohendet and Simon, 2007), the software industry (O’Mahony,
2003), the cases of the Mondragon worker cooperatives in Spain (Turnbull, 1994; Wright,
2010), participatory budgeting in Brazil (Fung and Wright, 2003), and “learning regions”
(Amin, 1999; Amin and Roberts, 2008). In studies of firms and industries, community is a
different concept than the traditional understanding offered by the concept of
Gemeinschaft in which personal interest is subsumed to the common interest dnis whic
based on common beliefs and behavioral norms (Adler and Heckscher, 2006). In
collaborative communities, in contrast, the common ground is a shared purpose “when a
collectivity engages in cooperative, interdependent activity towards a aomiject”

(ibid, p. 21). Such communities can be fostered within organizations or across many
organizations and are proposed as an essential structure to organizingéftorts
collaborative community as a form of organization is oriented towards commorogoals
professional practice, i.e. towards pragmatic action rather than repomdattiself. The
norms and values that bind the community emerge from that practice rather than from
familial or friendship ties or from relations of spatial proximity.

In social movement and political sociology studies that are more interasted i

democratic empowerment and participation, rather than in learning and innovation,
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community can be understood not so much in terms of common professional practice or
goal but in terms of common issues and concerns such as health, public education, and
social services (Evans, 2004; Fung and Wright, 2003). Social problems are seén as bes
addressed by connection, cooperation, and community building. Fung and Wright use the
concept of “empowered participatory governance” to describe a mechanism for
participation based on deliberation and collaboration among the public and private. sector
When it is tied to state policy making, empowered participatory governsiace i
alternative to top-down, state-centric solutions. To be effective, Fung and \Asggt,
participation must be formally constituted within state institutions. Thus, it ismpt
participation and collaboration that matter, but specific organizing mechasisth as
regulation, monitoring, and sanctioning at a higher level that make the thaloceticept
of community involvement different than traditional collective action. The reldtipns
between the community and the state is one of division of labor, rather than of plan and
control. The local level is the one that innovates and experiments, while the higher, or
institutional, level is the one that administers, monitors, and sanctions.

Researchers in that tradition have often been dubbed romanticists (DeRilipis e
2006; Jessop, 2002) and criticized for being overly optimistic about what, in effect, has
meant the withdrawal of the state from delivering services and the imgeake of NGOs
or private firms. In many policy arenas such as in the broadly defined are@noh@c
development, mutually reinforcing trends like fiscal decentralization antiZatan of
policy responsibility mean that cities increasingly manage thairafthrough

mechanisms of collaboration, which puts government in a position resembling the “hollow
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state” (Jessop, 2003; Agranoff, 1998). The hollow state concept refers to units of
government that are separated from their outputs, where negotiated contracts or othe
agreements link organizations. Just as in industry, networks play an evertrggressin
public policy planning and implementation. In the case of local economic develgpment
persons who represent government agencies spend a great deal of timegpatashg
operating in networks (Agranoff, 1998; 2003). This contrasts with the conventional view
of hierarchically organizing economic policy objectives through a single government
agency (Fosler, 1992) or acceding entirely to market forces for changesuootiemy. As
with the opposition between markets and hierarchies, networks and communitiesgehall
the notion that the state is a representative hierarchy set off from acdeia oflations.
The “networked polity” (Ansell, 2000) comprises many organizations in and outside of
traditional state hierarchies who together work on policy planning and impleraentea
series of temporary projects. Just as in for-profit enterprises, interdepgraseh
flexibility are the hallmarks of planning and organizing in public policy.

In sum, networks and communities complement each other and together are
understood as social formations that undermine hierarchical and market relatipaslyN
that, but the existence of such relations is posited as detrimental to thedarofatiore
collaborative forms of organizing because trust and collaboration will bed<ti#iore and
Sabel, 1984; Ferraro et. al, 2007). Whether in the public or the private sector, participation
and collaboration through networks or goal-bound communities are emphasized as both the
observed trends and the prescribed models for advancing economic growth and deepening

democracy. They are understood as antithetical to either markets octiesand blur the
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boundaries between sectors. Often, the onset of these new organizational &ertierai
hopes for reconciliation between market and democratic values, long considaded a
with each other (Fung and Wright, Evans, Davis). Market relations are c@uside
detrimental to democracy when only economic values are taken into account and
communities’ needs are destroyed; democracy is considered detriroentakiets when
community participation destroys the incentives and lengthens the timeline for
investments. The new relational models of organizing are seen as constrairkats fing
introducing elements of community into them.

However, as other scholars have observed, the trend towards communal forms of
organizing, with its emphasis on long-term relationships, trust, and cooperation, &rcount
balanced by another trend — that of fragmentation and an ever-increasing focaket m
flexibility and responsiveness. This is especially visible in recentnesea work and
occupations. This fragmentation is manifested not only in the decreasing size of
organizations, as pointed above, but also in the significant increases in temporary
employment relationships and freelance workers (Smith, 2002; Baumol, 2002; Teece,
2003), in outsourcing in the private and the public sectors through the use of tender
procedures and short-term contracts (Agranoff, 1998), and in the intensifying orientation
towards quick responses to market demands. Increasingly, people are workintjein sma
units, under non-traditional employment relationships emphasizing individual judgment
expertise, and responsibility (Zenger and Hesterley, 1997; Felin et. al, 20089rdbess

who point to the modularization and fragmentation of organizational relations emphasize
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that contrary to predictions for more community-oriented relations, current wahds
intensify market relations (Felin et al, 2006).

Although these two trends seem to be pointing in opposite directions - one in the
direction of decreasing relevance of markets, and the other in the directiorr of thei
increasing relevance - they are more complementary than it mightadest glance. The
underlying organizational form that aligns networks, constructs and maintains
communities, while at the same time introduces the elements of marketlitigxshort-
term horizons, and transactional relations is that of the project. The unifying tiscurs
element is that of inclusion and forming ties. This micro-level of organizihgwbe
networks, communities, or firms, is where the justifications are made is tdrigleas
related to both market (flexibility and efficiency) and democracy (sgmtation and
participation of diverse points of view). The common denominator is connectivity.
Connectivity is interpreted in terms of both market responsiveness and democratic
participation.

Indeed, according to Boltanski and Chiapello (2005), the new logic of capitalist
accumulation is based on a connexionist moral system that they term the prajégtive
emerges as a selective absorption of the capitalist critique of the 1960=|éti®s
retains the emphasis on individual freedom and personal expression but neglectgakhe soci
critique: demands for social justice, equality, and solidarity. At the orgammaatevel, the
emphasis is upon change rather than stability, process rather than steumctuioetcome

rather than procedure. In their research on managerial texts in the 1990s, the authors

% The City or Cit is a concept that the authors borrow from Platefer to a moral regime of justification
that provides a definition of the common good aritgigon for the judgment of the value of humanriggs.
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notice that thgroject organizations a term that is often mentioned. They take this
organizational form as the emblem for contemporary capitalism and the natine for
emerging moral regime at the end of the twentieth century. The reasonhbes ala not
follow the network metaphor and do not call the emerging moral order a networked or a
connexionist city, for example, is that more than a structure of relations¢isrojtroduce
the requirement for reflexivity and making judgments through engagement and
communication. These two features, engagement and communication, are crucial to
understanding the modern “spirit of capitalism”. They are elevated tosvahteenshrined
into institutions, organizations, and models of governance. Engagement, communication,
interdependence, and flexibility inspire and legitimate new ways of orggngmoduction,
and public management. In these texts, the “project managers”, “innovators”, and
“coaches” come to replace the corporate manager as the main hero of. tBardaycratic
rules and rigidity are rejected in favor of self-control, permanent change=xtending
networks.

“Projects make production and accumulation possible in a world, were it

to be purely connexionist, would simply contain flows, where nothing

could be stabilized, accumulated or crystallized. Everything would be

carried off in an endless stream of ephemeral associations which, given

their capacity to put everything in communication, constantly distribute

and dissolve whatever gels in them.” (ibid. p. 105).

Projects, with their capacity to stress not only communication and relatiorsbut al
engagement and reflexivity, are the forms that make it possible to formialiats ebout

the common good and generate justifications for actions. Not only in the businags worl

but in the world of social movements and political mobilization, homogeneity of ideology
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and organization is viewed as too totalitarian. Heterogeneity, faced@dion, direct aid
and pluralism are valued.

Thus the moral regime that emerges and which the authors dub the projective city
is a constraint on the networked world. It offers a form of justice that simaiialye
justifies the connexionist order and makes it possible to critique it when it does not
contribute to a common good as defined in series of engagements. The extension of
networks in itself is nothing new and has existed since commercial activgtes
commenced. What is new is the new value placed upon the activity of mediating and on
the roles of facilitators, coaches, mediators, brokers, etc. (ibid, page 106). Tiheajual
established ties are evaluated both by the social distance they have hdddabd by
their fruitfulness in terms of extending and refocusing the existing networkss that are
simultaneously unlikely and highly productive confer the status of innovator or of an
audacious project leader.

The role of intermediaries and brokers is reviving interest in the new institigtona
camp as well. As W. Richard Scott suggests, the role of these actors has beeadleglect
studies which focus only on the main actors but that these mediators stabilizélthimn f
which they work. They collect, disseminate, and interpret information so as toaaftiec
in the principal agents. There is already some existing research fooussugh brokers.

For example, Suchman (1995) and Suchman and Cahill (1996) study the role played by
law firms who acted as legal consultants in the emerging semi-conductoryridust
Silicon Valley. They didn't just pay attention to the venture capitalists, tihepgaheurial

firms, and the mainstream electronic firms who were the main economic agtrés
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industry. In their analysis, they showed that the legal consultants went frono fiirm
and compiled a list of practices to distil a core set of organizing principlies then they
disseminated to other members of the population. What is even more interesting,rhoweve
is the specialized roles that are emerging specifically to ttelland mediate. There is no
unified professional field, at least not yet, but there are various names fookas;las
Boltanski and Chiapello point out. They could be called project leaders, or tacsljtar
negotiators. More often than not, they are performed by people who have takeniah offic
role as consultants or investors and have won contracts in tenders to delivet specifi
projects. Thus in my research, | have also paid close attention to the role ofesliatora
as crucial to building the structure around projects and beyond projects, to networks.

Thus the formulation that Boltanski and Chiapello give to the project form is a first

and rare attempt to treat it as a theoretical concept. In OrganizationsS8ydiew et. al.

(2004: 1480) noted that “apparently projects come in many kinds and definitions are quite
vague, pointing rather to an empirical level of interest than a clearly bounadeetited

subject area”. If the goal of organization studies is to understand sociadggedtbrough

the prism of organized activities, then it behooves it to start developing such a tlafigreti
bounded subject area. Insights from the latest research in organization themylgplgrt

the dual emphasis on organizing as both cognitively and materially distributed pi®cess

especially helpful.
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Organizations and Social Movements
The cognitive side of organizing has been emphasized by many authors, especially

Karl Weick (2005) and his approach to organizing as collective sense-making. The
emerging scholarship on the common grounds between social movements and
organizations has been especially productive in deploying narratives and identity a
coalition-building mechanisms. Both social movements and organizations areoforms
collective action and as such face challenges to recruit and retainpaentscand provide
common orientation through training or other means (Davis et al, 2005). Research that
blends organizational and social movements theory usually falls alongitiegethe way
social movements trigger organizational change (or how organizations responidlto soc
movements); the way social movements set up organizations to be represented|lgnd fina
within organizations, there are movement-like processes that are used io lkeapla
internal change became possible. It is this last line of research thhdfid imeaddressing
the question of diffusion as well by using some concepts developed in the social
movements literature around coalition building. The difference is that insteadw$slisy
change within single organizations, such as the one presented by Kellogg (2008) in her
comparative case study of two hospitals, the processes of coalition building can be
considered across organizations and thus used to explain processes of diffusion. The
inspiration from the social movement literature allows organizational seholéreak the
mold of deploying either formal authority or informal personal ties as aaeyplain
organizational structures (Clemens, 2005). For that reason, it also provides sfuine use

concepts to address the question of diffusion of organizational forms that go beyond



29
authority (formal or informal) and delve deeper into how narratives and identiget a
organizations.

It is interesting that in the social movements literature, this trend towaatison
building around identity and narrative has been aided by the use of the term “prgjectivit
Ann Mische revives the concept from the work of Alfred Schutz as a way to theorize
future-oriented action. In their research of youth organizations in Brazith#®lisnd
Pattison (2000) analyze the multiple layers of identities and action to orgaaiak s
movements by using both non-government associations and projects as intersetsin
of analysis. In this case, projects serve as long-term narrativeatefgtrgoals rather than
organizational forms. Emirbayer and Mische (2008) place the “projectivityia
particular context of western culture with its “narrative-based stringf of time” and its
ontological conceptions of human freedom. Further, in the phenomenological tradition, the
authors emphasize the fact that projectivity involves intersubjectivity4litei projective
work of the imagination that allows the emergence of collective ideals, grougtidera
and negotiation, and strategic interaction. Pizzorno (1986) continues further by
emphasizing not only the interpersonal inter-dependence but also the temporal
interdependence: "identity through time will be securely defined by thdastds of
recognition anticipated for....future selves" (Pizzorno 1986, p.371).

From the theoretical concept of projectivity, Mische and Pattison derive their
definition of projects asfliture-oriented narratives of proposed interventiofsis
conceptualization of projects as interacting collective strategmssaMische and Pattison

to analyze social movements in a changing political arena. By looking @togsesection
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between organizations and the projects they are engaged in, the authors are atwe to fol
how the structure of relationships in the civic arena changes over time. Thetlzag
coalitions are formed on the basis of multiplex and contentious relations antorsy ac
overlapping sectoral domains, and fluid and changing sets of projects.

Emirbayer and Mische suggest that projectivity has an internal stru€ixste.
there is the play of scenarios where participants let the imaginationtetke@ve paths to
what is already existing and ask “what if” questions; second, participants peopose
hypothetical resolution to the actor’s existing conflicts; and third, therees@erimental
enactment that tests the proposed resolutions in tentative or exploratorynge@ations.
The authors see projectivity as a dimension of institutions and suggest that tmsidme
has been neglected by new institutionalists in their pursuit of demolishing fatanee
theory. In other words, Emirbayer and Mische use the term as an agentivédakore
concept that allows for analysis of change in organizations and institutiamtast, the
implication of existing research on organizations suggests that projecdinioy only a
dimension of organizations but is being used as a model to provide structure to ever-more
short-lived, disposable, and experimental episodes in organizing. We can call this a
generalized planning model and it is used to reformat the organizational laniisbatie
the public and the private sector. That is how | will use this concept — not in the sense of an
institutional dimension but as a model for planning of activities within and beyond
projects.

To address the question of reformatting the organizational landscape through

projective planning, the concept of framing is useful. Goffman (1959) used the idea of
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frames to label "schemata of interpretation” that allow individuals or gréapocate,
perceive, identify, and label" events and render meaning to them. Framing inbhaves
strategic creating and manipulation of shared understandings and interpretbtiens
world, its problems, and viable courses of action. In the social movementsiteerat
frames mediate between opportunity structures and action because they pronidarike
with which people can interpret the political opportunities before them and decide how
best to pursue their objectives (McAdam et al, 2005). In the economic sociologtiter
Callon (1998) uses framing as a way to define who the actors are and HienselHe
also reminds us that every frame is threatened by overflows, i.e. thafreweeyis a cut-
off but it is also connected to outside networks.

A project is a specific episode that temporarily pulls together in its orbit people
from different networks. Part of the project work is framing work and the challerge i
employ existing frameworks and adapt them to its own needs. In my work | wiheise
term framing as an attempt to make narrative associations betwees obprds, and
actions that give meaning to what the participants are trying to do, whatelhéwns are,
and that ultimately, also set the expectations for outcomes from theiseftbrts framing
is understood as deploying not just symbols and metaphors but also material objects and
physical surroundings.

For this reason | see them as referring to the same process of buildimgjéoe P

Topography.
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The Topography of the Project Economy

As pointed out above, the project form of organization has become the preferred
organizational model for “old” and “new” industries alike, as well as for publicyoli
planning and implementation. Researchers, predominantly in economic geography and
management studies (Lundin and Soderholm, 1995; Grabher, 2001; Ekstedt, 1999;
Hobday, 1998) are taking an interest in how such temporary engagements are conducive to
learning and innovation both at the individual firm and at the regional level. The main
guestion that excites these studies is how to sustain the knowledge gaingtkadtet of a
project. There is also a very large specialized literature on projecta witmagement and
operations studies. They are concerned with issues around design, evaluation of
performance, and human resource management issues. Yet, organizational stadies ha
just recently started to pay attention to these temporary, disposable atigaisizThere
are several key issues that such organizations raise: the problem of coordinatichey
short time to establish routines, common culture, or common identity to the organization,
and indeed, to even get to know the other's members; the problem of devising coherent
career paths and narratives that do not involve upward progression through a hidrarchy; t
emerging professionalization of project management as a discipline; thgiregrteols
and standards devised around managing projects; the relationship between andjects
between projects and permanent organizations, given that they often have to borrow
resources from them. Beyond projects themselves, the diffusion of the form in the

provision of public services raises questions about the changing nature oflregiona
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planning and the role of public administrators. There are probably other issues that a
problematized by the spread of this form.

Several definitions have been proposed to delimit the contours of projects. Gernot
Grabher, an economic geographer, defines them along four characteristics:
interdependence, tasks, deadlines, and a contractor. Interdependence refdéestohiie
parties to the project depend on each other’s input to do their own work. A contractor
usually manages the projects and selects the team. Tasks refers to thed fastdad of
being goal-oriented, projects have very specific tasks to handle which leafi€ts an
activities rather than on decision-making. Finally, of course, deadlinas timsteas
temporary organizations, projects have a foretold termination date and algjladtged
on whether they can meet it. Asheim and Marriusen (2003) propose a similar definition but
they omit the contractor feature of the project, most likely because theypstjegts
within firms rather than across them. Beth Bechky follows an approach that looks at
projects predominantly as stand-alone organizations such as those found in film making or
open-source coding. Her definition revolves largely around the fact that prajects
temporary and involve people who don’t know each other personally.

The three characteristics of team, time, and task are generally sadficasnt to
denote projects as specific forms. What is meant by team, however, needs to éetedigm
beyond simply a group of people working together. The crucial dimension of thissvork i
the intersubjectivity involved, i.e. the need for group interaction and negotiation about t
work at hand. That implies that although the task may be well-defined, exactly Bow on

gets there is not, and that requires a level of engagement across differpetecuies.
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Intersubjectivity here does not mean that there is consensus reached or tlaatthere
common meanings and symbols. Very often the short-term nature of projects does not
allow for sufficient time to reach such consensus and indeed, that may not be yecessar
(Girard and Stark, 2002). Divergences of meaning, or dissonance (Stark, 2009), iy partiall
where the strength of mixing competencies for short-term tasks lies.

These three elements are sufficient to delineate a project as arzatigaial form
from the other uses of the word that are tied to individual endeavors (no team), routine
work that does not involve team intersubjectivity, or long-term strategictivagdno task
and no deadline). At the same time, the looseness of the definition allowshesearc
projects to be carried out in different contexts — within organizations (as wjdci{s in
marketing or R&D), within strategic alliances (common in the automatigeelectronics
industries), as stand-alone organizations that link several permanentzatigasi (as with
film and TV production), or within project ecologies within particular industliasters or
regions. Thus, “no project is an island” (Engwall, 2003) and cannot be analyzed in
isolation from its particular context. Multiple layers of analysis are reduinvolving
networks, epistemic communities, teams, and permanent organizations (Grabher, 2001).
The move towards projects in many different kinds of industries has been called by

one researchetlfe projectivization of the econofr(§ekstedt, 1999). Projects, either
within or across firms, can be found not only in information and knowledge-intensive
industries such as software, entertainment, and advertising, but in traditionalcmes s
automobiles and pharmaceuticals as well. In their search to be ever-spwesige to

changing market demands, more flexible, nimble and innovative, firms are using
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temporary organizing as a means to accomplish short-term tasks trough bidggitingpr
diverse resources they may not necessarily own themselves. Complex pandlucts
systems, which have customized, interconnected elements are usually designed and
produced in projects (Hobday, 2000). Users, buyers, other suppliers and often government
agencies and regulators are involved in new designs, especially in the publiasdfety
national security industries such as aerospace, telecommunications, esegssgand
the military.

Indeed, the very rise of the project as an organizational form is linked to these
industries, rather than to industries that have more traditionally been set up te opera
projects, such as construction. The rise of projects as organizational sphess a
particular techniques for coordinating work for complex products can be traced to the
military and its suppliers throughout the period between 1950s —1980s (Engwall, 1995;
Crawford, 2004). Technological advances made the new weapons more complex and
costly, which in turn triggered a re-conceptualization of weapons as a “sy$tengan,
1992). New techniques were needed to maintain control over their development, often
involving the dispersed functions of design, procurement, production, and funding. The
development and acquisition of weapons after World War 1l led to a re-alignment of
organizational models between the Department of Defense and its contractaslutibe
was to establish a focal point for the new systems — a project office — @nathe formal
organization, bypassing existing command lines (Horgan, 1992). In 1954, the Navy
established a Special Aircraft Project Office, followed by the Pgbaagram. The first

methods of managing projects are associated with these first milithrgtrial projects.
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The Polaris program introduced the Program Evaluation and Review Technique. In 1957
DuPont introduced a similar model, called the Critical Path Method, designed tosaddres
the complex and precarious business of shutting down chemical plants and thengestarti
them once their maintenance had been finished. Also in the 1950s, Bechtel was one of the
first corporations to use the term “project manager” applied to internationialomor
remote sites (Crawford, 2004). Projects continued to be associated mainliyenliilyt
technology sector throughout the 1970s and 1980s with the growth of computer
technologies and software. This is also the period when project organizing bpgicess
of liberation from its system-based engineering origins and their empirasontrol and
execution techniques and towards being seen more generally as a comprehansive w
organize creativity and innovation.

Thus, even though projects are first started within highly industrializedgsetind
evolved as organizational forms under the guidance of engineers and systenis theoris
during the 1980s and 1990s that approach was challenged by software developers who
insisted on their autonomy and emphasized innovation and team work rather than
efficiency. Management academics, especially those concerned witin lhesoarces,
creativity and innovation also resisted the purely technical approach to progeuizorg.
Goodman and Goodman (1976) were among the first management theorists to start
thinking systematically about what they called “temporary systenn&y based their
studies mostly on theater productions and research and development projects, but also
pointed out that the term applies to election campaign organizations, sengtg hear

committees and juries. From being seen as simply tools for performing oneeaf pie
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work, projects evolved to the main units for organizing productive work, even where it
used to be based on traditional operation flows (Sydow et al, 2004). Thus the “career” of
the form follows a similar arc as that of bureaucratic structures. Theysiveilarly
justified first in terms of efficiency and designed by enginasraork systems, only to
find resistance from those they tried to organize and be challenged bytthetbias
analyzed them as cornerstone elements in organizing social life.

The continued expansion of project forms of organizing into traditional industries
such as cars and pharmaceuticals is further attributed to the spread of qorogiets in
the modern economy as the appeal of mass produced goods wanes, technologies make
customization, the involvement of consumers possible, and co-design and development
with suppliers possible. Project organizing is increasingly seen as a neguiri®r
harnessing innovation. Regional studies in the Nordic countries, in particular, lesive be
finding that industries and clusters who know how to use projects to transform and exploit
knowledge for economic purposes, do better than those who don’'t (Asheim and Mariussen,
2003).

Beyond industries and firms, other researchers have also acknowledged the
diffusion of temporary, task-driven teams. In his comprehensive review of litheffie
regional development in Western Europe, Chris Ansell (2000) develops the notion of the
networked polity where work is done in projects involving many organizations with
overlapping jurisdictions engaged in cooperative relationships. He argues that the
networked polity is an increasingly prominent and explicit model that openatesiltiple

scales (local, regional, national, and European).
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The variety of different contexts and uses of projects has led to many studies that
try to answer the question of how such temporary endeavors are able to coordinate thei
member’s efforts. The explanations that the literature has offered rest esgg®@and
structures found in networks, organizational fields, or institutions. Thus project
organization emerges in a topography of interconnected and mutually definingolevels
organizing activities.

The concept of swift trust (Meyerson et al, 1996) has been used to describe how
people who don’t know much about each other are able to work together, as well as the
concept of trust in the case of communities whose members are in close and regular
contact (Grabher, 2004). Relationships of trust typically emerge over edpmattacts,
familiarity, shared experiences, and fulfilled promises. Such relationstapemerge in
communities that have strong ties with each other and a common prehistory. Networked
relations in industrial clusters are typically described in terms df ffie concept of swift
trust changes the location of trusting relationships from long-established st®tm
weak ties. People who may not know each other and will only be working together for a
short period of time have to manage issues of uncertainty, risk, vulnerability, and
expectations. Swift trust is not based on the quality of the relations between peapie but
the generic features of the setting within which their interaction occueseTatures vary
with each situation but include such parameters as role expectations based siopsdfes
codes and certifications, the size of the labor pool, and the level of interdependenge am

participants.
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In contrast, Beth Bechky (2006) argues that in the context of movie production,
where teams of “gofers”, “gaffers” and “grips” run the movie sets, $mift is not enough
to ensure the smooth coordination of their activities. What stabilizes the project a
provides career structures for these temporary employees is the exaftstatde,
enduring role structures which are reproduced through their continuous enactsemds
of projects. Unlike swift trust, which implicitly requires professional camities with
their codes of conduct, standards, and expertise, role structures refers to the work of
production assistants who do not form such professional communities. They learn their
skills mostly on the job and understand each other’s roles by because they have often
performed them themselves. The role structures are thus the scaffolding upon whic
temporary projects can be built.

Drawing on the concepts of weak ties, structural holes, and identity, Grabher
compares the advertising firms in Hamburg to the software developmentriiivhaich.
He anchors projects into thin personal knowledge networks, or communities ofegrastic
well as into firms. The identity of a project is built around the demanding and unsigge ta
each one presents and is stronger than the identity of firms, especially insatyert
However, as much as a source of stability, the multiple layers within whicdcizare
embedded could also be a source of tensions and instability as the identitiessaotd aim
projects, team members, and firms may not agree with each other. The logic of
communality that governs the strong personal relationships in the softwareyimdagt
clash with the “strategic rationality” of projects and may discoudagénclusion of

unfamiliar team members. In contrast, weak ties in the advertising inéunstoyirage an
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ongoing rewiring of relationships and are governed by reputation more than trust.
However, this requires a continuous investment in time and other resources whstlyis ¢
both to projects and to individual professionals.

In sum, the research on temporary organizational forms so far, has pointed to
institutionalized mechanisms for coordination such as role structures, reputatvonkset
and professional standards and practicing communities. It also describ@satpaphy of
the project economy that is multi-layered and inter-dependent: projects, iemsrks,
and communities of practice are intertwined and constitutive of each other.

However, all of the research so far has been conducted within particular industries
There is no study yet on projects and networks that go beyond a particular induistig. T
especially the case in regional planning networks, or what Ansell has telladttvorked
polity. Economic development plans and infrastructure are laid down in series ofgrojec
implemented at the regional level and with the participation of multiple orgemgdtom
different fields. This poses a couple of questions for the project organization: cditi we
talk about a community of practice involved, since it is likely that there will be than
one such community involved and that not all participants may be part of such
communities; can we still talk about an organizational field when a varietyglo$tries,
NGOs, and government agencies are involved; can we still talk about even eaaflogies
projects which are typically understood as competing for the same pool of resmdces
within the same reputational networks? If these stabilizing structures dristoirdat is
the topography of regional development projects? More than that, how does the project

form endure in environments that lack any such stabilizing mechanisms?
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Research Case and Methodology

Perhaps nowhere is the formation of the project topography more visible than in
Eastern Europe in the first decade of the twentieth century. Projectdhwere t
organizational vehicle through which institutional reform was delivered, awfitfsin
autonomous Project Offices, established away from the perceived corruptiamaglof
central governments, and later, via bilateral and European Union funds. More than simply
a vehicle, however, organizing in projects itself became one of the main tropes of the
transformation process, and especially, of joining the developed countries in theaBurope
Union. Through Structural Funds and programs such as MATRA, PHARE, and
SAPHARD, Eastern European countries received funding for a variety of pubdyg pol
goals, all of which were packaged in the form of thousands of projects. To have these
projects done, Eastern Europe had to learn new models for planning and for coordination.
Such models were actively promoted through the very projects through which the funds
were delivered and they represented a rupture with established institldgos

In 2007 | started following a regional development project on the Black Sea coast
in Bulgaria for a period of two years until its end in December 2008. | found out &bout i
from local newspapers and contacted the project manager. After an exi@nsrersation
with him and his partner, | was allowed access and started followingtthiéiescof the
project. The selection of this case was driven by the fact that both its task and it
composition were complex. The project was established as an attempt to shifhtbke pa

development on the coast from one that is based on mass tourism to one that incorporates
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environmental and social concerns. The task was to draft a strategy for thearayt
years based on rounds of negotiations among various local and national organizations and
to propose and start building the institutional framework for its implementation.

| went to Bulgaria three times to do research — the first time was in Junec2@07 f
period of three weeks, a second time in the Fall of 2007 for a period of ten weeks, and
again in the Fall of 2008 for a period of 12 weeks. | met multiple times with the two
project leaders, traveled with them around the country to attend scheduleuysiestn
representatives of different organizations, as well as to a number of large, palchlled
round-table meetings. Based on a list of organizations that the project lead®hiaated,
| conducted unstructured interviews with participants in these meetingslaswith
organizations who were invited but ultimately decided not to be involved. | took field
notes, recorded and transcribed the public round table meetings, took notes on (but did not
audio record) my informal interviews, and collected all project reportsdattee rosters
and memos. In an effort to understand better how this project connects different
organizations together, | also traveled to the Netherlands to meet peoplegaritye a
which funded the project and who are involved in the set up and evaluation of similar
projects. During the course of my involvement, | was always careful toiexplarole as
an outsider to the organization, in order to avoid any perception that | could be partial to
the views held by the project leaders. Typically, that was not a problem sincertéact
that | am Bulgarian seemed automatically align me more with the Baitgarganizations

involved rather than with the Dutch consultants.
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My Coast, Your Coast, Our Coast, Whose Coast?:

Contention and Experimentation in Spatial Planning

“Political ecology does not shift attention from the human pole to the pole of nature; it
shifts from certainty about the production of risk-free objects (with their céggaration
between things and people) to uncertainty about the relations whose unintended
consequences threaten to disrupt all orderings, all plans, all impgBtsino Latour,
2004, “Politics of Nature”, p. 25)
“You came to the Netherlands. Why? Because we are specialists in haatilirey.. The
integrated approach means thinking of everything, including the social sphere — the
individual citizens, government, NGOs, it all works together. On the btret we have to
think of how we create new land, it's not only gaining new land, but also imgrove
existing cities and coasts.Senior advisor to the Ministry of Spatial Planning,
Environment, and Housing and the Ministry of Economic Affairs in theh&&nds,
member of the advisory board of “My Coast” project

The project | followed, “My Coast”, starts and ends in the Dutch Ministry of
Spatial Planning, Environment and Housing (VROM) but its route extends befora it eve
took off and after it finished, and it links various regions and networks in the Netherlands,
Bulgaria, Brussels (where the European Commission resides), and other Europsan citi
Furthermore, apart from the physical world, the project also links differecwdlises on
the environment, economic development, planning, and participation. It crosses different
expertise fields, geographical areas, organizations, and policy netwsnkatérial
presence is manifested in a dizzying array of such managerial toelscats strategic

plans, memos, official letters, meeting minutes, rosters of participatawileation of best

practices, a web page, and maps. In this regard, it is by no means arexéaptpean
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spatial planning and policy projects are weaved into such networks, narratives,teard wri
communications on multiple levels. Perhaps it is not surprising that my searatef® af
a project that is complex both in terms of its mission and in terms of its composdion |
me to “My Coast”. But if it can be located in any patrticular field, “My Coasitild fall
within the large domain of sustainable spatial planning which is a relativelame loose
concept among European planners and policy makers.

Clearly, the project does not start with the idea that what it wants to deacto t
locals how to work in projects. What it envisions as its larger mission is the dssiem
of a core set of ideas and practices, which together are known as “assatiati
governance”. Much like neoliberalism is seen as a global form that travalgithr
standards and laws around the world, associational governance can be seen as a larger
program within the European Union combining economic growth with democratic
participation. This program is galvanized by technological advancements andion®va
that come from concerns with the environment and preserving resources butlalsowvi
decisions about the use of such resources has been reached. Under the heading of
ecological modernization, scholars and policy makers have sought to reshaetice pr
of public policy making in line with associational governance but also with tools and
standards for environmental management.

In order to understand the larger context of this project, a brief tour into the rise of
ecological modernization and how it affects regional planning in the European dnion i
general, and in the Netherlands, in particular, is outlined below. Environmental and

regional planning are slowly becoming more and more intertwined and that psocess i
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evolving within the framework of what Sabel and Zeitlin (2008) have called
experimentalist governance. However, this is a contested and unsettled pooegsulled
between the twin poles of hard and soft regulation, or from another perspectiveesrbetwe
managerialist (legal code) and associational (flexible guidelines3 typpgovernance. This
review of the larger context of “My Coast” illuminates two things: fitisé sources of
uncertainties and instability that a regional planning project faces even hefoceunters
the particulars of local institutions and problems; and second, it highlightsojeet@as an
experiment in a long chain of similar experiments, some of which will become
demonstrations, a.k.a. best practices, and some of which will enter the column “lessons

learned”.

Governance, Regional Planning, and Ecological Modernization in the
European Union

The initiation of the “My Coast” project provides an overview of the many tools,
plans, committees, institutions, and organizations involved in leading up to, setting it up,
and justifying the project. Ecological modernization, regional planning, andiassnal
governance (Sabel and Zeitlin, 2008; Ansell, 2001), are all frames within which such
complex policy making projects take place. A review of how these separdtedrel
practices interact reveals public planning projects as temporary egpé&im highly
uncertain and contested terrains.

The diffusion of projects into the private sector has been linked to proliferating

market uncertainties arising from the changing nature of demand, the changes i
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technology, the rise of complex products and customization, and the speeding up of the
race to innovate. In the field of public planning and governance in general, a alecial r
destabilizing long established practices and boundaries is played by the eewtainm
movement from the 1970s and on. Spatial planning is slowly moving away from being
focused on particular objects, such as roads and water management facilitiexy to bei
focused on projects — amorphous interfaces among many different fields, ofgasjzat
and institutions. Instead of a focus on objective or ‘true” needs that have to be
“discovered” through surveys and polls, converted into objects, and planned through
blueprints which are then executed in the most efficient way, planning issimgiya
viewed as a political process. The environmental critique played a crucial tbis shift.
However, as Latour has argued (2004), this critique is not so much about “nature” or the
“environment” but about the profound uncertainty about complicated associations between
beings and things: producers, consumers, regulations, equipment, institutions, habits.
Environmentalism bears not so much on a crisis of nature but on a crisis of objectivity.

This move parallels the one observed in the private sector, as well as ingha gen
areas of regulation. In the private sector, companies are also shiftiloguiseof their
activities from products to projects, and in the field of regulation, regulators are
experimenting with guidelines instead of strict standards. Similarly, mlg, instead of
objects, the field is reorganizing around projects as a way to include both marikgititex
and democratic participation in the process. This new conceptualization fallswithne
the idea of associational governance which emphasizes the same printipleserent

tensions, however, between market and democracy are still present. Thetde are
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experiments in “how to eat and to talk at the same time” and as such they are colgtinuous
trying to prove that these two actions are not only possible but complementark to eac
other. Thus the challenge is to contain them and circumscribe any other trends that ar
outside of this framework. Such threats are posed by legal claims and the aypbtati

strict standards.

Ecological Modernization

The notion of ecological modernization was launched in the 1980s by the so-called
“Berlin school” of environmental policy which influenced both social sciencarelsend
German policy debate (Mol and Janicke, 2009). Many of the arguments that these
researchers made have some parallels to arguments made in the eamyttwentury by
mechanical engineers who were also concerned with the scarcity ofcessand with
increasing labor militancy (Shenhav, 2001). Instead of the labor issues amdywast
valuable resources, this time the discourse was around health issues and not gdoountin
valuable resources. Much like the engineers of the early twentieth ceheiBerlin
school proposed to reconcile the environmental movement and the business world by
proposing that environmental issues are not in opposition but in effect, complimentary to
innovation and technology. The emphasis was on efficient use of resources and providing
benefits for both the economy and for the ecology.

In the period 1970-1985 “green discontent” led to protests against both
environmental harm and how decisions that resulted in such harm were reached

(Tatenhove and Leroy, 2009). The most radical environmentalism was in Germamy wh
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the movement dominated the political scene in the 1970s. While the agenda on ecological
modernization was set in Germany, the further development of the approach mte a m
systematic and formal theory was initiated in the Netherlands.

Critique of ignorance of political and economic elites both on the content of
decisions and on the insular manner in which they were taken led to a double development
in environmental politics (ibid). The first one was along the lines of encoding
environmental standards and developing laws and regulations and institutions to
implement them. Some examples of the new regulatory tools that were develop¢deve
environmental impact assessments and technology assessments required for new
investment plans. The second development was that the issue of participation ot releva
stakeholders took off. The variety of forms of interactive policy making clyrent
experimented with all over Europe represents a family of non-codified plofiteetices in
which associations and government agencies congregate to discuss politigsstagas
of policy making (Akkerman, Hajer and Grin, 2000). On the other hand, government aims
at pricing the environment as a common good through a variety of economic instruments
such as taxes and fines to tradable emission permits.

Thus the environmental movement, especially in its transformation from an
opposition and critique of corporations into a corrective and an opportunity for growth, has
influenced the practice of regional planning, especially in countries whead gtrong
presence like Germany, Britain, and the Netherlands. However, just asiealolog

modernization influences regional planning in the direction of associational goeeyiita
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also provides the rhetoric and the means to move in a direction of traditional, cetralize

measures for compliance.

European Governance

Associational, or network governance, is perhaps most associated with European
Union governance and can be understood as a political program of European
exceptionalism. The translation of economic sociology literature on networkgHeom
1980s was taken up mostly by British and Dutch political scientists and public
administration scholars who developed the notions of networked and community
governance. Predominantly Rhodes (1990, 1996) and Kickert (1997) argued that the state
alone does not have the capacity to exert hierarchical authority over alisasiibe
economy and should be involved in an interorganizational network that would make far
better policies. In these works, network, or as it is also called, associational
collaborative, governance emerged as an alternative to known policy making mobdels suc
as adversarialism and managerialism (Ansell and Gash, 2007).

One model of policy-making is the winner-take all, or adversarialism. Groups
involve in typically zero-sum games, where the win of one side means that theséser |
Even though coalitions and areas of agreement might be found, the emerging cooperati
is ad-hoc and doesn’t evolve over the long term. The decision-making is not Bxplicit
oriented towards creating positive sum games. Another way of resolvingctoafid
issues of public policy is to rely on agency experts. This is the managenatia.

Managerial approaches may even consult stakeholders but the latter areatiyt dir
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involved in decision-making. Collaborative governance, or associationalisngeshees
an idea in the scholarly literature in the US, Britain and the Netherlands, nmostiction
to the accountability deficit in managerialism in statist systems and toghgolitical
costs in pluralist systems.

Today in the European Union, it has become the guiding principle of public policy
making, as well as the actual practice in many areas of public policy m&granoff,

1996; Ansel, 2000). The White paper on EU governance specifically outlines that good
governance has three main principles, which are openness, participation, anceetssti
In a system of network governance the state is an activator. Instead of top-down,
hierarchical allocation, the state is charged with bringing together tvamektate and
societal actors. It is oriented towards problem-solving rather than indivit ity
maximization. (Eising and Kohler-Koch, 1999).

One of the dominant features of associational governance is that it is mellti-le
which is to say that it is interconnected — the supranational, the national, and the sub-
national levels of decision-making are not nested into each other but insteadreach c
operate within each of the other levels. (Hooghe and Marks 2001). The second dominant
feature is the community method, i.e. that during the preparation, formulation, and
implementation of policies, the EU commission consults with or even co-opts private
groups and organizations in order to gain from their expertise. Empiricahegitias been
brought in support of the theory that the inclusive nature of network governance has the

positive effect of being more open to new interests and innovative ideas @iet899).
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A slightly different concept than associationalism is that of experimsitali

governance, introduced by Sabel and Zeitlin (2008). Openness and participationtare key

the concept as well, but the focus is on the nature of rule-making, or on the functions,
rather than the structure, of governance. A single function, like monitoring, can be
implemented through a variety of institutional mechanisms. The generaviainfor
experimentalist governance is the Open Method of Coordination which was esthblishe
with the Maastricht Treaty in 1992. The key to experimentalist governattta imstead

of relying on hard laws and sanctions, its architecture is built around guideliniss, goa
performance measures, and best practices. In return for their relabwermytfrom strict
measures, national and local actors have to participate in peer reviewshrthveiic
results are compared with those of others pursuing similar goals but watedifmeans.
Often, the deliberations and experiments that are conducted at various locaklavielis r
revisions of EU directives, regulations and standards. Thus Sabel and Zeitlinhatgue
although collaboration and negotiation are important features of EU goverrienoealty
crucial innovation lies not so much in its deliberative nature but in the fact that it
introduces a set of tools for monitoring and implementation that allow for continuous
revision of already established “hard” and “soft” regulations. Experimshgglvernance

in that respect does not seem to be in opposition to managerialism or adversahalism
way associational governance is. It is an alternative that lies oreeedifscale and could,
in theory, accommodate both a move towards stricter standards and a move towards
deliberation. That inherent tension is essential to experimentalist appro&lisas one

reason why projects as temporary settings organized around the tools ofdrargeals,
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deliberation, performance measures, monitoring, and best practices provide the
organizational setting for such experiments. Depending on the specific fiehis witich
they act and on their perceived success in demonstrating the merits of tehberajects
can become “arguments” for or against more flexible or stricter applicati@gofations.
The next string of projects, however, can reaffirm or unstabilize previousified

conclusions, depending on their ability to produce lasting institutions or technologies.

Spatial Planning

Within this general framework of experimentalist governance, the pradtpebic
policy planning is changing as well. Planning has long been linked to the idea of the
modern nation state and its ambitions to develop a comprehensive system of consolling it
territories (Perloff, 1980; Scott, 1998). As a professional field in the United States
planning refers to urban or spatial planning or, as it is also sometimes catfedunity
planning. This emphasis is based on the tradition of small local government wittakyhni
and racially stratified settlements (Friedmann, 1987). It involves inficiste,
architecture, land use, and industrial location.

In Europe, planning has a broader meaning, including many layers such as macro-
economic policy, development methods, and social welfare policies. Spatial or Fegiona
planning is taking on new political and academic significance, as Europe isibgeoore
integrated and issues of trans-nationalism are springing up. With the addition of new
member states, the question of how to transform their institutions has also ggven ris

what is called developmental planning (Bruzst, 2002).
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Developmental planning stems from the European's left idea of regulated
capitalism where empowerment of diverse social and economic actors exndareted
and multi-level accountability (Hooghe, 1998). The economic cohesion policies that fund
national, regional, and sectoral developmental programs are premised on thpdagrivici
partnership and programming. The rationale is the coordination of economidexctuit
as to achieve positive outcomes through the creation of public goods in the areas where
targeted populations live. In that sense, developmental planning as applied throughk proje
in Eastern Europe has its roots in European regional, or spatial, planning.

Regional planning as a policy field was first established with a resolbyi the
Parliamentary Assembly to the Council of Europe in 1964. In 1967 a report was published
by the Council of Europe calledRegional Planning: A European Problénsince 1970, a
series of conferences under the label CEMAT (Conference Europeennaigeidi
Responsable pour L'amenagement du Territoir) were held annually to address themes of
transnational spatial planning. In one of these conferences in Spain in 1983, a European
Charter of Regional / Spatial Planning was adopted. It stipulates:

“Regional / spatial planning seeks out at one and the same time to achieve

balanced socio-economic development of the regions, improvement of the

quality of life, responsible management of natural resources and protection

of the environment, and rational use of land’,

It continues on to state that the achievement of these goals is "eBsarltical
matter”. It took another few years and several conferences for thegtidsiiof the first
official European Spatial Development Prospective (ESDP), which became a kind of

"Mao bible of the spatial planning community in Europe.” (Kunzmann, 2007). The claims
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that spatial planning makes are based on the idea of interconnectedness arnang vari
industries, the environment, and the culture of a particular location. A locale edview
only as a whole but also as a whole that needs to be able to sustain itself.

Thus in the last decade in the European Union, there are some interesting
developments regarding the various forms of planning, such as spatial, environmental,
regional, and social welfare. Traditionally separated, there are somettrahtteese forms
of planning are slowly converging in theory and in practice. This has led to gppevaeh
which in the Netherlands has become known as integrated planning. Integratedgplannin
grounds itself in the People-Planet-Profit framework: the three-pdfegastainable
development.

The EU formulated the three pillars of sustainability at its Copenhagen $ammi
with the Treaty of Amsterdam of 1997. Known as the "three-pillar model of
sustainability”, the principle states that sustainability not only congptienatural
heritage passed on to the next generation but also the economic achievementalnd soci
institutions of society, such as democratic political participation or pdameftlict
resolution. Sustainable development thus rests on an ecological, an economic and a socia
pillar. Proponents argue that if one of the pillars gives way, the 'sustaynbhilding' will
collapse.

In 2001 the EU adopted its own sustainability strategy as a supplement to the
Lisbon strategy, which addresses the economic development. Climate changmsand cl
energy, public health, demographic trends and migration, the management of natural

resources and global poverty and development are the focal areas of thg. Mategt
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all EU member states have now adopted their own sustainability strateggnyncases,
one characteristic feature of sustainability strategies is theiokslgement of social
players such as associations, environmental organizations, societies angahunici
authorities, the underlying idea being that sustainable development cannot bégidsgri
law but that all players and agents must contribute to it.

The growing complexity, the increasing concern about rapid and random
development, and dramatic increase in environmental issues, put the emphasis on long-
term thinking and more strategic approaches and frameworks (Albrechts, 2@4rfsial
Faludi, 2000). In the European Spatial Development Perspective from 1999, sustainable
spatial development is a central concept. It combines various approacheg thet jus
classical ecological sustainability concept, but also the so-callediaolzesl
competitiveness approach. This two approaches include the ideas of fair destrdfuti
income (a long-time objective of the EU) and the competitiveness of regionswithums
regional planning, there are the often contradictory demands for competisivartefor
sustainability. Environmental NGOs, who have been especially active in shaping EU
policies through lobbying groups such as the Green 10 and the Coalition for Sustainable
Development, often express concerns in their reports that sustainabiligreomall be
trumped by issues of competitiveness. Even if European guidelines advocate for
participation, the European courts will uphold the right of corporations to execute their
plans to their interests. Thus the decentralized, or associational form of gmeetinat has

been highly promoted within the EU, could be circumscribed by the legal route where
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‘soft” regulation such as guidelines and negotiations have no leverage whensttoome
implementing “hard” laws.

In conclusion, the fields of spatial, regional planning, and environmental planning,
although separate, in practice began a process of converging in the 1990s and on. Although
often the convergence is under the category of sustainable development or sestainabl
spatial planning, that concept is not always used. Regional plans have to takedatd acc
environmental standards and concerns. Environmental NGOs are active pasticipant
shaping regional development plans and participate both at the local level ang directl
lobbying EU institutions. Both regional and environmental planning have addressed the
issues of participation and openness in the manner in which decisions are made, while at
the same time preserve their concerns with measurable and comparable autcomes
Associational governance can be challenged on the basis of legal codendadista
enforceable by European courts. Further, critiques of associational govepoartaaut
that for all the local autonomy and flexibility, hierarchical centralrats still very much
a tendency within Brussels that pulls towards enactment of a multitude ofrldws a
regulations in the name of unity but with very little input from the public (Borzel, 2008).

Many of the uncertainties that any given project faces in these condgithred i
there is no established organizational or expert field within which it is thcatebe more
precise, the fields are themselves changing and often merging in terno$egsbmmals
involved and arguments made. Projects need to thread multiple discourses, multiple
organizational and institutional dynamics, and multiple professional fieldse Tindade

not only urban and environmental planners but also scientists, activists, and politicians.
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These groups can be located in any one of many organizational settings such as
universities, NGOs, national government agencies, European agencies, or local
municipalities and regional governing bodies.

In the particular case of “My Coast”, these conflicting forces come into giapw
the project is conceived, planned, and justified. It can be understood as one in a series of
attempts to influence EU-level policies, through experimenting in a new meminetry .

The motivation for this project lies partly in Dutch aspirations for positioning the
Netherlands as an expert on sustainable or “green” development based on its dong hist
of managing environmental issues. The other part of the motivation lies irea larg
“argument” for the policy-making approach that “My Coast” selected, watarmphasis on
flexibility when it comes to targets and on consensus-building. This argumenbplays
both on the local ground in Bulgaria, but also and in connection to that, on the larger

European arena.

“My Coast” Pre-History

The project falls in a line of similar projects that stemmed from the renovation of
the port of Rotterdam and the general Rijnmond area surrounding it. The experience of the
renovations of the port were translated into a framework for regional planning that wa
called “integrated area planning”. After piloting several projects withaysoach in the
1990s, the Netherlands sought to export it to other urban areas in the European Union. “My
Coast” is a sequel to these series of experimentations, this time in a ndvemoenmtry.

There are several actors of importance in this process — the Dutch Maistoyising,
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Spatial Planning, and the Environment (VROM) and the Dutch Agency for International
Business and Cooperation (EVD). In addition, the experiences of the city ofdaottand
surrounding areas, the Randstadt, are crucial to understanding the overalldriamiew
“My Coast”, why it was started in the first place, and why the consultamsyen the
tender to execute the project won. The initiation of the project is itself a lorgy and
negotiated process. In this case it started three years before the cemaenaf “My

Coast” in the beginning of 2007.

The Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning, and the Environment (VROM) and

EVD, the Agency for International Business and Cooperation

The original initiative for “My Coast” starts with the VROM and more speslify,
with the coordinator of the International Platform for exchange of know-how and expertise
within the ministry. This initiative leads to an official delegation of the WRIO the
Bulgarian Ministry of Regional Development in 2004. The mission of the delegation is to
find possible areas for cooperation between the two governments in the area @i region
planning and development. This is important moment when Central European countries are
accepted into the European Union and the same is expected to happen in 2007 for Bulgaria
and Romania. With that in mind, the Dutch were looking to gain a foothold on markets
where they can offer some expertise and also influence institutional dnathgenew
member countries. During these negotiations, the Dutch saw an opportunity togoromot
their way of doing regional planning and to gain consulting and service procurement

contracts in the that field. Subsequently, a conference in one of the large oestbre
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Bulgarian sea coast was held again with representatives from VROM amaisvautch
organizations. At that conference, it was agreed that the Bulgarian Mivigggional
Development “urgently needed a Perspective of the Future of the Bulgariaal Zosae
in line with the Dutch approatH'

Funded through the MATRA pre-accession program run by the EVD, the Dutch
Agency for International Business and Cooperation, “My Coast” is part ofadéwerdred
bilateral projects the Dutch government sponsors in preparations of European Union
candidate countri@&sThe EVD is funded by three ministries: the VROM, the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, and the Ministry of Economic Affairs. It distributes fuadgrojects all
over the world. It funds short-term projects that last about one year and alyearmstd
issues of social inclusion, as well as long-term projects which last e gad have to be
about institution building. The project that was later named “My Coast” wadeaitzand
funded through the EVD as one of their long-term projects. The individual activities
around the drafting of regional strategy, the establishment of institutiohlamems to
implement it were to be executed by local actors, so the purpose of the projext was t
provide technical assistance, understood predominantly as project managems&ances
or facilitation.

When describing the motivations behind promoting integrated management and
funding projects like “My Coast”, the project officer at the EVD who wapaesible for

Bulgaria and Romania commented in this way:

* Terms of Reference for the project, as writterEMD / NEDECO, October 2006, PPA06/BG/7/3

® In the period in question, those countries wermRuia, Bulgaria, Croatia, and Turkey. Even though
Romania and Bulgaria were accepted into the Europgon in 2007, they still qualified for pre-aceam
funds.
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“The Netherlands is a service-oriented country, we export, that's the way

the Netherlands makes money, we don’t have large industries and stuff, so

for us its really important that all sectors get integrated...We are doing

lot about the environment, all this people-planet-profit... to find a way to

make projects, to stimulate the economy again ... so there are a lot of

environmental projects happening because of the crisis, to develop new

jobs and to get creative. In other countries, like Germany, they became

really active in the environment as well. Now we are trying to get ahead

again but we are not there yet. This is my opinion but | think Germany is

better in environmental issues. ...l see more German consultants in

Bulgaria but more possibilities are in Romania for the Dutch especially

because of Constantia, the port.”

The Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning, and the Environment in the Netherlands
was established in the 1980s as a first step towards integrating the presepsiyte
areas of regional and environmental planning. Housing is a very important proltiesn i
country where high-density construction has to be reconciled with environroentarns.
Limited space, high population density, and a tight regulatory framework around land
usage creates a situation of continuous housing shortage (Shetter, 1987). Thus the three
issues of housing, environment and spatial planning (understood as economic
development) were coupled together under a single government authority. THiewas t
beginning of a movement towards integrated, or sustainable spatial panningR D i¥
also very active at the EU level where is trying to influence environmegiabte®ns in
water and air (de Roo, 2003).

To understand the importance of spatial planning in the Netherlands, one has to
start with the importance of water management. Water has always begeissulechere:

the coastline makes up half of the borders in the country, it is situated in thregeitas,

and most importantly, more than half of the land lies beneath the sea level. For hundreds of
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years, the Netherlands has installed and operated an extensive water mahagsem,
with its own administrative bodies, the water boards. These boards manage the levies
around the local polders, as well as the waterways that crisscross the endiningy
monitor the water levels and quality. They are even heralded as the firstrdeeoc
institutions in the Netherlands emerging in th& &&ntury as local communities had to
cooperate (TeBrake, 2002). In turn, alongside defense from flooding, land rectahesi
always been a key objective in spatial planning. One of the most important undertakings
that shaped the landscape of today’s Netherlands was started in the 1950disdistr@us
flood led to consolidation of local water boards. The Delta Plan involved largedytale
building and land reclamation that created large inland fresh-watevaogsdShetter,
1987). Dykes that could withstand ten-thousand-year floods, or a flood the likes of which
has a probability of occurring equal to one in ten thousand in any year, were built. No other
country set such exacting requirements. In this process, hydraulic emgingbkich has
always been an influential profession in the country, has become an important eymbol
technological ingenuity and prowess. In terms of social power and prespigellels the
atomic physicist and the genetic engineer in the US. The Ministry of TrarsubYVater
Affairs also grew beyond its original mandate to oversee day-to-daggement of water
and evolved into a “state within a state” (Shetter, 1987).

Yet, for the first time in its history, the Netherlands may have to relinquisk som

control over its water policy. As the European Union is working towards unification of
standards for environmental protection, the Netherlands is finding itself in arotatite

position. While the Netherlands thinks more in terms of goals, target values, and
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guidelines, the EU sets limit values on pollutants and area designations whilotectlg
enforceable by the European Court of Justice (van Ravesteyn and Evers, 2004). The aim of
preserving biodiversity that have been set by the EU Birds Directive and thatklabi
Directive, specifies that countries have to specify areas that will be fgdfecm urban
and industrial development. For the Netherlands that means less ability to busisangce
housing. In addition, intensive land use in the Netherlands has resulted in high
concentration of environmental pollution, specifically water pollution. As the mosglgens
populated state in the EU and with the highest density of roads, waterwhyasysaand
power lines, the Netherlands finds itself in a situation to defend its policies tagjairts
implementation of EU sanctionShus spatial planning, which has always been of central
importance in the country, becomes not only an internal issue but also one that has to be
managed at the European level.

The EU environmental standards pose a serious challenge to the Netherlands but
the country is not unprepared. The challenge to the authority of hydraulic enginders
technologically-oriented management of water issues that broader envirahoaogrterns
pose started earlier and was especially visible in the city of Rotterdasnshift from
technology to policy-orientation in the planning of space is thus led by environmental
movements but is still an ongoing process that is by no means uncontested.

When VROM was established in the 1980s, there was already growing contern tha
environmental planning should be considered as part of spatial planning. Consensus-
building and participation have traditionally been part of spatial planning but not of

environmental one, which remained largely focused on water management issues.
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Throughout the 1980s, the approach the ministry took was still based on establishing
standards and regulations, enforced by the Dutch courts. This started slowlyghangi
the 1990s under the direction of the Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning, and
Environment.

In 2000, the VROM proposed a new spatial planning act that had the ambition of
revising the entire planning system in line with the recommendations of thifgcie
Council of Government Policy, a think tank whose mission is to advise the government.
The plan emphasizes communication and negotiation as key elements in convincing
various interest groups to embrace common goals and strategies. Theséreazty part
of the Dutch planning system but were now seen as suffering from an eldistskiaey
were based on supplementary structures of semi-corporatism (van WaardenThi892)
closed character of planning came under serious pressure and the very ideamfdpe c
of space changed to include not only physical but also social and technological
components of networks. The Scientific Council concluded that institutional changes
referred to as stakeholder planning, were needed to revive the legitimadyatédni
projects. The government-centered approach to planning should be eliminated liecause i
generates problems to legitimacy and only creates resistance. Osgyartgring and
reformulation of the problem throughout the planning process was recommended, as the
“usefulness and necessity” of it would be constantly reconsidered and detiberigét
of new information.

A key part in this change was played by the Rotterdam Harbor and the area

surrounding it.
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Rotterdam City and Harbor

Rotterdam is one of the most

important cities in the Netherlands. It plays &
indirect role in “My Coast” through its role in &
shaping the ROM strategy but beyond that it

representing a “best practice” in coastal zon S

management. The VROM delegation which isited the ulgarin reginal delopment
ministry in 2004 found out that one fruitful area for cooperation is under the EU directive
for Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) from 2002.“My Coast’ewastually
conceptualized and funded within that directive and after the specific requlest of
Bulgarian ministry for help in building the necessary policy instruments to coniibiytw
Thus even though it is a bilateral project between two governments, “My Coast” wa
implemented as an institution-building project under EU guidance. The Netteitaelf

is still figuring out how to respond to this directive and this project was seen not only as a
experiment in transferring their own experience to another context but also as a
“argument” that the EU guidelines are best implemented through a Dutch amiséyle
approach, rather than through institutions relying on technical expertise.rf-tiréhe

project was seen as an opportunity to export expertise on integrated areamesmagpel
specifically on port management, as provided by the case of Rotterdam Harbor. The
VROM was also specifically interested in the port of Varna and its plansrfovation

and expansion.
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The ICZM is a new directive and as such it is not compulsive but as coastal
country, Bulgaria signed it. The Bulgarian ministry of regional developmanted to be
in compliance with coastal planning in particular, and in general, with regional planning
directives in the EU and wanted to show good spatial plans and projects to implement
them. This is where the experience of Rotterdam as the largest port in Europe tirad one
has gone considerable transformation in the last twenty years came #orplayn the
methodology for “My Coast”.

In addition, Rotterdam is in competition with German ports as a distribution point
for Eastern Europe. The Rhine-Danube link will open much of Eastern Europe to
Rotterdam. Under the EU competition policy which aims at abolition of state aid and the
creation of free internal markets, the port of Rotterdam found itself with cutisss
while other countries, such as France and Germany continued to provide aid. Thus
Rotterdam finds itself with opportunity to boost its trade volume as it opens torEaster
European markets. As a city of great economic importance to the NetherlandRQM: V
is willing to help in that process, especially if it leads to demand for Dufpérigse in
areas such as dredging, port construction, and water management in the new member
countries. The consultants who eventually won the bid to execute the project spgcificall
emphasized in their proposal that they had experience and could rely on the support of
people who were involved in the theory and practices behind Rotterdam’s impressive
growth and apply these lessons to the Bulgaria Black Sea coast.

In the 1980s, as the country was struggling with unemployment and economic

restructuring, the port was made into a major pillar of international copats
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because it was seen as one of two main distribution points in the Neth®rfrttie time,
the city was considered a problem child. In the 1970s, a strategy was developed ds a broa
coalition of local residents and authorities known as 'building for the neighborhood".
Solidarity and equality were emphasized but in doing so economic activitiesivizn
out of the city (Wigmans, 2001). The undoing of this strategy started in the 1980s when the
concept of the city as a collective residential arrangement gaveovlag éntrepreneurial
city (ibid, p. 207). For Rotterdam, it was decided that the port should grow from being
primarily a supplier of the German Ruhr area into a major node in internatietmadrks
and the gateway to Europe (van Ravesteyn and Evers, 2004). City branding and the search
for an image of a city that is neither global like London, nor sub-global like Ataste
yielded the image of a harbor or gateway city.

A program for the renovation of the port and the expansion of its shipping and
distribution capacities was started in the 1980ke Municipality and the Port Rotterdam
company perceived this expansion as crucial to the economic health of the city and the
surrounding areas. The Rotterdam Harbor and Industrial Complex was traljitional
managed through a series of covenants between the government and firms, where
environmental targets were stipulated. However, a coalition of regional and hationa
environmental organizations protested that the standards are not being met drad that t
economic benefits do not outweigh the damage to the environment and quality of living in
the region. Costly legal battles often stalled the process. These NGDatdheir

position was not taken into account in the process. In addition to the harbor, several other

® The other one is the Schiphol airport which wasilsirly elevated to a national priority.
’ This part is from Baas, 2008 and Kelly, 2000



67
infrastructure projects in the 1990s failed, among which a highly publicized one for
building a rail connection from Rotterdam to the German border. These failedtproj
demonstrated that the discussions could never be limited to technical issues andaconomi
growth alone. These failures were studied by the Scientific Council armlitdttito the
central planning approach and the exclusion of stakeholders with critical imesjee
Roo, 2003).

A new approach was attempted along the lines of an industrial symbiosis in 1994.
Industrial symbiosis has its origins in ideas from sustainable architechaeaet of
industries within a region is considered as a whole and sustainable solutionggate sou
where the inputs of one industry are the outputs of another. The industrial association,
Deltalings, started the a set of projects with the participation of 69 indugtmal fi
Initially, they defined 15 potential projects. Sharing of utilities was tise fiossibility for
developing alliances within the region. In 1998, the results were evaluatesltbiirigs
and after securing more funding, the association started a second projediNtaed
Mainport Project 1999-2002 (Baas, 2001).

Thus the experiences of Rotterdam led to an understanding that a region has to be
considered in its whole and that no government planning can achieve what sustained
rounds of negotiations and agreements among local organizations can do. As tlagySecret
of the ROM Rijnmond, the regional partnership for the Rotterdam Harbor put it:

“It is very difficult in Holland to do something because of all the strict

regulations regarding environment and the only way to do something is to
negotiate.”
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To build on these experiences, the VROM started a series of eleven expariment
projects during the 1990s. They varied in the extent of openness they had, the size of the
areas they covered, or the publicity and political significance they had.t®dwse
differences, the VROM concluded that what all these projects demonstratédeva
inability of a standards-driven approach to resolve conflicts. This led to appmwaach to
planning, which in the Netherlands is known as ROM (Ruimtelijke Ordening and Milieu:
Spatial Development and Environment). The assumption behind it is that there is only a
limited certainty as to the final outcome of a policy and that participation ayudizkgons
have to become part of the planning process. The plan takes on a different meaning from
blueprint — it is a reference for continuous interaction through which discourges ma
evolve (Healy 1993). In practice, this meant that it is possible to deviate froonipires
regulations, if there were sound reasons to do so. The responsibility for thisrdaasi
placed in the local level.

Thus building on a long tradition in Dutch policy making, ROM policy making
emphasizes building consensus and devising individual solutions geared towards local
circumstances. The new aspect of it is that the circle of participantdas and they are
involved earlier in the process. Informal and implicit rules related tdae$hips and local
circumstances are allowed to function and the focus shifts from being goaédrient
being driven by ad-hoc settlements. The central questions are: Who ishtcoeaensus,
on what, and how? Thus the ROM approach assumes a temporary project structure, as
participants are drawn on the basis of a designated area and target growgresd s

decision-making and implementation initiatives (de Roo, 2003).
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With this approach the entire region with all its complexity of industrial andlsoci
relations becomes the unit of planning policies. Thus ROM is contrasted with leld-sty
sectoral approaches which came to be seen as fragmented and counter-productive in the
long-term. For example, building a highway should be considered within the broader issue
of livability in an area, i.e. it is linked to ecological, economic, and socialrdiimes
(Glasbergen and Driessen, 2005; De Roo, 2003; Wigmans, 2001). The region itself is
organized around a series of related projects rather than individual objects such,as port
railways, housing units, dykes, fisheries, farms, or industrial sites.

In 2001, the successes of these pilot ROM projects were actively promoted by
VROM through Eurocities — a network of one hundred and forty city governments acros
thirty countries in the Union and with the sponsorship of the European Directorate for
Research. This resulted in another set of projects, collectively known asghsuB
Programme. It implemented the ROM approach to the renovation of other urban aneas suc
as Oslo, Malmo, and Vienna and created a report on the lessons learned about
communication and facilitation in bringing about conflicting parties to the tablkd. Wi
these series of projects, the Dutch government sought to influence the theory #od prac
of planning beyond its borders and to build a portfolio of cases that demonstrate its
approach to planning.

In their bid for the project, the consulting consortium had to propose a project
design for the Bulgarian Black Sea coast. Part of the project design igtihedoiogy that

the project is going to use to achieve its tasks and organize its activitiesalhbuilt its
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proposal around the methodology that the previous Pegasus projects used and which is
derived from the experiences in Rotterdam. In their bid, they wrote:

“My Coast will introduce a new way of policy making in Bulgaria based

on the Pegasus methodology, a functional methodology for integrated

project or process development.”

The team strongly believed that they won this tender because of the methodology
they proposed.

Thus “My Coast” was started initially as an exploration by the VROM intoilpless
projects in Bulgaria and after a series of visits, workshops, and seminagseamant was
reached that the Black Sea coast needed help with coastal zone managethahpot,
there was no particular decision about the specific approach to be taken with #u§ proj
only that it is framed as an initiative under ICZM. The “integrated” paherdirective
referred mostly to having more than one industry involved in the process of planning and
openness and participation were recommended. But what exactly does that reiao is |
the interpretation of local actors in each particular case. Stakeholderpgadidn is itself
an often contested issue — who is representative and what does it even mean to be
representative. How much and in what sense there is participation and openness thus varie
across ICZM projects. What the VROM specifically liked about the approachCidégt”
was proposing is that it touted the Dutch interpretation of these issues: regiresent
through organized interests and dialogue among them.

This approach is not as open as the British participatory process but it is not as
closed as the French approach either. The process of negotiations as dleydfiee

Secretary of ROM Rijnmond is restricted to a few local NGOs:
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“We work with three NGOs in the inner circle, about nature protection and

development. In the wider circle we have more NGOs we speak with.

They have a consulting role.”

In addition, the role of the ROM Rijnmond association is to be a “platform,
mediator, and facilitator”. Negotiations are usually led by the assmtiatia bilateral
manner: ROM and industry, ROM and NGOs, ROM and government. It is conceived of as
a partnership by the VROM when it launched the organization in 1993. The partners in
ROM are several ministries, the municipal authorities in the area, thetmeeboards of
the Port of Rotterdam, the Rotterdam Chamber of Commerce and the industriat@associ
Deltalings.

When | ask the head of the Coastal Marine Union based in the Netherlands, an
umbrella organization of environmental NGOs in some forty countries, whether
participatory planning is required by ICZM, he says:

“I think there is more than one way of doing integrated coastal

management. When there was the debate about that ten years ago, about

whether there should be any kind of directive, recommendation, or...

should we have anything at all, the North Western European countries

were then, and are still now, against the idea of having any sort of

legislation. One, because they don't like being told by Europe what to do,

and two because they feel they are already doing it themselves.”

As a British transplant to the Netherlands, he has a critical view of th&:Dutc

“They believe fervently and genuinely, that they are doing public

participation. They are not. They are doing consulting, and may be they

will take opinions on board and may be they won’t. There is nothing

enshrined in legislation.”

On the active role of the Dutch government in ICZM planning, he says:

“The problem for me is that the Dutch always come up with technical
solutions. It's a totally controlled environment. ... But | think they are
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recognizing that and are giving some of their land back to the sea. Ten

years ago in this country it would have been unthinkable. The Dutch have

recognized that you shouldn’t always fight nature. That is something that

has been absent in this country for fifty years at least. | went to a wildlif

reserve in wetlands, | just said to the manager of the wetland “What's your

biggest problem here” and he answered in one word ‘Nature.... We

constantly have to fight nature’. How sad! It typifies how this country

works.”

These quotes reflect many of the criticisms about the traditional wayrofipdain
the Netherlands and show that the integrated approach is new there as wdthr@héers
too simplistic to say that “My Coast” aimed at diffusing certain pragiic@another
country, because as it turns out, these practices that include other considdrations t
technological expediency, are still developing in the country as well. One of théwagec
of “My Coast” as stated in the projects terms of reference, is that

“Since The Netherlands is also in the process of preparing the set-up of

ICZM along the Dutch coast, it is expected that both (Bulgarian and

Dutch) parties can benefit from this project

Rather than an object that travels from one place to another, “My Coast” is better
understood as an experiment that is performed in one place but has repercussions in
several: Bulgaria, the Netherlands, and Brussels.

As a coastal country and one with a lot of stake in the regulation of management of
water and coastal zones, the Netherlands is very interested in what will hagpessalt
of the directive. ICZM opened opportunities for the country to promote its expertige but i

also had to be careful about what lessons Brussels was going to draw from the

implementation of the directive. The preferred outcome would be that the locahlevel i
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Europe is left autonomous to decide how they implement the directive, so there is no
specificity about either what the decisions should be or how they have been reached.

An insight into the dynamics behind framing “My Coast” as an integratpdnal
development, and specifically, coastal management project, rather thanca gmoyéling
technical expertise comes from a consultant who leads another EU projedt; ©alte
Coast”. “Our Coast” was started in 2009 by the EU Directorate on the Enviromment i
order to collect best practices in integrated coastal zone managemenl fsger Europe
and issue a book that can be used for learning across boundaries. The consultaed is trai
as a marine scientist and works for a Dutch marine environment consulting gftegh sta
mostly by scientists and shares that the general feeling among othastscisrhat such
policy-oriented directives are a waste of time. But he is also a palitiath the liberal
party and is interested in policy. So he says,

“ICZM can only be sold if we prove, we actually prove, that it works.

Because a lot of people will say that it is a waste of time - talkirkgntal

But actually it has value because if you do it properly, you can avoid a lot

of difficulties. That's what we hope to prove.”

The way to prove that is to collect a lot of good examples about industries, NGOs,
and governments working together in specific areas. In Bulgaria, “My Cloas{ust
finished and it is likely that it will be reviewed by “Our Coast” as a potecdiadidate for
either best practice, or for “lessons learned”. While the consulting group igimgdur

Coast, the actual ground work of collecting cases is executed by the Goalskdhrine

Union — an NGO umbrella group, which is based in the Netherlands but whose member
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organizations come from forty countries. In my conversation with the Union’s Head o
Policy and Projects, he explains:

“A lot of these things [directives about spatial planning] come out of
Brussels, and they become sort of buzzwords that are...they are hot items,
you know, you’d get more money, you are guaranteed to get funding if
you put integrated spatial planning into your proposals now, whereas five
years ago those three words weren’t even used together at all... And |
think a lot of member states now realize that integrated coastal zone
management is actually working. And that they all see benefits from doing
it. Purely sectoral way of doing things hasn’t worked and I think the
member states now appreciate that it's not working. That's why some of
the more intransigent ones like shipping...uh... now they are putting areas
of wild life in their ports, this sort of thing, you know, trying to get a bit of
biodiversity into this... uh, Rotterdam particularly, it's the second biggest
harbor in the world!”

Thus the integrated approach to regional planning in general, and coastal planning
in particular, is pushed both by Brussels and by the Netherlands through the vehicle of
experimental projects that are meant to demonstrate how useful or applicablevihi
approach would be. This push represents a move away from technically driven or
standards-based approaches while at the same time it does not directly clsaiédnge
approaches. Associationalism might still be challenged by those who think it isghbthi
talk and push for harder forms of regulation. Such threats might come from $gieutis
they might also come from the new EU members to the East. Answering ntipiuiethe
ministries in the Netherlands are involved in “Our Coast”, the scientistgtifrom the
consulting agency explains:

“They are involved; they want to be involved because perhaps they are

afraid that Brussels wants to play a bigger role in ICZM rather than just

recommendations. Perhaps based on our results, the EC says well, you

have to have a more legal framework and of course, at least in Western
Europe every country is afraid of that. Of course, in the Baltic States,
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where you have much less experience with coastal management because

of historical reasons, they might be very interested in having these kinds

of rules and regulations being implemented by Brussels. [The EU] might

want to get rid of the recommendations, and make directives. As a

consultant, 1 don’t care and as a politician, | do care, and | am very much

against it.”

It is understandable if the Netherlands is trying to get new members to the
European Union to follow its example of coastal management not only because it has an
interest in securing service contracts for the port areas but as a longer term sti@ategy
position itself as an expert on integrated planning and build a portfolio of projects which
can serve as arguments against hard regulatithy Coast” is one of several such

projects. The Dutch would like to build both on their technical expertise and on their

particular understanding of participatory planning.

Conclusion

In conclusion, “My Coast” appears on the policy making field in Bulgaria as an
experiment in integrated coastal zone management. More broadly, it ismaptate
influence the outcomes of the Black Sea Coast region by organizing a represantayive
of organizations with the facilitation of a Dutch consulting company under thmpten
that deliberated plans provide a better tool for long-term development than bliepdnt
the enforcement of standards. Grounded in the theory of integrated planning that comes
from the Netherlands and its experiences mainly in Rotterdam, “My Calasttesides in

a wider European context of planning. This is a contested and unsettled area, goyerned b
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a structure designed for experimental learning through a series of toolsdithtraugh
temporary organizational forms.

A deeply-seated source of uncertainty for public policy planning projectdVike
Coast” is the question of what sorts of connections it needs to make, of what and who to
account for. The question of representation — who represent, what is representdtitand w
does it mean to represent — is a crucial one to resolve. That question includes not only
organizations and individuals but also objects and species: roads, ports, birds, natural
habitats, citizens, etc. How to organize these entangled relationships is one aiinthe m
challenges. There are no right and wrong answers, no recipes to follongmoplgrary

experiments to answer specific problems.



77

“Just Talk”: Facilitation, Expertise, and Fragmented Organizational Fields

Project Circles
“Imagine you are on the Bulgarian Black Sea in twenty years’ timengtayia
luxurious hotel amidst throngs of people or at a sprawling bungalow at a virgin
spot, untouched by human hand, in the midst of enchanting views and scenery in a
resort of the future? Which of these would you say is YOUR cod&he, March
2007 meeting with members of parliament, government officials and statesexpert
Rene, the project leader, says this in an attempt to staitearty your vision”
workshop among a group of members of parliament, state experts, anchngewe
officials gathered one day in early March 2007 to hear about MgtGoal explore what
they think the Black Sea coast should look like in twenty years. So far, this &fforts to
start a brainstorming session through the tools they have prepareds “ice breaking”
exercises, “speed dating”, maps and photos of the coast, and imagsspoteintial
“futures” have not yielded much success. During the opening speecthesméeting, the
Dutch ambassador had explained that the relationship between the eevitcamd the
economy is noted in an EU special recommendation for integratediatans. Such
plans can be used as instruments to attract more money fronridtuBal Funds because
they promote projects along the lines of the “people-planet-proéithéwork. This view is
echoed by the Bulgarian deputy minister of regional development ates $hat Bulgaria

needs to think about “development with a deep respect for nature”. TdcHrist’

incentive, Rene later adds the “stick” incentive:
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“You couldn’t expect a hotel to operate well and make moneysitstin

the midst of a polluted environment. If the Black Sea is polluted, you

couldn’t expect fishing companies to have regular handsome catches

because the fish will go away. At the end of the day, therebeano
economic development without tourists and without fish. These are
common interests and shared ideas, upon which we shall seek to build in
the course of the next few months.”

This reflects Rene’s firm belief that the conflicts amongirmss, environmental
movements, government officers, and professional associations casadbesdeon the
basis of the common understanding that, in the long term, “we larethe same boat”.
During the initial several months of the project, he vigorousjgcted any notion that
interests are too entrenched, conflicts too bitter, and trust totolascomplish any level
of engagement and negotiations among different parties. Such commeally aeme
from Bulgarians, even those on the “My Coast” team who beliavéde project’s goals
and methodology. Rene attributed such skepticism to what he saweademcy among
Bulgarians to exaggerate problems and overlook opportunities, “possibudeeof
decades of bureaucratic governance”. For Rene, helping the procgsstioifpation,
negotiation and consensus-building has significance beyond “My Coast’teliated to a
broader “awakening” of civil society and strengthening of deatac discourse in the
country.

Rene’s connection to Bulgaria starts back in 1997 when he first cases
consultant on a project for a water treatment facility. He pes$nered with a local
consulting company who brought him in as an expert in water maeagesnd has

worked with them for the last ten years. In his home town of Utrecht, he is a maintiter

Environmental Council, an advisory body to the city government, and a merhbes
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Green Party. A middle-aged man with a limp in his gate, Rena agk sense of humor
and direct style of expressing opinions. He claims deep knowledg& @nvironmental
regulations and a large network of people in government institutiotige iiNetherlands,
Brussels, and the new member states. His projects take plateemEastern European
countries such as Romania, Croatia, and the Czech Republic. More migpttaough,
his connection to Bulgaria is a personal one, since he has agtlfiere - an experienced
long-time journalist with the Bulgarian Telegraph Agency. Shpsh#e project by using
her connections to secure press releases and interviews for RatheofBthem see
themselves on a mission to develop civil society and democracy. Asample of ways to
revive civic values in Bulgaria, they recount a story about howlented a garden in the
backyard of her building. The usual fate of such common backyardsd dhargeveral
surrounding buildings, is that after the fall of the communist regame the party-
organized clean-up days, they became dilapidated, deserted, and Qintg. the
playground for neighboring children, now people often use them for parking. &l his
girlfriend started cleaning up and planting flowers (“tulipscolurse”). At first their
neighbors told them they were wasting their time, because thes plaxid be stolen or
destroyed and cars parked on top. But one day another neighbor joined ahd slow
together they enrolled others. Eventually, they put the storysame pictures of the new

garden on a popular “green” website, gorichka.bg (foreét.tapd started a whole

8 Gorichka.bg was started in 2006 by a well-knowigBrian tennis player. After her sports career, she
became very outspoken about being an environmegstatiscious consumer and also established a company
for organic food products, Bio Bulgaria. The webstt a regular meeting space for people intereated

“green” development.
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discussion group about how to reclaim backyards in the city. Some peapéeback and
asked for advice on how to get started. Characteristically, Rene lauglesyand s

“I told them to just take a shovel and dig. But they think that'sstomple,
it can’t be that simple. There’s got to be some secret.”

It won’t be much of an exaggeration to say that, for Rene, “My {Caaa larger
and more methodical effort along the same lines of organizing @doplthe common
good. Demonstrating the value in self-organizing and participatioh paudlof why Rene
has shifted his interests from doing technical projects to psdijeat are more complicated
in political terms. Like many who were trained in one engimgediscipline or another, he
found that the solutions are not always, if ever, purely technicaé kikny who take
environmental issues to heart, he found that the way to frame ttsoms iBor political
discourse is around the values of democracy.

Unlike Rene, Linda - his Dutch partner in running and organizing the project
strictly professionally involved. Linda is a tall blonde womainén late thirties who has a
master’s degree in social geography and sustainable develo@heris a member of the
European Federation of Associations of Environmental Professionales sie actively
organizes events and presents at conferences. Her enduring lthe sea, as she
remembers how growing up nearby Rotterdam, she often went to tlor tafbok at the
ships, on one of which her father was a captain. Renee employsfbimttas and other
projects he runs in other countries. He has also contracted twarBmigguys from the
consulting company he has worked with in the past. The two of themm éineir mid-to-

late twenties and are very enthusiastic about “My Coast”. akld&r, or Alex, graduated
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from Oberlin College in the US with a dual degree in economicseavitonmental
management. He returned to Bulgaria because “life in the U®oiseasy, the real
challenges are in Bulgaria”. Stefan, the second Bulgarian mehdsea master’'s degree in
sustainable development from Queens University in Belfast, Irelanth Bf them
sympathize with a newly-fledged Green party in Bulgaria andewregularly for
gorichka.bg or for printed newspapers, covering topics about the environment.

This is the inner circle of “My Coast” — the team of projecnmbers who are
organizing and running the meetings, writing the presentationsegodts, and regularly
discussing the progress they are making. In their efforts tleegided by advice from a
committee back in the Netherlands. The three committee merinbeeted several times
to Bulgaria, especially at the beginning and the end of the prapee of them is a
professor of environmental studies in the University of Utrecht, anatiember is a
council member of the regional government of South Holland, and the dheds a
member of the European Center for Ecological and Agriculturalidrouin their travels,
these three members were sometimes accompanied by a didctone of the
environmental NGOs that negotiates with the Rotterdam port autlometyits expansion
plans. These four people made presentations during meetings in which they argaseé the
for cooperation by showing best practices, talking about their erperia Holland, and
providing other arguments in support for developing tourism away frensiin-and-sea
formula of mass packaged tours and towards sustainable formalgbaihcorporate or

enhance other industries such as agriculture, construction, culture, and green energy.
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Thus all core members of the project, the inner circle plus haich advisors,
have backgrounds and interests rooted in environmental issues. Yetpmdeay during
lunch, | ask the four members of the team if “My Coast” is tpcabout environmental
issues, they disagree. They say that the environment is only dnef jta but it is really
about doing economic development in an open, transparent manner. The disdhssions
want to start should include tourism, energy, ports management, agecudfrastructure,
employment and urban planning. Linda says that she doesn't view busameasnithe
enemy” but as people who have ideas and resources that could comtrithetevell-being
of everyone. The key is to do it “the right way”. She says shatdoesn’t take sides but
tries to understand everyone’s concerns and make sure that the de@kens have a seat
at the table. To my comment that | think “My Coast” is an @rpent, they all laugh and
agree that it is. Knowing the particular salience of the wesgériment” in Bulgaria, |
clarify that | do not mean this as a deficiency. A popular naeabout the reign of the
communist party in the period 1945 - 1989 was that it unleashed an “egpem the
people” — an experiment imposed by the Soviet Union and responsiliteefeconomic
ruin of the 1980s. While we “experimented” with communism, the Westinued on its
“normal” path towards development and democracy, the sentiment wentBNgarians
wanted to have a “normal” country. That is why when | say to the tespecifically the
Bulgarian half of it) that their project is an experiment/drify that learning happens
through experiments. Rene heatrtily agrees.

What was this experiment about? The task of the project was te apmwith a

vision and a strategy for the spatial development of the Blacke®gan but it had to do
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that in a particular way — through negotiated deals among variousizaians on the
local and the national level. Economic development was to be achievesimpy by
allowing the state to draw its plans or the business sectdrcise its investments but
through a process of assembling various “publics” to agree onkitthof development
they wanted. In that sense, it was an experiment in governancejsg Ryzeworski's turn
of phrase again, “how to eat and to talk at the same time”. Thbicaton of economic
objectives of growth with democratic principles of representagfname what it means to
“talk” and what it means to “eat”. If “eating” takes on a meg of doing it in a
sustainable way, i.e. without damaging the very resources it dependsalking” is
predicated on the concept of representation through organized mtdrésthe latter that
ensures the former.

In that sense, the experiment was a political act of compa@sidgdirecting the
various voices. It was an experiment in moving from hierarchicalagsociational
governance. If hierarchical governance solves the tension betweket mad democracy
through empowering the talk of an expert class of technocrats tmgdizetween the
represented and the elected, in associational governance the adiafion is separated
from the act of talking. The new mediators don’t do the talkinghdedves. If before the
“talking” happened in two stages — first representation, then ésgertnow it is in the
simultaneous combination of representation with expertise under thengaiof another
sort of “voiceless” expert — the project manager. Challenged byldfo#nd right - by the
proponents of democracy and the proponents of markets - the expehadassved from

privileged mediators to just one in a multitude of voices. The fagtedliation in public
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planning projects means the drawing the boundaries of a project’'somater i.e. who
participates and who is left out.

In this effort to create boundaries between the inside anoutis&le of the project,
the project manager resembles Latour’s scientists and engiihe¢osir, 1988). He too
faces the problem of keeping interests in line without having timealcauthority to do so.
The scientist is interested in producing an inside / outside divides $0 secure funding
and audiences for his science without wasting time in indulging indeuss opinions, i.e.
he has to produce the “hard facts” in his laboratory and deliver them to those outside, while
those outside are to become a trained and disciplined public bringirggonrces and
accepting the facts. On the other hand, a scientist also neegdirtescand capable
insiders to discuss what a fact is before presenting it tgubéc. In the lack of such
organized insider group, the lonely researcher cannot discuss, vetifffam what a fact
is.

In some respects, Rene’s task as a project manager for Bt {Ssimilar — he has
to produce an inside/outside boundary around the project and produce “detisethbt
the larger public accepts and uses as the basis for furtien.adowever, unlike the
engineer or the scientist, the project manager of public planningcpsajoes not rely on
expertise as the organizing principle for assembling and coordinating ansohey's.

As the organizational literature on projects in industrialrsggthas demonstrated,
assembling and coordinating among the insiders of the project depetiols assembling
and coordination among outsiders — either through existing industry toletuses

(Bechky, 2005), or through professional norms and codes in epistemic camstimat
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generate swift trust (Grabher, 2004; 2006), or through objects andtartifat structure
the interactions among the group (Lazara and Morner, 2005; Souza et al, ROES)
swift trust, and artifacts that are found in already existimgfitutional or material
structures are carried over to the work on the inside of the praet reflect on how
interactions within it are structured as well. Similarly, w@n expect that in public
planning projects, mediators cannot single-handedly impose a strumtuthe project’'s
work but have to import roles, artifacts, or professional conventionesmirces in
assembling and coordinating a temporary organization. In the fiegpaifal planning,
there are no single epistemic communities but several: enviroalisés)t urbanists,
architects, different industries, and scientists. The projectediables themselves are not
“hard facts” but “soft contracts” among various “stakeholders”. Gtmmposition of the
project in public planning relies on the principle of representation ganaations
representing constituents, images and maps representing then, regid experts
representing scientific knowledge. That experiment through My Qwased to be far

more challenging than the Dutch team ever expected.

The Problem of Representation

The idea of talking through organized interests that “My Coast” is based upon is a
new reincarnation of liberal democracy. Traditionally, liberal democragsedicated on
the concept of representation through elections. With the retreat of thelstatentept of
representation extends beyond the institutional framework of elections ancnegtigss,

to a framework of networked organizations and the represented interests behind them.
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These organizations represent a multitude, a plurality of publics, rather thdred uni
group understood as “the people”, or “citizens”. If any conflicts exist,dhegxpressed
through the voices of these organizations, conceived of as stakeholders. These stakeholde
are expected to have a well-defined voice and an interest to unify dispgeatezations
with similar voices, so as to better fight counter arguments from other isteres
Multistakeholderism is the new model of representation, based on ideas of open and
rational dialogue. This model of organizing based on sectoral or issue reqiesgnta
Western model that has evolved from liberal democratic ideas and poses chatibetige
idea of electoral representation (Mouffe, 2005; Rossiter, 2006). Yet, the organizational
landscape in Eastern Europe is much more complicated than the multistakeholderism
model would suggest. In Eastern Europe, to the problem of electoral representation we
have to add the problem of organizational representation. Here, networks among
organizations are not only vertically fragmented, they are horizontallggtathand
unstable. It is difficult to assume orderly organizational fields that canasendipon to

assemble a representation of the “public”, as the multistakeholderism wmadldl have it.

Failed “Voice” Sessions
The project started with a series of meetings in the Spri2@@7. These meetings
didn’t go over well or as planned. As the brochure for the “My Coast” project explained:

“The first step is that government, the private sector, NGOs ecal |
residents develop a shared vision that expresses the main ideastof
Bulgaria’s Black Sea Coast should look like in 2030. It definesdlastal
zone in terms of qualities: what is the preferred qualithefanvironment
and nature; what is the preferred quality of economic acsyiaed how
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can these support each other for example by careful consideohtiba

choice of location? In the first step, these qualities will beciileed in

images and ideas more than in numbers or indicators.”

In line with the Rotterdam ‘Pegasus” methodology, this firstgestavas
conceptualized as the explorative “voice” stage, i.e. when sepacatiesgof stakeholders
are identified and invited to participate in workshops to formulatdeciges and broad
ideas for the coast. The “voice” stage is succeeded byatjwd” stage, when the goal is
to “muster all creative potential” and come up with solutions andretsadeas for
resolving the challenges and addressing the broad visions identiéeidysly. The final
stage is the action one, when the participants negotiate andageeénal decision and
sign a policy covenant together. They also pledge in front of oneantbiat each one of
them is going to do their best to ensure the implementation of they placision. This
covenant is the institutionalization of the agreement and can setie &asis to establish
a formal authoritative body to guide decisions, organize tenddrsedect projects that are
in line with the common vision and strategy.

Rene and Linda prepared carefully for the “voice” workshops, drafbuya
detailed list of activities and preparing tools. They had cske dozen or so participants
to state their motivation for coming to the meeting and theiraapens from it. They had
planned on asking them to break into small groups of four people each aanstdsm
ideas about the future of the Black Sea coast. Cards werdulisttj so that participants
can write one idea on each card, only 3-5 words per idea. Then tleegeotip together
was supposed to discuss the ideas that they have come up withy omittiee whiteboard

in front of them by the facilitators who would prompt them to think aldét the easiest,
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the most difficult, and the most important were. Having done that,gtbup was to
proceed by identifying any political or economic events that naffiect the achievement
of these ideas.

Despite the claim that local residents were invited to these sessiongashmot the
case in the first stakeholder meetings. There were severings with participants from
different organizational fields — government and members of pefig NGOs, and
business. These meetings were reported on in the media but péidepation was not
sought at this point. The whole methodology of the project is based omleheof
organized interests, i.e. organizations represent constituent grodigpeak for them. To
the question why citizens are not invited to these meetings, Linda muses:

“Why should we invite everyone? What are we to do — just pull people off

the street and tell them to come to the meetings? We darthat. We

need to make sure that all points of view are represented”

Thus the presumption is that the various points of view are organized and
represented through a clear “voice”. The role of the projea tgettheir refrains into a
more or less coherent chorus. Thus the project advisors and mamadgnstood the many
conflicting interests and problems on the Black Sea coast butateeyoperated on the
assumption of orderly organizational fields, be it in tourism, port gemant or
agriculture. Their main task, then, was to help these reprasentagjanizations navigate
these conflicts and help them reach the calmer shores of stédictoitaboration. Yet, the
vertical disintegration and fragmentation of the organizatiorgtdi of tourism and

environmental NGOs meant that it was difficult to assemblestao§ representative
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organizations, let alone start the first rounds of discussions. Indetdref giving their
“voice”, the majority of organizations prefer to “exit” the project altbge.

In their attempts to find out who should be involved, Rene and Linda took a
traditional approach of talking to national-level umbrella organizatmassoon found out
that they do not have local tentacles or that there are othenaladrganizations who also
claim to represent the same constituents. The initial listaddekolder organizations that
should be consulted included 65 organizations in tourism, 41 environmental 260s,
educational institutions, 17 organizations in the agriculture and fishseetor, and 61
business organizations, including ports, chambers of commerce, trade@sss, large
factories, and banks. To this grand total of 209 non-state organizttensalso added a
list of all the local and regional authorities such as munitieg)i water inspectorates,
forestries, national parks, and development agencies. The overall nofhdrganizations
that were related to issues on the Black Sea coast, whether on the natiomad| wedocal
level, quickly reached more than 250. Many of these organizations resmgnded to
invitations to participate, specifically the trade associatiand the large industrial
conglomerates. In addition to these stakeholders, the project alsalikey members of
political parties to these first “voice” meetings. The memlmdrparliament that attended
the meetings were entirely from opposition parties and used thesengs, which were
reported on by the media, to express their criticism of thethegurrent government does
its job.

Who to get involved remained a question throughout the length of the project, as

participants joined in and dropped out as late as the Fall of 2008. When asked who else
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should be involved, more and more organizations were typically cited. Who is part of the
“public” relevant to the Black Sea region thus was never entirely settled. W& oast”
was trying to do was to perform a political act of assembling a coheréattmni of
different publics and hold them together for the duration of the project. In that besk it
to struggle against the fragmentation and destabilization of the various orgeraizat
fields that were involved. Before there could be a solution to the problem of coordination,
there had to be a solution to the problem of composition. To solve that problem required
that the main protagonists of “My Coast”, its project leads, had to modify their own

positions vis-a-vis the organizational fields they were confronting.

The Black Sea Coast and Representation in Tourism

The length of the Bulgarian

: .
coastline along the Black Sea, in the span
between the Romanian and Turkish

borders, is roughly 384 km. The coastline
includes part of the territory of 15 %=

municipalities, home to more than 745,500 people or 9.6% of the population in Bulgaria.
The Black Sea region is a meeting point of various interesisisim, fishing and

sea cultures, navigation and sea ports, industry, security and safty,is a preferred

place for living. Enclosed from all sides, except for the nastaits of the Bosporus, the

sea suffers pollution from industrial sites located not only dyrext its coasts but also
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along the trans-European Danube River. Almost one-third of the coastal zoneréxidmye
sand beaches but erosion is threatening to dramatically decrease &heir siz

The two largest ports are Varna and Bourgas. Both of them wesntty planning
renovations and expansions to handle more shipping traffic, while alsahgntweir
shipping facilities from the city centers to the outskirts. Bltinities of both cities there
are also facilities for the production of refined oil, chemicatgl plastics. Other industries
such as fishing and food production are also important on the coasiabgpethe North
where there are almost no sand beaches. The North of the codst isaband that
provides opportunities for a budding interest in wind energy as a newtrinauth the
potential to get preferential treatment via EU structuratlé. However, the current major
interests in that part of the coast are around building golf resorts.

In the last ten years, it has been tourism and related activities thadideveriving
economic growth in the area. Tourism in Bulgaria accounts for overdfS3®P and is
the second export sector in the Bulgarian economy. The Black Sstalc@a contributes
close to 40% of that reventidn 2006, the revenues from tourism grew by eight percent

and the government expected a double-digit growth in the following'Jears

° Ministry of Regional Development data for 2007
10 state Agency for Tourism data 2006
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As a new member state, Bulgaria has
access to EU Structural Funds which are used
for financial assistance in regional development,
employment policies, or agricultural assistance.

For the period starting in 2007, 14% of all the

New hotel contructionon the beac
funds that the Ministry of Regional Development was going teiveovere targeted to the
tourism sector. In 2006-2007, the government was considering the éstalisof a
separate ministry for tourism, an act that would replace theerduGtate Agency for
Tourism.

There are seven large resort complexes built during the 1960s-197s wdrie
designated as especially important for the ecortoriny 2005. Together, these resorts
include about 329 hotels for a total of almost 120,000 beds. The managemenesbtise
is trying to upgrade and expand their facilities, including buildmegv hotels, pools,
skating rinks, and other entertainment sites on the beach. They péntngrdéarge tourist
agencies, such as Thomas Cook, First Choice, Neckermann Reisen argbii Hoavel,
who brought in tourists by the load and guaranteed full capacity irsuhmner. The
growth in tourists that these resorts experienced and the mdsskeep expanding, tax
the infrastructure for the entire region. Comparisons with the gmoblhat unregulated

development on the Spanish coast (Costa Brava and Costa Del Solpfteer drawn in

the media.

" The seven sea side resorts are: Golden Sandsy 8each, Dunes, Albena, St. Konstantin and Elena,
Primorsko, and Elenite. There are two other ressm$igned this status but they are in the mountains
Borovetz and Pamporovo.
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In addition to these legacy resorts, there are a number of
small villages which have traditionally attracted manytersi
and where people have been supplementing their incomes by
hosting visitors in the summer for decades. After 2000, when it
became clear that Bulgaria had a serious chance of being

Street in Nesseb

accepted into the EU, a “gold rush” to the coast was fueled yopdieting prices of real
estate. Investors tried to secure plots of land to build hotel§ his land grab was also
fueled by hopes to attract what was perceived as well-pafgirgjgn tourists from
Northern Europe who were looking for new and more affordable ieacdestinations.
These new investment plans centered mostly on such villages wiibysr@xperience in
hosting tourists because they either offered great beaches asédbay had cultural and
historical cache. Two such villages are Nessebar and Sozopol whkididasettiements
dating as far back as the Bronze age and featuring traditional architeotarthé 18-19"
centuries.

Finally, there were the old camping sites
which were typically in pristine areas. Camping
in the days during the communist regime,
although not banned, was perceived as a slight
form of dissent from expected behavior, for itconstrUCtion on the old camp site Oasis
meant that instead of going to the “resort stations” that every factory, ipjmisacademic

institution had built for the “relaxation of workers”, those workaeferred the bare bones

accommodations of camps away from the watchful eyes of coworktensas mainly
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people from the artistic and scientific circles who made liabit to go camping every
summer. Now, camping sites became targets for the interesit® eburism industry as
well.

The tourism industry organizes through numerous trade associatiorns. dree
more than fifty local tourism associations, four regional om@sl more than twenty
national ones. The organizational field is highly unstable, as aseasianay close,
reinstitute themselves again, or new organizations can bbéliseed altogether. In the
summer and fall of 2007, two new national tourism associations inewgporated — The
Bulgarian Congress Bureau, an association of the largest hotelsuargpérators, and the
Union of Tourism Investors, an association of those who consider themselbesthe
largest investors in the sector. There are organizations of totatogse of hotels and
restaurants, of alternative tourism firms, of rural tourismdirof SPA tourism firms, and
various permutations of all of the above. In the summer of 2006, a dasmaeg two
large trade associations arose about who really represenisltis¢ry. The director of the
State Agency for Tourism lamented the increasing fragmentatithe field and blamed it
for the lack of progress on coherent state policy on toufism.

This fragmentation and instability of the organizational fielteots a continuous
formation of coalitions and ties among various business owners and origausiziat
pursuit of lobbying goals and public strategies. A theory of catheetstate capture
(Barnes, 2007) might help explain this instability and reshufflingoaflitions within the

industry. The theory describes the relations between state and busiBeggaria. Rather

12 Capital Weekly, May 1%, 2006, interview with Mario Al-Jeboury Interview



95
than a single business group capturing the state, there are engjtguips who have
formed ties with multiple parties and are competing for regsurEach change in ruling
parties comes about as a result of disappointment with the previosisTdree economic
groups of the previous government are usually weakened but new ones.effiezg
system is different from clientelism, under which networks rdamrh top to the bottom of
society and distribute some benefits. The networks that form uod@petitive capture
system are much more unstable and uncertain. Thus the question of wdgeméeprthe
interests of the tourism industry does not have a straightforaassver, as various
coalitions among the myriad of old and new associations are clgathgiin shape with the
political context in the country. This point was reiterated sdwenes along the duration
of “My Coast”, as the team conducted conversation with many ladalinistration
officials and found that they were also businessmen with pami@adandas, as the
midterm elections were held in the Fall of 2007, and as conversatidhs large city of
Varna proved frustrating because local power networks had infiltketedus industries
and government agencies. These tangled networks between the basttessand the
state sector, coupled with fragmentation within each organizatibela ultimately
defeated attempts to assemble a stable set of organizatiomsulthhegotiate in a series

of meetings over several months.

Environmental NGOs and Representation
The role of environmentalism in the politics of transformation in Eastern Europe is

well established. The deterioration of the natural environment seemed to siggnyyhing
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that was wrong with state socialism (Fagin, 1994). In the 1980s, the continuing
deterioration of air, water, and toxic accidents caused widespread awakness
environmental issues. Action and discontent became more visible and organizedlgspecia
after Gorbachev’s glasnost. The fact that people’s health and even Ineesomeerned
served as highly emotionally charged accusations of deligitimation ofdine itiat the
state is “for the people, by the people” (Hicks, 1996).

In Bulgaria, environmental opposition was mobilized initially through state-
sanctioned conservation societies which became a vehicle of discontent aroufftaspec
political objects such as caves, forests, and rivers (Cellarius, 2004). A laigeahat
movement was sparked particularly in 1987 in the city of Russe around the issuns-of tr
boundary air pollution from a chemical factory in Romania. When early attemgis by t
government to resolve the issue failed, concerns spread to the national scene ataiga
to a national organization called Ecoglasnost in 1989. At a meeting in Sofia in 1989,
organized by the Conference for Security and Co-operation in Europe, Bulgaria was
criticized by the UK, USA, and West Germany about human rights and the environment
That opened a possibility for the illegal Ecoglasnost to organize pressera@gand
stage protests against planned water infrastructure projects (Burh§88). After 1989,
Ecoglasnost became a founding member of the union of opposition parties and later
established one of the two Green parties in Bulgaria.

Thus the visions of building participatory liberal democracies and environmentally
sound economies were linked together in their critique of state socialism. Thigyisfbi

the movements at the time the regimes fell and the increasing politicabtlout
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environmentalist discourse in the West, spurred particular attention froteiatliand
multilateral donors. Some of the largest NGOs, who were funded and staffed inyhe earl
1990s were those in the environmental settor.

Today, environmental causes are again the main framework for social protest
against the unchecked accumulation of wealth often under the protection and with the
assistance of government officials. These protests continue to be smsploaadic and
the groups that organize them may or may not be registered. However, theyegehara
of publicity and online chat activity. According to a survey that the WWF — Balgari
conducted in August 2008, Bulgarians are becoming more impatient with environmental
problems. As the top problem, 70% of respondents identified the destruction of forests.
More than half of the respondents also identified as major protiiémesillegal
construction and over-construction on the sea side and the mountains.

Along the Black Sea coast, the expression of protest is organasity around the
old camping sites which became arenas for bitter fights leetwenall environmentalist
groups and local municipalities lured by investors’ money. Thesal sgyroups, with
names such as “Save Irakli” or “Save Koral”, formed around iddaii sites. The
participants in these coalitions are typically the familiep@bple who have old ties to
these beaches. At the gathering of one such group of around one hundrednp&oglest
2008, a man in his fifties summarizes his feelings about the pladethe plans of a

Spanish construction company to build a new tourist complex there:

13 Some of those NGOs are Green Balkans, Bulgariadi@rsity Foundation, as well as the local chapter
of the World Wildlife Fund and BirdLife
14 All these numbers saw significant increases dverprevious two years. Survey
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“l am a biologist by profession. | have worked all around thddwvefrom

the Amazonian to the North Pole. Right now my work is on the island of

Guam. But every summer | come back here, to this small beacb #nd t

small camp site. The proof that | love this place is righe:hery son who

was conceived right on this beach thirty years ago. That is wiant to

thank you all for mobilizing to save Koral from the clutches of

construction speculators:®

Most of these self-organized groups lack resources. They are driven by aicomant
nostalgia for a pure, unspoiled state of nature. Their main form of organizingoiotast
— either in front of a government agency, a local municipality, or at the sitfle Ttkese
protests are also reminiscent of the sporadic protests before 1989 which seinecchais t
form of expression of opposition to the regime.

In many ways, these small groups contrast with the large environmental INGOs
Bulgaria. Driven by ties of trust among people who know each other, these groups for
close circles that espouse an “us versus them” mentality. Unlike NGOs, theysiekot
participation in political life through partnership and participation but through social
protest. These networks based on personal loyalty are arguably of a stottkeWwdamous
“parallel structures” that enabled Eastern European but even more so, Ralicties, to
survive oppressive regimes and find solutions when official structures failed them
(Sampson, 2002). The very intervention by the European Union and all the other
international donors after 1989 was centered on substituting “civil society”, i.e.

representative NGOs, for these informal social networks which are alscste@bavhich

feuds develop and feed for a long time (Scheppele, 1999).

15 Koral camp site protest, August 2008
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The period 2007-2008 was a period of catching up to EU environmental regulations
in Bulgaria. The Draft National Sustainable Development Strategy was agpnaviaty
2007 by the National Advisory Council on Sustainable development. That year marked the
first ramped up efforts by government to catch up with EU environmental regulatiens. T
centerpiece of these regulations is the Natura 2000 néfvbiitura 2000 is a European-
wide network of protected territories, proposed by individual countries and approved by a
panel of scientists at the European Commission. Each such site is managed through a
management plan that should include several stakeholders and which is monitored by the
Commission against a set of standards. Currently, the network covers about 18% of EU
territory. The sites are not strict conservation sites, as some astsuith as forestry,
agriculture, and tourism are still allowed. But all of these activities lwaabitle by the
principles of sustainable development, or the people-planet-profit framework.

In February 2007, the Bulgarian government approved 20% of the territory of the
country as protected under Natura 2000. This was less than the 28% percent that the
scientific advisory committee had recommended. In July of the same year, thearhd/V
six other NGOs submitted an official petition to the EU DirectoraterBnment in which
they accused the government of purposefully omitting many important sites olatke B
Sea coast in order to allow for planned construction. At the same time, there veszat se
protests which were sparked by the Supreme Administrative Court decision to take
Strandjd’ mountain off the protected territories of Natura 2000. In July 2007, political

scientist and renowned opposition leader from the early 1990s, Evgenii Dainov, wrote in

16 Commission of the European Communities, Workingoent on Natura 2000, December 2002
" Strandja is a low mountain in the SoutheasterhgfaBulgaria which borders on the sea coast
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Dnevnik'® an article with the title “The court gave Strandja to the mafia”. The coud rule
in favor of a company that was building a resort multiplex in the area. Thiedm
protest of about 500 environmentalists in front of the court in Sofia. The police arrested 35
of them since the protest was not officially allowed. However, the many repohnts i
media created high visibility of the protest and the next day, the minister of the
environment declared that the government should fight the decision and return Strandja to
its stature as a protected territory.

The large environmental NGOs acknowledged the small gain achieved at the
protests in the summer of 2007 but they do not organize or support such protests. In fact,
they distance themselves from them, believing instead that legal actieir isest
strategy. By attacking the government in court, mainly at the European hesd,NGOs
are hoping to force the administration to become more effective in applyingwhe la
Rather than mobilize local protests and pressure from below, the large andtmest ac
environmental NGOs take on the role of professional experts. As a progratardifec
large international NGO in Bulgaria explained:

“Older people, but younger ones as well, are used to top-down, direct

management, the kind that local authorities impose. We work with

concrete ideas. We have patrticular proposals that we take to the local

authorities and try to find a compromise. This puts us in the role of

experts.”

Another program manager at another large NGO explains that there are two

different strategies, the legal one and the protest one and expresses soraknoabi

towards the strictly legal approach adopted by her NGO:

18 One of the most respected and high-circulatiotydswspaper in Bulgaria.
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“Here, the last protest managed to draw attention to the issue of the

boundaries of Natura 2000 in Strandja and so Parliament will have to vote

on it, while we have been trying to go the legal route for more than a year

now. | don’'t know what the better approach is. We in the NGO sector feel

without support but these protests gave me some hope. | think the

ecological sector is the most organized. May be only the architects

organize around cultural heritage sites as well as we do.”

The representative and the expert roles are not inherently in tppos one
another but the fact that many of the NGOs rely on internatiaithland are often
competitive with each other (Petrova and Tarrow, 2007) make themistgested less in
representing and more in collaborating with the state. They do lyobmemembership
drives for resources or legitimacy. Most environmental orgaoizatin Bulgaria have
memberships of around 25 people and are constituted around the activitiely oflf-
dozen to dozen committed activists (Cellarius and Staddon, 2002). The freityotheof a
member is unclear, since these numbers are self-reported areenrdiated or based on
different understanding — people paying dues, members of the organiztsediy i
collaborators, etc. The period after 1989 may have produced many'RB@®scademic
studies found that Eastern Europeans have low levels of organizatirmmabership,
volunteering, or trust in institutions. The ENGOs are thus seen asuhotepresenting
constituents and localities but as yet another professional group oftsexgeeking
consulting or advisory roles, especially because they are sitified by people trained in

such disciplines as geography, biology, or ornithology. Especially tifée decrease in

international aid over the last decade and with the EU emphapi®mting participation

¥ For example, as of November 2005 in a countrgs$ than nine million, there were more than 22,000
registered NGOs, a 27% increase since the pretweugears (Bulgarian Center for Non-profit Law, 800
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of civil actors in policy making, many NGOs started providingeaesh and consulting
services to government agencies (Hicks, 2004; Fagan, 2006). For ex&6{eof
municipalities in Bulgaria consult NGOs in order to improve tlséiategies and related
projects, even though a third of them assessed their partnesshppoa (Petrova and
Tarrow, 2007). These interorganizational ties are not based on trush Itla¢ pursuit of
legitimacy in front of Brussels, rather than in front of lqmablics (Cellarius and Staddon,
2002). Even as they report on collaborating, government officials do nessaety trust
in the competency of environmentalist NGOs. They view them nog¢mesentative of
groups of citizens or of specific interests but as expertspartecular field, and as such,
they find them lacking. If they represent anyone, it is the “barats the bees”, as another
local municipal legal advisor put it. As one district adminigtratofficial resentfully
explains:

“There is a lot to be desired in respect to increasing the competency level

of civil society.... The representatives of some NGOs don’t always

understand reality and the problems on the national level. There have been

cases when they present incorrect information. Experts have to follow

their specialty and talk only on things they know about. It can’t be that an

ecologist talks about a program for regional development. But they have

the confidence that they can do it and they have plenty of opportunities.”

Thus the field of environmental organizations in Bulgaria is just as fragmented as
the tourism one but what is more, the very idea of NGOs as representative of social
movements or other civil society group interests is without support. Rather than tbe role
representatives, such NGOs play the role of experts. The organizers bpseuteists

against over-construction on the coast are small, lack resources, and unlike thedk&0Os, t

on an uncompromising stand to both government and business.
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Visual Representations of the Black Sea Region

As mentioned in the quote from the My Coast promotional brochure, malsé of
discussion was supposed to happen around images of the coast todatharfdture. The
use of images in spatial planning is a distinctive Dutch innovation, initiateceMithistry
of Spatial Planning, Housing, and Environment (VROM) in order to aid rtegrated
planning approach. Various design techniques such as target imagess, nstrdeture
plans, visual categories, etc, as well as drawing techniqueswsatrfrom architecture
were imported into spatial planning negotiations and decision-makinigybarly about
the regeneration of the docklands in Rotterdam (Gomart, 2005). Images wergeshmubd
only as tools for inspiration in the achievement of a common politisan but also as the
tools for debating this vision and a guarantee for future action on it.

Unlike an object-centered approach to spatial planning, the iredgestproach
does not posit a single object to be discussed in all its ccebgdi technical, economic,
and social aspects. It proposes the simultaneous consideration okud@mngbjects — the
main sea ports, water treatment plants, road connections, hotesgeidousing, etc in a
single area. The sheer impossibility of discussing all of tbbgets at once means a move
away from object-oriented planning and towards planning as an exergslitical vision
and a strategy. This strategy approach means thinking about wégectargets and
indicators, and projects. An example of such a hierarchy thas stéh objectives and
ends with specific projects is provided by the example of Rotterdaenobjective of

strengthening the port position is defined as a set of two targets — to providspaoceegor
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and increase the accessibility of the port; these twotgangdurn are linked to indicators
for congestion, space, and goods traffic; finally these targetsndizhtors are used to
justify and evaluate projects for land reclamation, road expansiorfpam@gro logistics.
Thus, indicators and objects are very much the stuff of integraéechipt as well, but
they are subsumed under broader objectives that are arrivethegotiations. This is a
different model for making politics and constituting publics than #itional consensus-
and-compensation green polder model. Instead of enhancing the dtdig/gsasay “this
is what | want”, the images and future visions enable the assemt#egsts to say “this is
what we want, this is why we want it, and therefore, it must happen.”

However, these images did not help the participants in Bulgariaeddiatway
they were supposed to. Images, maps, and drawings did not inspirgenasabjects for
debate. On the contrary, they seemed too abstract to addressreemnt concerns and
conflicts. Part of the reason was that most of the participaritseese first meetings were
not from the local municipalities but from national organizations. &aning of the
“Black Sea coast region” in cultural terms is non-existesithare is no sense of common
identity as a resident on the coast, no common cultural traditiongerins of
administrative units, the regions in Bulgaria are existent onlyaper but have very little
substance in terms of self-governance or representation. Tinecordlicts are between
the local administrations, typically a town and its surroundin@ amed the national
administration.

This tension between the central and local government is well cotach by

researchers of public administration in Bulgaria. As Djildov hasatestrated, the process
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of decentralization, which first started in 1995, proceeded only slawty with many
conflicts. The first major interruption in the process came in 1997 tve IMF agreement
to introduce a monetary board and the ensuing re-centralizatioscaf @iecision-making.
The explicit goal of the board is economic restructuring through rapnetevices and
privatization. In this framework, it is a somewhat contradictorgk téo give more
independence to local governance structures. The central governmesddreéo be
engaged with clear division of power between central and local authotsiestibns were
limited to assigning tasks without providing the budget for them d@yil 2002). Thus
municipalities were often used as deflectors of popular discontangxtomple, when
social security benefits were not paid on time. In turn, thel Istaictures of the
government fought to establish themselves as independent from thed aatftorities. The
main push for decentralization came from two national non-governhwggnizations,
the Foundation of Local Self-Governance Reform (FLGR) and the NhaodaRegional
Assembly of Municipalities (NRAM). The proper role of maybesl to be resolved by the
Constitutional Court which ruled in their favor that they are not parthe executive
authority at the state level, but of the local one. In addition, Balganayors are directly
elected and enjoy high visibility in political life. Their role further buttressed by the
large size of municipalities both in terms of population and terfitomhus, the regional
level, at which My Coast was initiated, administrativelyésy weak in Bulgaria. Instead,
the two main levels — the national and the local are in a c#lieand tense relationship

that does not aid the project leads.

% The average number of inhabitants is about 34sD@0the average territory is 418 sq. km. — ratig h
compared to other European countries.
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Against this backdrop of fragmentation of organizational fields, oadrti
disconnects, and conflict among organizations, the project had to strt@girovide
coherence and assemble a representative public. This procesembiisg and drawing
an inner circle of participants who would then continue on negotiating around the afetails
a vision, was supposed to happen in the first, initiation stage of tleefprohe inability to
proceed as planned was attributed by the Dutch consultants té& aflanderstanding
among organizations of the concept of working together. It wasatitgouted to a lack of
understanding what working in projects means. As Rene explained:

“A project shouldn’t have an end. There should be many projeatisoke
series, to achieve a long-term, very concrete goal”.

In the summer of 2007, the team believed that this was still pedssichuse “My
Coast” was proposing a different sort of strategy, unlikehallstrategies written before
that. This strategy was going to draw a framework that wouldrgeneleas and funding
for future projects, and was going to establish a mechanismhér $election and
evaluation. Rene and Linda acknowledged their mistakes mostlgninig the project and
began rethinking seriously the words they were using. In order to emphasidifénance
with all previously drawn strategies by different consultahisy thought of calling theirs
a management plan. It sounded much more action-oriented. Instealingf tbe meetings
workshops, they called a planned series of local meetings ahkengotast “round-table
meetings”. This way instead of emphasizing work, they were enzotgshe democratic
principle of negotiations by summing up a term during the 1989-1990 period, rained

table negotiations were held between opposition parties and the old cahparties.
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They emphasized a lot that the wording they are using is impa@santcalls different
images and associations. So throughout 2007, My Coast was still nekieffort of
utilizing the ideas and the framework of representation around wtuclengage
participants and compose the project.

However, there was also another challenge in the task of drawing lb@snda
between the inside and the outside of the project — who is an edpstt&s the question
“who is representative?” was difficult to answer and meantrég@tesentation could not
serve as the guiding principle in either composing the outer adfctbe project or in
clarifying the roles to be played by participants, so the confuarmind expertise

generated confusion around roles.

The Problem of Facilitation as Expertise and Role Expectations

Instead of following the script of the “voice” meetings, partioigaypically had a
lot of questions about the expertise that Rene and Linda hadetoaoil about what this
project was hoping to accomplish. Specific issues were brought eppidblems with
water treatment plants or sewage. The Dutch project leads dadwents know the details,
nor did they feel that they should. They were told that they don’t uadertocal concerns
and were questioned on their role. These first meetings raisdtble polemic around
what expertise they were offering and what roles they, thestnes, and the other
stakeholders were expected to play. Due to this confusion abouanoldsw to perform

one’s expertise, the project was beginning to suffer from aoldreleath sentence —
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predictions were made that it is not going to achieve anythibgtantial, that it wasjust
talk’.

The issue of facilitation as a particular expertise wasunderstood in the context
of hierarchical relations within state agencies. As the hedldeofiepartment for strategic
development at the Ministry of Transport put it:

“Who is to write up the strategy? It should be written by an inuidget

party, someone who can listen to all the opinions, gather informatidn, a

based on their expertise, come up with a good strategy. It isezottblat

any of the project leaders can do that since they are not really experts.”

According to the management structure of the project, this &wilif role was
supposed to be supported by the ministries of regional development aadspiort, as
well as the state agency for tourism, which were construatieaproject partners and
beneficiaries. Instead, these agencies were themselves coahmédthe role they were
expected to play. This confusion came from construing expertiaeteshnical matter in
which they were supposed to assist mostly by providing informattmenvasked. There
was some frustration that they expressed about the amount of workobrement that
was expected of them. The project liaison from the ministry of transportatied Htat:

“There is no clear proposal to discuss. It is all very chaotie. don’t

know who has what role, who is going to do what. We asked many times

but never got a clear answer.... When we go to these meetings we know

they [other participants but mostly Rene and Linda] will be asking

guestions but we never know what questions and cannot prepare in
advance. It is very unpleasant because we cannot know all the thegils

want. Each one of us is a specialist with a particular prdfildey want

the details, we have to find the appropriate specialist and getirhim

advance. They cannot expect us to just show up and know the answer to
every question they have.”
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This feeling of being pressed to perform as an expert without lpegmared is
echoed by a junior expert in the ministry who says that she felt like a studentbezzed
by her professors and not knowing the correct answer. In addition, slanexrplthey are
expected to attend local meetings at local municipalities and teatanslate meeting
minutes and reports. All this, the project liaisons at the natianedrgment agencies felt,
was asking too much of them. They felt that the main ideashantyement should come
from the local municipalities and organizations.

The director of spatial and urban planning at the ministrygibral development,
the main project beneficiary, was less forward in her commentsdmniirmed that her
main involvement in the project was to review documents that Remeasé answer his
guestions. She explained that the policies of decentralization toctidevel over the last
several years have meant that the ministry cannot tell municipaltigstavdo. Also, there
were less people and funds available to the ministry as comfa@évious years and
they could not put aside resources for travel to the seaside. linaddite adds, “local
municipalities don't really want us there.” Rene construed thithasministries being
“simply afraid of locals” and reluctant to face them becausg thd be asking for
resources, commitments, or concrete answers to local problemgssual that ministries
are ill-prepared to address. The third beneficiary, the statepder tourism, is similarly
detached from local interests and is primarily concerned witktirdyastrategies and
organizing the Bulgarian participation in annual tourism fairs in Eurdpus existing

hierarchical relations within national and local administrationsdidallow for space for a
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facilitating role and was only confusing existing expectatidomiiwhat kind of roles they
were supposed to play.

Why were Rene and Linda not considered experts? First, they themse
continuously emphasized that “we are not going to tell you what to do,ighyour
project”. This is the official Dutch guideline for projects fundedtiyzh the EVD. As the
program officer at the agency explained,

“The executors are always there to say ‘hey, this is youegtoyou have

to work with it, we are here to help you but we are not gonna dodHe w

for you’, because they are not going to write the document for, ttem

have to write the document themselves. So in the beginning when they

[the Bulgarian counterparts] realize ‘oh, they are not gonnége viiie

document for us” it's a pain but then in the end they are always ver

happy”

Rene and Linda felt that they had to fight the image of rexpend position
themselves as independent, third parties with no stakes in the probessdependent
position stemmed not from objective technical expertise but fromdbdity to facilitate
and lead negotiations. Thus rather than the all-seeing eye ofstheedisted expert, they
were proposing a view of expertise as the art of facilitatidre key to this kind of
expertise is still that it is disinterested in the sensernthatersonal gains can be made from
it, but that claim to objectivity is not based on a detached scientific or tecknaxaledge.
Technical or scientific knowledge experts provide just one ofptiesible answers. The
“good” mediator is the one who claims the exact opposite — | havanswers because |
have no stake in proposing answers, including stakes based on mydkethmag. Thus

the “good” mediator is independent because she is an outsiderrébtatdld professional

and organizational fields. At the same time, she is not accunwlpgrsonal advantage
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during the process. This was the rationale for having a consuliarthe project rather
than someone in the ministries or even a local person. Dualityesf has to be avoided so
as to maintain the claim to impartiality.

The Dutch project leads were conscious also of the fact that hlage been many
previous projects and many previous consultants who have produced strategresked
on EU projects with various organizations. They acknowledged thataancesariness of
such projects and consultants was setting in, especiallyBaftgaria was already accepted
into the European Union. The skeptical attitude was that they aretladir own interests,
getting more grant money or furthering foreign interestst iBwahy they were careful not
to appear as if the project was about promoting either Dutch it#eoesheir own. Having
worked in Bulgaria for a long time and already enjoying some ctntaithin local
administrations was certainly an advantage for Rene in that tespeaddition, while
traveling, the team always picked local cheap bed & breakfasigpéa never stayed at a
hotel. The project budget for the two years of its duration4@8s000 euros which had to
be distributed across wages, travel expenses, organizing dinndrother events.
Managing the budget tightly and showing that the project is not @lgelor enjoying
expensive hotels and restaurants, was one way for Rene to avoichtfeeafthe rootless
consultant making a good living in a place that he knows or catesalout. Another way
to avoid the image of a self-interested broker was to involve &y Blutch organizations
that were not already affiliated with the project. On one ogonasvhen a partner of his

brought to a meeting a young Dutch entrepreneurial couple who wantsthrtoan
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ecological business in Strandja, Rene became infuriateththateveryone will think I am
trying to promote other Dutchies.”

Thus expertise did not provide a resource for structuring roles awit trust
(Meyerson et al, 1996) to emerge among parties. Role confusion was linked ttktbkeda
concrete object to discuss but also to the understanding of expert irotees consultant.
This lack of clarity on role structures, coupled with the faibframages to play the role of
concrete objects of discussion seemed to institute an opinion thathblis project was
going to be just talk. The sentiment that there was no concrete proposal on the table to
discuss was mentioned many times over as a big concern for hestiveffthis endeavor
was going to be. The predominant feeling was that if onlyats were applied as they
should, there would not even be a reason for My Coast to exist. Ottge ahain
beneficiaries to the project, the Black Sea Basin Direpmxpressed its reservation
about the method of the project and even threatened to withdraw its tsuppaits
director, put it:

“All these consultative meetings — what can | do if | am oalking?

Things don’'t get accomplished like that, there’'s got to be standards,

mandates, directives...not like that, with...chats. | also work on another

project with another Dutch company, on sea sediment clean-ups, @nd it’

the same story — mostly talk.”

He continues to explain how before going to the consultative mebaencalled up
a colleague at the Ministry of regional development and asked Hie wWas going. The
colleague said,Well, no, if it is going to be only talk, why should I"go

The view that My Coast cannot hold the over-construction on the codstidty

talk” was echoed by the members of parliament and NGOs asTwellcommon view was
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that it was too late for “My Coast” to save the coast. NG®particular, felt that two or
three years earlier the project might have had successobuméany infractions and
unlawful constructions were allowed to stay and the only waydatwvas to fight in
court. As one NGO directors said:

“It is as if we are the Wild West here. May be it is dese we haven't

learned how to be a decentralized country. The municipalities cannot

control their territories and are not following the laws. There ar
infrastructure and construction plans that do not have the required
environmental impact assessments. How can we talk about any planning?

The only way is to make state agencies exercise control over

municipalities”.

Another officer at a large international NGO also explained hovr tinein
activities are international and national lobbying. She attributexdblgms with the
implementation of environmental laws to the lack of capacity and training initigtnnes.
The legal route these NGOs are following reinforces the vieav stricter laws and
sanctions are required to stop the current trajectory of masdodewvent on the coast.
Imposing court decisions is in line with a more top-down approaather than an
associational governance approach and reinforces the scientific expéRi&Os.

Because “My Coast” was to be structured around the concept oEeepxgon,
existing expectations about roles based on expertise were not met and cathsecgpeted
a problem of credibility for the project. Not only state agencies, butfasiatge and well-
connected NGOs perceive themselves more as experts than regresenand were
confounded about how they can contribute or what a facilitator radd sbout. While

many of them agreed that they would benefit from trying tartildo work together”, they

branded the project as “just talk” from its very beginning. Unlikeeoprojects that the
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government and non-government sectors are used to, My Coast wheubttensfer of
expertise” or “train the trainer”. In that respect, this projeas a relative novelty in the
country and while people liked and agreed with its concept and itheas, were not going
to work in the Bulgarian context. State incapacity, top-down reldtipasor the sheer
“mentality” of taking personal advantage of every situation evpainted as the causes for
the foretold failure of inter-organizational cooperation in “My Coast”.

The existing organizational landscape was thus hostile to a temppoganization
like “My Coast”. In order to avoid self-destruction, the projedl b@ reconsider how it
was going to insert itself into that landscape. That predominamignt that the project
leads had to change their roles and move from the idea of refatse to active
recruitment of participants. Moving from representation to reoents is a move from a
facilitator to a brokerage role. A broker focuses the ties ondlim®. he forms a tie on a
one-on-one basis and proceeds to expand a star-shaped network with himself in #e middl
A facilitator inserts himself in the middle of already ¢xig ties and is not actively

structuring them.

From “Voiceless” Facilitators to Persuasive Brokers

As their expectations of well-structured organizational fieldg they could pull
together based on representation were proving wrong, the projéstdeeaided to take on
a different approach. In the summer of 2007 Rene and Linda stéutéite rokering
through one-on-one meetings with important stakeholders. They had sioagerlocal

interests to take part in a planned series of local round taldgnge in the Fall. This, in
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effect, meant that they had to change their role from one of ‘tesgefacilitators to
persuasive mediators, soliciting ideas and promising positive outcdduodisiting or
recruiting, thus relies on enroliment in the project’s goalsidediogy. In other words,
they had to start acquiring a voice of their own. That means Bctighing the project to
local interests and accepting those who enroll not on the basis daetaton as the main
principle, but on the basis of whether they “get it".

The majority of the one-on-one meetings were with people from local
administrations. On the one hand, the Dutch consultants concluded that people are not
going to travel even to the next town to participate in open meetings, and on the oyher, the
thought that such private conversations would be more productive in soliciting ideas for
the coast. The objective was to collect such ideas and summarize them under common
headings, so that they can be starting points for discussions in a planned series of round-
table meetings on the coast. The goal was that by December 2007, they could produce a
short document of about 4-5 pages that would summarize the vision for the Black Sea
coast.

During the meetings with government officials on the local level, Rene and Linda
found that many of them were also businessmen. They had joined governmentsagencie
mostly as a form of information and influence gathering but had interests cufarti
sectors. Often they would meet in their capacity as municipality rematises but during
the meeting will steer the conversation towards their private interestsndstdrequently

requested favors were for making contacts or providing information. Rene explained:
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“If we wanted to keep the contact, we had to sometimes engage in such
favor exchanges but we have to be careful not to appear to have vested
interests and still participate in these exchanges.”
At this point Rene and Linda started playing a brokerage role — activetyustng
connections and arguing for participation. The locals understood this role betidrad's “
in it for me?” was an implicit question in every meeting. Thus the brokering rale wa
endangering their position as unbiased, objective, uninterested experts @iti@cibut
was a more productive role in terms of soliciting ideas and willingness toipaie. Since
they were not offering immediate ways of getting funding, that question often did not have
a good answer. Often, the best offer they could make was to lobby the Ministry of
Regional Development about a particular issue, such as funding for GIS systems t
North or for clarification of the boundaries of Natura 2000. These kinds of requests came
from municipalities. From NGOs, requests were more often directed towhetpovjects
that they might be working on and how these projects might also help “My Coast".
Contributors in the environmental organizations working in the South were enrolled in this
manner.
However, at this point, Rene and Linda still believed in being impartial fécrkta
who could achieve rational discourse among the participants they had enrolled. 3$& une
with which they approached the brokerage role put tight boundaries around what kinds of
issues they would be willing to discuss with their counterparts. In the summer of2007 a
towards the end of that year, their roles were changing from &eorktin a multi-
connected world to brokers who are trying to approach that world one tie at a time. It

involved some work of disentangling, i.e. talking to individual interests one a time and
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then enrolling them in My Coast. At this stage, they were still tryingnstoact their
position as one of outsiders, although now they had to speak more persuasively about the
virtues of an integrated approach.

For example, Rene and Linda found themselves explaining over and over why this
approach was much better than a strictly legal one. They argued thdtdtgd take even
longer than the span of My Coast and for that reason the project was a more expgdient w
of addressing the issues on the coast than going to court. They emphasized that heav
sanctions existed on paper already and simply increasing penalties won't workridthe
to argue that top-down planning had so far proven inept, that local organizations needed to
press the national government for what they want, and My Coast was the pdrielet ve
for that. To businesses, they were emphasizing that environmental regulation does not
close investment opportunities but on the contrary — opens up new ones and ones that
could be supported by EU funding, as well. To environmental groups, they were making
the argument that preserving natural sites does not mean that no economiesaateiti
allowed but that these activities are monitored by their organizations througlresdikiel
My Coast and the institutional structure it is trying to set up. To local adratnsts, they
were making the argument that investments would not stop but on the contrary — they
could expect longer tourist seasons and more diversified revenue streams. dm additi
many of the infrastructure changes that they wanted to make would still be @bssgibl
would not be as controversial if they were pulled under the collaborative framewdsk of

Coast.
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The result of this shuttle brokerage in the summer and fall of 2007 was a series of

round table meetings on the coast. The region was broken down in four separate areas — the
North, the South, and the two major port cities of Varna and Bourgas. Each of these area
has its own topography, faces its own issues, and organizational landscapesgBreakin
down the region into separate areas was part of the work of disentanglirgjdrand it
also meant that in each of these separate areas, the roles of the projecheithi
institutional landscape was different. It prompted further changes in #geablhe Dutch
project leads as they faced different challenges in each case.dédivabeginning of
2008, the role of brokers was not sufficient to continue the project. They had to reconsider
once again their strategy and become entangled in the conflicts and in th&ka¢hegr

were just trying to mediate.

Conclusion

As a public planning project, “My Coast” has two main issues to address: the issue
of composition (who participates) and the issue of coordination (how to organize
participants). Stemming from the Dutch experiences on integrated planning, but also on the
wider European governance framework of mutlistakeholderism, the project wasqatem
on the idea of orderly organizational fields that could be the basis for an assemayleaf ar
interests representing “the public”. Small and disjointed environmental ganaiphe
general citizenry were not considered part of these organizational belteir lack of
“representativeness” and ability to affect decisions through the fonstéltions. The

issue of composition was thus assumed relatively unproblematic and was supposed to be
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resolved in the first, initiation stage of the project, lasting a couple of monthes spting
of 2007. Yet, composing the public interest was not as straightforward asptesasned.
Instead of being resolved early on, this problem became the centerpiece ofehgspr
efforts till its very end in the fall of 2008. Thus the problem of coordination which was
supposed to be provided with an innovative solution by the methodology used by “My
Coast” became intricately entwined with the problem of composition.

Instead of vertically integrated organizational fields, the project leads foun
fragmented and disjointed fields in the tourism sector, in the public administratian, s
and in the environmental NGOs sector. Instead of networked polities working on common
projects, the team found entangled networks between the political, the busit@ss sec
and the non-government sectors, with people occupying several roles at ¢hnsam
shifting roles often and using informal, closed networks instead of formautrti to
get information and resources.

In the lack of reliable marker of claims to being representative, it wisuttito
justify who should participate. Alternative claims, based on expertise, wererafsed by
local and national state agencies but they challenged the very structuegodject and
the roles of the project managers as facilitators. Unable to draw d&acleadary between
who is to be included in the project based on the existing organizational landscape, the
Dutch leaders of “My Coast” found themselves changing their own roles frometess”,
i.e. disinterested facilitators, to persuasive brokers who had to make exulisibde
about who participates and who does not. They had to acquire a more decisive and

distinctive “voice”, i.e. a discourse, around which they could start makin§gastins
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about who “gets it” and who doesn't. In the absence of existing supportive scaffolding,
such as epistemological communities, role structures, or boundary objects, thehamject
to continuously generate ties and try to reinforce them over the course of itsrdukata
result, it was a somewhat unstable assemblage of various organizatioinslallicg

around the persona of its manager.
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No Project is an Island: A Temporary Organization on a Projective Path
“We stepped into a project that in the Netherlands takes ten years to complete and here we

only have two years.”
“My Coast” team members, second half of 2008

As the previous chapter showed, the role of facilitator that the Dutch consultants
were prepared to play had no established history or meaning in the organizational
landscape in Bulgaria. As a triple outsider to the local actors on the séa coas as a
Dutch national, second as a consultant, and third, as someone based in the capital Sofia —
Rene’s most credible role was that of an outside technical expert. Howeventitee
philosophy and design of “My Coast” was a rejection of the technocratic approadite Una
to fit into a landscape of fragmented organizations, broken vertical links ofeatatsn,
tangled and non-transparent relationships among various organizations, andruraledai
and identities, “My Coast” had to abandon its strategy of facilitating eakttips and take
on a much more active role of making and breaking relationships. This process shaped out
in two phases. At first, the team of “My Coast” tried to follow a strategyartitenent of
the major players to the round table meetings and play a brokerage rolenbletvede
organizations and national government. This approach proved successful at generating
interests but not enough at sustaining dialogue among the organizations that coulld prope
“My Coast” along its path to completion. As the spring of 2008 was coming to a close,

Rene shifted his strategy for a third time: instead of recruiting orgamzahe looked for
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ways to support those of them who could most readily contribute not only to the final
deliverables of “My Coast” but also who still “got it” under his interpretation.

Meetings, and especially the so-called round table meetings, emergediak
sites for testing the relationships between “My Coast” and other ortjanzaas well as
across the invited organizations. Meetings were, in fact, the only manifestatien of t
existence of “My Coast” outside of the press interviews that Rene gavéheihelp of his
journalist girlfriend. Rather than being the sites for making decisions anditiorgrno
action that the theory behind “My Coast” suggested, these meetings werehgates
participants tested each other. From the perspective of “My Coast” theatesthether
someone was “getting it” and from the perspective of other organizations, thegest wa
about what role “My Coast” or other attendant organizations could play not only vis-a-vis
the project itself but also regarding their own activities. This wasedlyetrue for the
recruitment/brokering phase but was also valid even towards the very end of doe proj

As the second year of the project was starting, it was becoming cledremalet of
recruiter /broker was not going to yield the desired results. What Rene folesdagc
was to acquire a more active voice for “My Coast” and start supporting otheraatyans
in order to claim some of their ongoing and future activities as a follow-up on tleet{soj
vision. In the process of changing its strategy, the project itself chaisgeternal
organization and shifted its focus towards long-term goals rather than the awméwod
the specific tasks outlined in its initial terms. Some members left whisgsoghined in to
work on specific assignments. With these changes, the team no longer worked together but

divided along geographical sub-areas along the Black Sea. In the midseathheges,
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only Rene remained the unifying figure for all endeavors along the ebastlationship
to the advisory team in the Netherlands also changed as he had to convince them on a
narrative for “My Coast” that centered not on what was achieved within the twe g
its duration but on the capacity for institutional change in the future.

Despite all the efforts and the shifts in strategy, was this project jistn the
end, a pro-forma performance executed by Dutch consultants for the sakestémaini
track records, while local organizations played along so they can boost their ogat proj
portfolios? This is the cynical view that can also be interpreted as the vieasef |
coupling of organizations to their environment when diffusion takes place due teamitat
and/or coercion. As noted earlier, Rene was very sensitive to such an interpiiiang
the first few months of the project and vehemently rejected it even as péagwed about
various obstacles. He fits into the image of the institutional entreprenddagDio, 1988;
Fligstein, 1997) who does not believe that the world is statically fixed by economic
interests or power relations but tries to rearrange relations in the otgarak&eld to
influence institutional change. “My Coast” itself can be seen as an episotitititional
entrepreneurialism attempting to create possibilities for action latatiygh reimagining
the collective situation on the Black Sea coast.

As Dornisch (2002) has argued, projects in Western regions are possible because
they are supported by financial, professional, and knowledge structures thattleeabte
become provisional vehicles for institutional change. In contrast, in Easterpe-where
such structures are in flux, projects are characterized by falseatdrunpredictability,

and reproduce, rather than change, existing institutions. A similar argigr@eivanced by
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David Mosse (2005) in his study of developmental projects in Asia in which he concluded
that projects make action possible by reproducing existing institutionas fdimus the
guestion of success has two dimensions: first, on the level of coordination, how was the
project able to continue and finish its tasks when it lacked supporting structures; and
second, in terms of performance, did the project achieve its tasks only becaasaliav
to reproduce existing institutions? In practice, these two questions are linked amd have
definitive answer but following the process of organizing that the team of ‘DagtC
carried out, we are able to analyze how in order to deliver on any short-term kégks, “
Coast” had to get on a long-term view.

In the end, it was not the project it had set out to be but it also tried very hard to
eschew the fate of becoming “just talk”. In order to do so, “My Coast” had to bamwaw f
the repertoire of social movements and engage in what Tarrow and Petrova (2007) have
termed ‘transactional activism” — rely not on the participatory approaathveomes from
ideas of representation, but on pragmatic skills of finding and working on more groject
within the same domain of work. The work of transactional activism consists @ toyin
forge provisional coalitions with organizations which share, or at least do Iitateni
against, the theoretical frame of the project. Thus, rather than viewing pagdtsgible
short-term mechanisms for delivering on tasks, projects are also dis@panes where
ties can be formed with a view towards the future (Mische,1998; Boltanski and iZhiape
2006).

Projects are thus embedded not only in organizational networks and professional

communities but also in chains of past and future projects which enable certain
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transactions and preclude others. As we have seen in the previous chapter, “MysCoast” i
an episode in a series of similar projects all linked to one of two themes —tedegra
planning as understood through the Rotterdam experience or coastal management as
understood within the guidelines issued by the EU. This path of previous project work
provides a cognitive framework for “My Coast” and serves to chart a possibie fadgth
for the project. This chapter focuses on how the temporal embeddedness of “My Roast” i
a chain of previous and possible future projects helps it delineate its boundaries and

accomplish results.

From “this is your projectto “ we are collecting all idedsRecruitment and
Brokerage

In the summer of 2007, Rene and Linda embarked on a different approach: rather
than rely on traditional methods of organizing local participation through umbrella
organizations and associations, they started recruiting participants through-one
meetings with individual organizations locally. Since “My Coast” found so litggsrt in
the face of technocratic experts at the ministries, Rene and Linda decidinx thest
strategy was to organize “from below” and convince their political appointeles at t
ministries that the demands from local organizations should be taken seriously.

The uneasy relations between national government and local municipalities in the
previous several years, characterized by half-hearted attempts raralecaion, had
fueled renewed attempts to give more power back to the minister of regionamhegat.

Throughout 2007, a new Black Sea Law was in the works in parliament and its géal was
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give more control over development along the coast to the minister. The Ministry of
Regional Development director Stancheva explained thanithistry was not very happy
with the way some municipalities had approached development “in a very cormerci
way”. Aware of this development, Rene also wanted to leverage My Coast as a
demonstration that centralization in not the only option and show that if led through the
right process, municipalities can produce regional plans that are not “coiadmeuc
meet European standards for sustainability. He hoped to organize local intepests t
back on this law and orchestrate a bottom-up pressure on the national government not to
reverse the trend of decentralization.

The solution My Coast was advancing was to create another institutional layer

between local municipalities and national government, i.e. coordinate animewes
projects at the regional level. To do that, “My Coast” wantediwe‘the region a voice
which in this case meant the creation of an image and a narrative that did hiot #vdas
first place. Visualizing, or branding, the region through images and words rateath
investment proposition is judged within the criteria set by this common vision, or brand. A
regional institution on the model of regional development organizations would be granted
authority to review project proposals and deny requests for investments that dentot fit
this common vision. As Rene explained, this additional layer not only requires that
municipalities coordinate their resources (water treatment fagihee become a
contentious issue) but provides a defense against encroachments from both mandtries

business interests. To the latter, a mayor could say: “it is not us who are blaoking y
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investment plans, it is the region”. Dealing with the former, the region giagemimore
collective leverage in negotiations.

One of the first outcomes of this new approach was to realize that the Black Sea
coastal area was not the right geographical unit of territorial orgemmzénstead, the
coast was divided in roughly the North, the South and the main city port of Varna.

As the first meetings in the spring of 2007 proved almost disastrous to the project,
“My Coast” set out to collect ideas of what the regional vision or brand could be. Rene and
Linda wanted to collect some ideas with which to start discussions at the round table
meetings in the fall. Thus the rhetoric of the project started slowly to simft‘this is
your project to “we are listening to all points of view and collecting all ideas

This shift meant also a different role for the team of My Coast. Instead of
facilitating a dialogue among the participants, this new role put the teantiplendyadic
relations with various organizations, often unwilling to talk to each other. As afprojec
backed by the ministry of regional development, “My Coast” often found itself in the
position of a broker between the ministries and local interests. If they wantedite se
participation, Rene and Linda had to engage in this role and promise that they would lobby
for particular resources that municipalities wanted. However, this posit®netaasy to
enact. For one thing, it was not available everywhere as many municgpaltite
businesses did not need any outside involvement. More importantly, there were numerous
other projects and channels that local organizations could use to try to secureefod

resources, so “My Coast” was not the only available bridge to cross.
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In addition, acting as brokers was complicated by the upcoming elections in
November 2007. Local mayors and local parliaments were likely to changs anfew
months and given the political stalemate in a government composed of three coalition
parties which were getting ready for general elections the follovaag yMy Coast” was
also facing a difficult political climate. Brokering with local govesnts was going to be
uncertain, especially if newly elected mayors saw no rewards in continuimgnojects
that their predecessors have started. But most of all, the role of mediateebhetational
government and local interest required that “My Coast” demonstrate thatltehaslitical
backing of these ministries. The absence of representatives of theigsni&ts invariably
interpreted as the lack of such support. Thus Rene and Linda found themselves im a Catc
22 situation where to organize local interests they needed the backing of dmalnati
ministries but to get the backing of national ministries, they needed to demstisatat
organizing was going on locally already.

These challenges are exemplified by the difficulties of recruitarggipants to the
fall 2007 round tables. As was already becoming evident during the first conversations
with NGOs and mayors, a common coastal region did not exist and speaking of a common
coastal image for the entire Black Sea area was not possible. With thenpiadbl
composing a public around the Black Sea coastal region unresolved, the vision for “My
Coast” turned out to play out in different versions according to organizational dgniamic
different sub-regions. Comparing the processes that took place in these drfgrens
provides a glimpse into the different ways the project completed its work. &dhmee sub-

regions did not deliver any participants and the project folded its effortafietiating
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with the Dutch sponsors and the Bulgarian ministries. The efforts in other sub-regions
were more successful in producing results but what worked in each case wastdiffe
Despite the differences between these cases, they also had one common theaod — i
case the project had to find local organizations to hook into, i.e. whose agendas it
championed and among whose projects it could get integrated.

Initially, there were six proposed sub-regions but two of them quickly turned out to
be impossible to assemble. The area between the city of Varna and the SuwinyeBed,
where the majority of hotel construction was taking place in 2005-2008 yielded maywilli
participants to the project. They did not respond to invitations for participation and
declined preliminary conversations with the Dutch consultant. The large Suaoly Be
resort itself was uninterested in participation since it enjoyed direetprcontacts with
key decision makers in the government and had no reason to sit at a negotiating table.

That left three regions that “My Coast” focused on: the Northern region of
Dobrudja, the city of Varna, and the Southern region of Strandja with the port of Bourgas.
Left out were the stretches of large resorts or booming villages in betveeea &hd
Bourgas. Each of these three regions presented its own organizational environment and
required a different adaptation of strategy on the part of “My Coast”. [@dteite
differences, however, the challenge for the project was the same in one gemse to
find its own “voice” and position itself as a player aligned with others’ ageAddse
same time, in its written reports and in its dealings with people from therBulgand
Dutch ministries, the project manager had to translate these activitiesanéehimocratic

language of bureaucracies.
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The Neglected North — the plains of Dobrudja

The Northern part of the sea coast is characterized by rocky beacheg a
agriculture further inland. The three coastal municipalities in the regdtwabla, Kavarna,
and Balchik - were all in the process of preparing development plans whiclgsebte
had to be approved by the ministry of regional development. By law, each such plan is
developed through a tender procedure that the municipality organizes and a consulting
group wins. The plans have to go through a phase of public hearing after thesftack dr
and the consultant is supposed to incorporate the hearing’s comments into the plan.
However, there is no feedback mechanism in case comments and suggestions from these
hearings were not reflected in the plan and there was already discontengbespecially

along the coastal areas of Shabla and Balchik with the lack of such a provision.

Figure 1: Dobrudja Region
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Lacking the sandy beaches of the coasts to the South, the municipalitiegeheere w

interested in developing golf, yachting, and windmill parks. The lack of massttouri
resorts also meant that, historically, the municipalities did not have strongctionado
central government. The mayor of Kavarna, in particular, had developed a mpfdaa
maverick able to turn the town from a low-key, lackluster relaxation spot into amgxci
festival destination. This approach, however, did not call for cooperation with &igher t
national government or with the neighboring municipalities, so he never responded to
invitations from “My Coast”. That left the counties of Balchik and Shabla, togetitie

the regional center Dobrich and the large resort Albena, as potential playersCioasty

The Port City of Varna

Figure 2: Varna and Varna Lake

The port in the city of Varna is the largest in Bulgaria and had some significant
reconstruction plans approved by government as early as 1999. The port wanted to expand
and capture some of the increasing traffic from the Romanian port of Constanza. |
addition to new terminals, the port administration wanted to move existing centrally

located terminals to the outskirts of the city. This move followed a world-tnede in
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turning old industrial shipping zones into shopping and entertainment areas. The
opportunities for consulting and other businesses that could come from these investment
plans were one of the primary reasons for the interest of the Dutch miaipuysue “My
Coast”. The move of the terminal, however, was controversial and as such, details and
exact timetables were not forthcoming from neither the port itself, nor tmaVar
municipality. The location of the new terminal was disputed both by environmentalists
concerned about the wildlife in the wetlands areas around the inland lakes andl by civi

right organizations concerned with the displacement of a gypsy ghetto in the area.

The Booming South — Strandja Mountains and the Seaside mayors

Figure 3: Strandja Region

The southern half of the Black sea coast is home to another port, Burgas, a&s well a
a host of small towns, most of them bordering on the national park “Strandja” - logv-lyi

mountain range with dispersed small villages subsisting mainly on sheep herding and som
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agriculture. The mountains are home to some endangered species of birds angbutterfl
and the preservation of the grazing lifestyle of sheep herders is crucial tesbevption
of the ecology that supports these species. The director of the national parklj&tand
the mayors of some of the adjacent municipalities, particularly Tsarevaiamar$ko,
were at odds about development plans along the coast in areas that were part of the

protected park lands.

Fall 2007 Round Tables: Attempts at Recruitment and Brokerage in the North
Enlisting participants through much personal effort in one-on-one meetings rather
than through existing organizational structures put Rene and Linda into a different kind of
position than facilitation. Organizing through recruitment of various parties in-arene
one series of meetings meant that “My Coast” had to offer something to eachtloem of
for their participation.
In their recruitment efforts, Rene and Linda cast a very wide net and triedteo |
as many organizations as they could, from as many sectors as they caojdnié
expressed interest and was willing to come to a meeting, even in an ad-hoc,
unrepresentative capacity, the team would invite the person. During this period in the
second half of 2007, they were slowly abandoning the rhetorithisfis your project
Instead, they were mixing it up or completely transitioning to some new assefive
would like to hear your opiniofisor “we are collecting all opiniorisThus they were
slipping towards a role as a broker between local interests and the nationahgaveiin

particular the ministry of regional development and the ministry of trarsjwort This
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was a precarious position to take since it was not evident that “My Coast” wastgde
the only filter, or the only passage point, between local interests and natamal pl
Furthermore, even though the ministry of regional development was the official
“beneficiary” of the project, it was providing little in the way of support fory“®loast”.
Stancheva, the head of the urban planning department who was the “My Coast” point of
contact with the ministry seemed well-disposed towards the project but deealy not
one of her top priorities as she would often explain her absence from local meatings
other duties such as organizing promotional events. Internal politics also seenfectto af
how much support “My Coast” was receiving from the ministry. Rene regarded the
minister with suspicion. Even though the minister himself was not involved in “My Coast”
it seemed that “My Coast” was kept under the radar of his attention. It was ihtheint
second half of 2008 that one of the directors in the urban planning division who reported to
Stancheva, felt that he could more freely engage in “My Coast” and comelto loca
meetings. This person had participated in all meetings with the ministry up pothiabut
had always remained silent. Rene was genuinely surprised in 2008 as he exclaimed:

“Suddenly we find out there is someone at the ministry who actually

understands this project”.

Furthermore, it seemed that Stancheva herself did not want to draw attention to
“My Coast” as she sometimes left Rene to go to the steering commitetagseoy
himself. He had asked her if she trusted him to represent what was going on to the
sponsors and interpreted her refusal to attend in two possible ways: she either diat not wa

the minister to learn of the ongoing meeting or she didn’t feel prepared td tdlented
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like Rene was prone to believe the first explanation more likely. Thus even thoygh “M
Coast” was trying to recruit participants in a series of meetings, thlehttheto offer in
the way of political connections. It was a tricky position to be in and the teamikne
They were hoping that the political support they lacked from the ministry would be
compensated for through establishing connections on the local level. OrganiZialty the
2007 round table meetings hinged on the success of this slow and difficult process to
recruit one person at a time.

In preparation for the meeting in the North, Linda and Alex traveled to Dobrich in
July to meet people from local organizations. They were able to establishozaine
connections, some of them completely ad hoc. For example, they met the head @l the loc
chamber of commerce by simply walking in the building and asking for a meélinge
efforts continued on throughout the summer and into the month of October when it was
decided that the meeting was to be held in early November.

The following episodes exemplify the difficulties of securing partiograéind the
weakness of the role of broker that “My Coast” was trying to play. Asoparganizing
the round table meetings, Alex had sent official letters of invitation to théramyors.
Unsurprisingly, the mayor of Balchik had not responded as he did not know much about
the project and had no interest in continuing work on something that his predecessor had
started. The morning of the round table meeting, Linda and Alex were tryingtemstea
how to address the issue in a coffee shop over breakfast. The person that was supposed to
be delegated to the meeting was not the mayor himself but the director of economic

activities at the municipality. He had attended meetings before and segaredted in the
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project but needed official permission from the mayor to attend. Attempts tooheh s
permission were met with bureaucratic resistance - either the leisamat in the
appropriate official form or the mayor was traveling and could not sigrutheraation.
One of the ways that “My Coast” was trying to persuade the mayor wasl et adher
municipalities were sending a representative and only Balchik would remapreseated
in a meeting that can have an impact on policy. After a few days of phone calbg leadi
no commitment, Linda had to resort herself to failing to engage Balchik. She kiept say
that “there is no point if they don’t see the vélaad ‘this is their project, | can't force
them to participaté To her surprise that morning, however, when Alex decided to make
one last call, the municipality confirmed that its director of economicites was going
to attend. It seemed like a small victory but during the round meeting ftsefferson
never made any comments.

In a similar effort to attract participants, Linda and Alex went to arcalgural
seminar in Dobrich on the morning before the round table. The seminar was on rural
development through European structural funds, organized by the ministry of aggicultur
Using their contact at the Chamber of Commerce in the city, Alex and Lin@a wer
successful in getting an introduction to the head of the public relations offlee at t
ministry. Having secured her participation, they also wanted to look attémelance log
of the seminar and see who else might be a potential participant in the round tdivlg mee
that day. However, when we got there towards the end of the seminar, most dfethe ros
was already sent to the chamber of commerce and only one page of it wasssttiang

front desk. Linda and Alex started discussing how to get the rest of it. Aleeebeing
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part of “My Coast” didn’t give him the clout to ask for things because he did not have
anything to offer or to threaten with. Linda said she understood his concerns andl offere
her way of dealing with the issue of lacking the resources to engage in bgokeri

“I just have to remind myself that this is the right thing to do. | am doing it

for this project and not for me. Even if no one seems to understand the

approach or believe in it, | have to believe that this will change and things

will start happening later on. Then it is easier to be ‘rude’ and demand

things from people.”

These little vignettes show how difficult it was to put together a set atiparits
on the local level even after several months of local meetings. Feelings ohdahieti
potential for success were always present throughout 2007 as the political cidyt of “
Coast” was tested over and over during the one-on-one and round table meetings on the
coast. The trials of assembling the public also reveal the uncertain and prepasitios
the team of My Coast was occupying vis-a-vis other players. These exgsrigegan
altering the perspective of even the optimistic Rene. However, he wa®géful that
“My Coast” could marshal local interests to demonstrate that therepresstre from
bellow” to establish regional development councils to endorse a common stratdgy for t
seaside. Rene’s hope was that this bottom-up strategy would then leave the government
with no other choice but to fund these regional councils and provide the political support
for their operation.

The recruitment strategy of bringing people to the table relied mainly ayathe

between national ministries and local interests in the face of ministigs, fesorts, and

national parks. Structurally, “My Coast” could bridge the divide between Sofetbas
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bureaucrats and representatives of coastal organizations but politicglpgbet was in a
weak position. The locals wanted various things from the ministries but the resditt
not have much to gain from exposing themselves to such demands.

In support of this idea that “My Coast” could be such a bridge in the North, the
round table meeting was set up in the offices of the regional administration anchaect
from the Ministry of regional development was supposed to be present. Hours before the
meeting, Linda discussed the lack of proper cartography in the region and plrtmeise
regional administration that she would recommend the purchase of a GIS sydtem to t
ministry. The regional “senior expert” related a joke demonstrating hogimasized the
northern regions felt by the national government:

“Vidin (in the Northwest) and Dobrich are the two most important

municipalities in Bulgaria because when someone in government needs to

pin the map on the wall, that's where they stick the pins (rendering the two

cities invisible)”.

“My Coast” was banking on this sentiment. One of the very first questions the
expert asked upon meeting the team of “My Coast” right before the round table was
weather someone from the regional ministry was going to attend. Howeveyragda t
out, the architect did not arrive for the meeting and nobody else replaced him. In our
discussions later, Linda shared that at this moment, as on many similaooscake felt
that the mandate of “My Coast” was being questioned as locals seemed to ctimiude
the project lacked high-level support.

Still, the manner of opening the round table meeting in Dobrich suggested that the

project was a vehicle to influence politics at the ministry. Despite its,rthmeound table
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meeting took place at an auditorium at the regional administration building, wilh Bnd
Alex facing rows of sitting participants. Linda was mostly sitting andttyuiaking notes
while Alex was standing and leading the meeting. He opened with a new line:

“We accept ideas and suggestions what the vision should be for the Black

Sea Coast and what can be done in Dobrich Municipality.”

Throughout the roughly six hours of the meeting, most participants faced and spoke
to Linda and Alex, instead of to each other. There were twenty two participamts f
fifteen different organizations. Most of them were from local, regional, toonad
government organizations. There were three representatives from théresgesin the
area, “Albena”, and two from the budding wind energy and organic agriculture industries
There were also three NGOs and one scientist from the oceanology in$tiugethe
round table meeting had quite a broad swath of organizations and they had all conee to stat
their positions but not to each other — these positions were stated to “My Coaptbayg a
for government planners. Indeed, very little conversation occurred amongpaatsc
themselves. Some latent conflicts became evident but confrontation was mosthssagp
and potential disagreement avoided.

The main concern in the North from a planning perspective was the multiple claims
on agricultural land and the over-taxation of water resources. The regional &ictams
was worried that selling off agricultural land for golf courses or wind turbiwassnot
going to support local consumption and production. The energy generated by wind turbines
was to be fed to a national gridline taking electricity away from themeand the golf

courses were not going to generate many employment opportunities for peoplargethe
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Repurposing agricultural land was also taking away opportunities for sudéaina
agriculture. Despite these tensions, all of the participants at one point or arettubthsdt
they did not want to repeat what was done in the South. Beyond general statements like
that however, there was little agreement on what should be done. Even while stdnting w
the statement th&bur coast should not repeat the over-construction mistakes made in the
Bourgas region’ the general director of the large complex resort “Albena” went on to say
that:

“Our coast should resembile, let’s say...Cancun or the shores of Cuba

where it wasn'’t allowed for the hotels to build one on top of another, there

is zoning and a wonderful nature park.”

The reason the director of “Albena” was attending the meeting becamendhésir
short and deliberate speech which he made standing up and addressing Linda directly:
“Our sea is deprived of islands and is not so attractive in the summer. Our

laws are very restrictive regarding that. | do think that in some places

around “Albena”, let’s say 300-400 meters into the sea, if there were a few

islands, the sea would be much more attractive because it will be dotted by

boats and yachts leaving our port....We are talking business here, so when

we want to attract people with money... we have to give them occasions

and reasons to spend it. They need places to go to. Otherwise, we will

remain a destination for tourists of modest means.... This is the challenge

| put forward - can we influence the legislature so that such initiatiees ar

possible in the future?”

Apart from requesting help with lobbying effort, another problem this direcer w
facing was confusion over the proper jurisdiction for the approval of plans for marinas

similar facilities — the local, the regional, or the national. The experttnerministry of

regional planning explained something to the effect that proposals should be resdived wit
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the help of NGOs and scientific organizations, as required by the EU guidekdise
ministry was implementing. Such vague response was clearly nothing nesvdioector
and he continued on to say that perhaps the Dutch, with their experience in redanding
from the sea, could help in providing expertise and services for the resort’s plans

Similarly, the representative from an association of the wind turbine induasry
looking for lobbying help with clearing some legal hurdles for the erection of wind
turbines, especially as this sector was heating up with the help of EU funiterioata/e
energy projects. He made a passionate speech about the future of wind eaergpgiae
for growth in the area but complained that Natura 2000 did not make clear which lands
would be suitable for wind turbine farms. The man was interested in whether heetuld g
“My Coast” to help with lobbying central government to make more land avafiable
wind turbines. Similarly, the organic agriculture representative wanted to anzdse for
more subsidies for small farmers.

In addressing Linda and Alex directly, the representatives from thdsesar
business interests were casting “My Coast” as a potential broker betveeeand
government policy-makers. They were not attending the round-table in order to&ibe
NGOs and speed up a possible solution, as might have been the case in Holland. More
surprisingly, perhaps, was that the same strategy was employed by theidGBslves.
None of the representatives had come in order to have a many-to-many canvessat
development plans in the region. In fact, they actively avoided airing any t®aiflicng

the meeting. For example, during his opening remarks, Alex had made refecesigels t
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existing conflicts between NGOs and businesses in the area. In response, onesof the f
statements that the representative from a network of regional NGOsnasde

“I want to allay the concerns stated earlier in the opening statement that

we (the NGOSs) are going to get into sharp polemics with the

representative of the wind turbines business”.

However, as the local press reported at the time, there were latent cdefiweeen
wind turbine proponents and NGOs interested in the welfare of birds. Mitzubishi had
recently won a contract to build a large wind turbine farm around one of the sea capes. Th
cape and the surrounding area had subsequently become the object of disputes, as some
local NGOs concerned with the effect of the turbines on large flocks of rgratimg
birds wanted these lands to be included in Natura 2000. However, none of this conflict was
aired during the meeting, even though the representatives from local NGOs hahind t
effort were present. In talking to one of them after the meeting, he codfthase existing
tensions, not only with the wind turbines plans but also with the resort “Albena”:

“Everyone is looking after themselves while they are claiming to care

about nature. The same with the wind turbines... It's a good idea but they

will be in the pathway of a lot of migrating birds coming from the south.

And | ‘admire’ the people with the islands. | know this guy. He started

working at the resort when he was 20 years old, i.e. in communist times,

and he has climbed up the ladder steadily since then. It is his idea to have

islands and he is working hard to promote it. Between the islands and the

wind turbine farms, the ecological balance in the region will be

destroyed.”

Another such opportunity for an open exchange between participants was allowed

to pass when the director of the national park “Zlatni” stated that the municipality

Balchik had included many areas from the park in its zoning plans, thus breachig the |
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that stipulated that the nature park was public property excluded from construction
activities. The representative from Balchik who was the head of the econdivittesc
department said that he could not comment. Similarly, the representativ®arntnch
municipality declined an invitation from Alexander to share his experiencanmmiplg the
economic activities of the Dobrich municipality. Alex had intended this as a moment of
sharing practices but the representative declined on the basis that he vegeEnéghto talk
about that. Thus there were several occasions in which Alexander tried totéaailtt®ss-
organizational dialogue between participants but the invitation was declined ome way
another.

Instead, the NGOs at the meeting mostly had questions around the organization of

the project. They asked about the mechanism for the implementation of the strategy t
“My Coast” was supposed to propose — was it going to be ratified by Parliament, @ho wa
going to fund it, and what ministries were included. Similarly to the business
representatives, the NGOs were interested in assessing the ability &fdast” to
influence policies at the national level. Like the regional and local munta@gathey
suggested that many more ministries should be included in future round-tablegseeti
the transportation, the environmental, the agricultural, the economic affaicsi/tine
ministry, as well as the Forestry Agency and the Black Sea Basntbiate. Soon, pretty
much every national-level institution was suggested as a necessarygattithe
conversation that both NGOs and businesses wanted to have was not with each other but
with ministries. The battles over defining territories and standards wermtbsisg their

most important audience and if “My Coast” was not able to guarantee theocatignthat
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audience, then none of these organizations had many incentives to participate. At this
point, each organization was still evaluating its involvement in the projectwHsatvhy
the rhetoric of this is your projectwas ringing hollow and was giving way twé are
collecting all ideaswhich was suggesting that “My Coast” was positioning itself as a
broker.

Despite the lack of dialogue, a common theme could indeed be detected among the
many short speeches made that day and it was mainly the idea that the North should not
rush to build many hotels and resorts and should link agriculture, tourism, and alternative
energy into a mutually-supporting complex. As a result of that meeting, Lintbla a
Alexander created a one-page document outlining the “vision” for the North, “Fromh Coas
to Countryside” in order to deliver the first of several project results@eceed by the

Bulgarian and Dutch ministries.

Fall 2007 round table meetings: Attempts at Recruitment and Brokerage in Varna
and in the South

If the North was unhappy about the lack of attention and resources from the
national government, the South was only too happy to be left alone to take advantage of
the many investment offers for hotels and marinas. Southern small towns anddarge ol
time resorts had become the poster child for chaotic over-development and dstateal
boom. All attempts to set up a round table meeting in the fall of 2007 there failed. The
small towns south of the port of Burgas all had ambitious development plans to increase

the number of tourist beds several times over and to build marinas in the place of old
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fishing ports. If any brokering was needed here, it was between the expsinsiayors
and the national park “Strandja”. This brokering role, however, would turn out impossible
to fulfill.

Similarly, as a state-owned company, the port of Varna had direct and sound
relationships with people from the local and regional administrations, assib# a
various ministries. Instead of the regional directorate, it was the port of Wamaosted
the round table meeting and the main theme of conversation was the port’s renovation
plans. These plans were closely related to the development plans of thevamafsince
they involved the renovation of old port facilities in its center into attractivetaimeent
areas. The controversial part of the plans was about the removal of an old lggtdsyagd
the clearing of a nearby wetlands area for the new container shippingaker@everal
NGOs had opposed these plans and had referred again to the Natura 2000 plan as a tool to
contest the location of the new terminal. Thus the main point of contention because it was
easier to counter with existing law, was not so much the ghetto but the lack of
environmental audit for this move. At stake was the lack of transparency over the
procedures and intentions of the port and the city regarding the overall plan ial gewler
the port renovations, in particular. As it turned out, the round table meeting was seen by
the port, as well as by many in the city municipality, as a potential tloréfa¢ drafting of
these master plans. At stake was the ability of the port and the city to maneuvér so a
avoid any outright confrontation with either NGOs or environmental regulations or
sanctions that might be imposed by the ecological ministry. The threaiotvas much

because of the strict regulation of laws by the ministry itself but beaduke
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involvement of Dutch consultants who might turn out to be critical and thus bring on
criticisms from an already critical EU commission. Thus unlike in Dobrichpdiies
agenda for the round table meeting was not so much to seek help with resources and
connections to national government but to neutralize any potential threats to its fplans w
also assessing the interest of the Dutch consultant to bring in Dutch expeniete t
implement these plans. To that end, the port director had planned a tour of the facdities a
a promotional video explaining that the plans for relocation and renovation are avucial f
the economic development not only of the port but of the city of Varna and the country as
a whole.

As in Dobrich, the regional administration showed rhetorical support for “My
Coast”, as the deputy regional governor emphatically stated:

“In Bulgaria, the usual practice still is one of forceful administration, or

top-down approach and that is one of the biggest problems which we have

not overcome. | think the way ahead is exactly this coordinated and

integrated alignment of interests from different sectors. | hope that your

project will contribute to that end.”

However, when the discussion started, it became clear that, as in Dobrich, the
participants were not really interested in talking to each other and comulsiderexercise
mostly “an exchange of information” with the team of “My Coast”. Thus dedpte t
demonstrated support in principle for the project as an organization, in practice, the
relationships among participants “on the ground” did not follow the role expectttains

“My Coast” assumed. In fact, any potential realignment of relationshgtsould come as

a result of “My Coast” was not welcomed. As the head of the Black Sea Coastal
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Association, a business association that included the port itself, as well agé¢he la
industrial conglomerates in the city, explained:

“We cannot stop territorial planning so that we can apply all principles of

integrated management and then proceed with territorial planning again.

The only thing we can do is what we are doing now — exchange

information as we go and apply some principles as much as we can.”

However, getting into the process of territorial planning in the city proved pretty
much impossible as the plans were never shared with the team of “My Coast"aaf,inde
any other organization. At the time of the meeting, “My Coast” represemed potential
player in the complex negotiations between local and national government over the
renovation plans of the port and the city of Varna. Thus the port authorities and the
organizations aligned with them had come to assess whether “My Coast” was to be
neutralized or utilized as an ally. At the very same time that the round takiiagneas
taking place, there was another meeting in the city where the mastéoipits
development was being discussed. Under the new tender procedures for developing such
territorial master plans, the city contracted a consulting company tatdéaiftarchitect
from that company was present at the round table meeting but some of his cellgagie
meeting with municipality officials to draft the plans. One of the architemts the
municipality who came to “My Coast” left after the first usual questions abceg awid
participation were asked, evidently to go to the other meeting. She left one wfiber |
colleagues, Kremena, to attend the round table meeting.

As it turned out Kremena had a complicated set of identities which would come out

to play an important role for “My Coast”. She had a private architecturelbtogather
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with her husband and according to her own account, had started working for the city
mainly to get access to information and contacts about potential constructionsprojec
Apart from that, she had also started a professional organization calledli€haf
Young Architects” which was in the beginning stages of challenging thegsrote
drafting Varna’'s master plan. Pointedly, this organization was outside theesispthe
national Chamber of Architects and was often vocal about the lack of transparency in
drafting the master plan of the city. Kremena was only in her later tgeantd at the time
of the round table meetings in the fall of 2007, she was still just a young city employe
the eyes of those around the table at that meeting. Nobody knew at the timeythat onl
year later, she would become one of the faces of the opposition against corporats intere
in Varna’s master development plans and in particular against a huge construgjgon pr
to build several large hotels, casinos and restaurants on the grounds of one of Varna’s
landmark public properties —the Maritime Garden. In 2009 she received an evnautid
Bulgarian Helsinki Committee for human rights for these efforts.

However, in the fall of 2007 she had not yet become a public persona and had come
to the round table meeting only because her direct supervisor at the municipality had
decided to go to the other, more important meeting on the master plan, and send a junior
colleague to “My Coast”. At that round table her remarks brought up some latdrdtsonf
which otherwise would have remained buried, just like at the meeting in Dobrich. While
during the presentation that the director of the port gave on its renovation plametse

that there were no frictions about those plans, Kremena was the first to merttibetda
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had been indeed, conflict. To that remark, the head of the Black Sea Coastal Association
responded:

“We are talking about bird habitats there but these wetlands are already
quite polluted and we have to ask ourselves if these birds are the birds we
want to protect. Next, there is the issue with the application of EU
legislation which allows infrastructure development to go through

protected areas as long as new protected areas are created or there are
some other kinds of compensations. The same thing has been done here a
long time ago, without the awareness of the extremists who are interested
in protecting the birds and nothing else....Birds are not stupid, they find
ways to survive.”

While stating this however, he also said that the new terminal was not going to be
located in the wetlands because that was going to stir up an outcry. At thid paiat,
asked if there was indeed conflict over the location of the terminal or not. The same
representative responded that there seemed to be no conflict. When Kremena as&ted him
confirm that the port was not moving to the wetlands, his response was that therdlwere st
“some analyses done by experts”. As Linda repeated the question agaiplaieeex

‘This discussion brings a lot of questions, a lot of ‘whys’. We selected the
location of the terminal for several reasons: one of them is that it is a
landfill of construction materials from the process of urbanization in
Varna. So the first question is, who and why allowed this landfill for such
construction materials...There were marshes there, now everything is
filled, no more marshes. Why have the [stork] habitats been liquidated.
...So there are many whys. If we start arguing now about whether the
location of the terminal is appropriate there...I personally won’t work at
the port when all this is done but as a reasonable person who wants to live
in a nice city, | think this is the right location. ...l propose that we drop
this topic now, it has to be discussed in a much wider and higher
audience”.
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Linda then turned to Kremena to ask if the city territorial department was happy
with the port’s plans for the location. Kremena responded that she just wanted to point out
that things were not as clear as initially presented and that there woulnrdeebates
about the location, especially between the minister who changed his position ortye alrea
and the newly elected city officials. So, it was not that the municipalitgrdied with the
plan, but that the procedures around it were not transparent. As the team of “My Coast”
has learned in the process of talking to NGOs, businesses who wanted to build somewhere,
including around the Varna lake, and did not have the proper environmental assessments,
proceeded to build very quickly so as to get to a point where it was a “done deaj i.e. t
late to save habitats. This is where the many “whys” were coming in — a$y w
construction allowed before around the lake, why nobody was sanctioned, and why did that
even matter at the current point of discussions.

Kremena then, continued on to say that for her “My Coast” was an opportunity to
make that process transparent. The deputy regional governor interrupted td gagdba
were not going to change because the newly elected officials wereestlli/the old
ones to which Kremena disagreed.

In a subsequent conversation, Kremena decoded that exchange for Linda and Apo.
She explained that what the governor had meant was that even though there were new
faces in the local parliament, they were still beholden to the well-known Veonamic
group that owned most of the large businesses in the city, including the airport,rthe nea
chemical conglomerate, and not coincidentally, the consulting firm drafingas

development plans. That same business group had many investment plans in the city and
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was thought to control many politicians and experts in government. Her response, she
continued on, was based on her inference of internal struggles within this group as she had
observed during the group’s meetings at the municipality. In her interpretdiere were
factions within it and they were struggling over a strategy to divetssiy portfolio of
political connections. In addition, there more struggles with the chief arcbitde city
who at that point in time was representing an obstacle to the investment plangrotifhe
because he had blocked their idea of pushing all waterways underground. This move
would have allowed them to build on territories that were currently protectaddseof
these waterways. However, as the architect had argued, every hundeedrygsathe
waters swell and pushing them in underground pipes would create problems in the future.
In other words, while the governor thought that the settlements that the cenémadrgent
and the city council had reached were stable despite changes in represeintative
parliament, Kremena thought that these agreements had not been setiledi 3@t/ an
opening for a demand for more transparency on the territorial planning process.

As these exchanges illustrate, the dynamics of planning in Varna were very
different than those in the North. The main problem here was not the disconnection
between local and national administrations but the complex games involving wigleff
national government, and local business interests. The conflicts and plans were not
transparent and a lot was happening in meetings that were closed off to Rémeland
Realizing this, Linda suggested that “My Coast” should probably talk with the top
managers of that economic group since they were such important stakeholdetg. Cle

amused, Kremena asked:



152

“Are you really prepared to deal with them? People in Varna find them

daunting and often say that nothing could happen unless these guys want it

to happen. Here is how one of their bosses comes to a meeting at the
municipality: two Jeeps block the street from both ends and the guy gets

out while at least four bodyguards watch over.”

Thus just as in Dobrich, the round table meeting in Varna is more of an exercise in
assessing the ability of “My Coast” to influence people in the minidtieas a dialogue
among participants. NGOs were mostly passive and rose to speak only when their
legitimacy was threatened. Responding to the earlier comment about extreehéstding
bird habitats, the representative from a Black Sea NGO network defendeudléegues:

“A few words on the procedures for selecting the protected areas under

Natura 2000: the selection was made by experts who are not extremists, as

was incorrectly implied here, but these are people from academic circles

such as the biological faculties from universities all over the country...

Some of these experts are, of course, members of NGOs. They were asked

to do the groundwork for preparing and drafting the data and supporting

materials for the Natura 2000 plan. | am not going to comment much,

other than to say that the ministry of ecology did not announce these

protected areas in a timely manner.”

Unsurprisingly, the NGO representatives did not engage in taking a position on the
issue of location but felt obligated to defend their image as experts, digpesiarelated
to their relationships with national ministries, which they perceived as indentpe
bureaucrats who do not know how to follow up on the work that the NGOs had done.

These first round table meetings resulted in two documents that “My Coast”
delivered to the project’s “beneficiaries” — the Bulgarian ministrieggibnal

development and of the environment. The two documents are the “visions” for Dobrudja

and for Varna. The first one was called ‘From Coast to Countryside’ and edflebat
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Linda and Alexander saw during the meetings as an interest in linking tooremgeanic
agriculture inland. The second one was called ‘Varna Shipping and Nature: Sailing
towards clean water”. The report on the round table meetings that the teanbaakto
the Dutch ministry was optimistic about the political support that local adnaitniss
showed by hosting the meetings and the positive statements everyone had made about the
benefits of integrated planning. These pledges of support were seen as sigrecthat s
people who have shown enthusiasm should be contacted individually and recruited as
potential local “leaders” who would drive others into further meetings. More raibtest
were planned for 2008 to discuss the details about how the broad “visions” were to be
developed into more practical plans. It was also noted that everybody had queste
broader participation from various national and local governing bodies.

Rene, Linda and the environmental research scientist on the advisory committee of

“My Coast” wrote an article and presented it to the annual conference on the Human
Dimension of Global Environmental Change in Berlin. The article was entitled “Double
Dutch?: Transferring the Integrated Area Approach to Bulg@raid described the
preliminary experiences of “ My Coast”. The authors noted the difficulieg ltad and in
particular, that project participants could not be transformed into problem owners
(p.11). Nevertheless, it concluded that the change in approach that the projeact thade i
summer of 2007 had resulted in good round table meetings in the fall of that year and that
transferring the approach was not a “copy and paste activity but reqdaes, eskill, and

creativity of all participants to avoid double Dutch situations” (p. 16).

2 http://luserpage.fu-berlin.de/ffulakumwelt/bc20G§/prs/bc2008_317_Dieperink.pdf
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Thus after a near-collapse, the first year of “My Coast” ended on a moraihopef

note that the well-attended meetings might lead to more support for the progélst. |

Who gets it?: “My Coast” supports organizations on the margins to wrap up

its mission

Changes in team and strategy in early 2008

The second year of “My Coast” turned out to be even more turbulent than the first.
A second round of meetings took place in February and this time the number of
participants was less. Soon after these meetings, the team itselhwerght some
changes, as one of the Bulgarian contributors who had been focusing mostly on the
Southern region of the coast along the nature preserve “Strandja” left thet.pkogeuple
of months later, in April, Linda found another job at the Dutch ministry of economic
affairs and also left “My Coast”.

In the early months of 2008, while trying to arrange a round table meeting in the
southern region of Strandja, Stefan and Rene had a fundamental disagreement about
whether the director of the “Strandja” national park and the mayor of the largest
municipality on its coastal territory would ever be able to negotiate. The two haadtee
odds with each other for a couple of years over the borders of Natura 2000 in the park. The
park director viewed the mayor as an unscrupulous politician and a businessman ready
sell the park’s lands, while the mayor viewed the park director as an “eco fundastienta

who would not allow any business activities in the park. Stefan argued that this feud had
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been going on for a while and had become personal, while Rene could not accept the idea
that they could not see the opportunities in working together to make the park into a
profitable extension of the tourist season on the coast, while investing into prgstxvi
unique natural habitats. Rene told Stefan that there cannot be “no way” that thel two wil
ever work together, that “there’s got to be some way” and that Stefan just loachaltif.
After that conversation, Stefan decided that there was nothing else he couldhao for
project and left.

With the departures of Linda and Stefan, Rene found himself looking for new
collaborators in the Spring of 2008. He tapped into his contacts of people that he had
worked with before. These were all people from NGOs or in government positiort linke
to environmental projects. He contracted two new consultants, one from an environmental
NGO, Kiril, and one from the Agency for Economic Analysis and Forecasting who soon
after left his government job to become a freelance consultant. Kiril had emhsoiall
municipalities on writing sustainable development plans as they were required to do unde
the new EU rules and had written a simple software program to guide them through the
process. The second person, Dragomir, had experience in Bulgarian environmental la
and regulations and was going to help “My Coast” in drafting the plans fargsefiithe
new regional coastal councils. He was a founding member of a new GréearkRbhad
established relations with many NGOs through his prior position with European
environmental programs. Dragomir became a go-between these NGOsnanibiRbe
remainder of the project. This new group of people in the project was not a team in any

meaningful way. They never met as a group since each one of them was involved in the
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project in a separate capacity and for a particular region. Rene had ltbeoonéy person
connecting all the parts of “My Coast”. Indeed, he had become “My Coast”.

At this pivotal time, however, his own approach changed and he started adopting
some of the language and attitude of his Bulgarian colleagues. Whereas throughout 2007
he remained characteristically upbeat and optimistic about the prospeettsoioalr
discourse among conflicting organizations, in the early months of 2008 he stantgd usi
much more negative terms to describe his work and sarcasm was seeping in histsomme
about the motivations of various participants. In 2007, even | was warned not to make any
remarks that might shed doubt on the applicability of the Dutch approach to the &ulgari
context in front of Rene. He who would immediately argue that there were goodndeas a
interested people and we should all stop being so negative. In 2008, he had no qualms
about expressing negative feelings:

“I am basically sitting on top of an impossible project. | have to work with

a lot of idiots who do not understand and do not believe in it.”

As the deadline for the project was drawing nearer and some of the results that
were tracked on the project progress reports were getting delayed, Reaetetym
abandoned the strategy of recruitment and took on a much more practical approach of
talking only to those whoget it’ and can get useful results for the project. At this point, it
was not so important to make sure that the important stakeholders were redrésdats
the whole idea of representation through organizations was abandoned. Instead, as “My
Coast” was threatened to lose steam again due to team changes, the only lay for t

project to survive was to position itself among a community of organizations wiilarsi
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goals and identities. In other words, “My Coast” had to stand for something, fiades
and become a stakeholder. However, finding this community of organizations was not an
easy process, as the existence of such community was not obvious and even if Kwere, “

Coast” still had to find a way to interject itself into it.

Turning from Tasks to Goals: “My Coast” takes on a long-term perspective

As the strategy was shifting slowly from recruiting to supporting local
organizations so that “My Coast” can deliver some results, it was necéssRene to
convince his project sponsors back in the Netherlands that their expectations had to be
scaled down. He was feeling more and more frustrated with the steeringttesis lack
of understanding of local conditions. In particular, the person from the regional
government of South Holland, Menko, was very optimistic about “My Coast” and did not
agree that Bulgaria presented different challenges. He argued thaitbe lene was
facing in Bulgaria, including personal animosities, obstruction, and politicadgaad
taken place in Rotterdam as well and were eventually resolved through tmatedeg
approach. Apart from Menko, the sponsor from the Dutch Ministry of Housing was eager
to see some concrete results of cooperation on the port in Varna and the openihgiof furt
opportunities for the Dutch to consult or provide other services there. Therefore it was
critical for Rene to reframe “My Coast” in terms of long-range gsath as institutional
change rather than specific tasks and gain flexibility in what he could do ientianing
time of the project. The visits by the Dutch steering committee becamewmpes to

demonstrate how hard it was to start any exchanges among organizations. Dueing thes
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visits, the Dutch advisory team kept on giving presentations about the possibilities of
“monetizing nature”, i.e. being able to charge higher prices for clean aér, \aat
beautiful vistas. Rene had often given such talks himself but eventually recbtraze
often what Bulgarians heard was not the so called “best practices” dfarallimn among
sectors but further proof that the Netherlands had capable and more resourceful state
administration. These were not the lessons the Dutch wanted to deliver. So Rene tried to
convince them that they should talk less, listen more and scale down their egpsctati
One part of tuning down the expectations was to justify why he could not involve the
largest NGOs in the process. Even though they did not participate, he had kept them
informed of his work and asked them regularly for feedback and stated positions. The lack
of response from them or responses that amountegie@re taking legal action, so there
is no need to participate in talksvere presented as evidence to the Dutch team of the
NGOs decision to pursue legal means of action. Rene also had to explain why some local
municipalities were not eager to discuss openly their planning activitiesntrast to the
Netherlands, where strict law enforcement regarding the environment kdaddimect
negotiations relatively more efficient way to start new construction, in Baltiee poor
enforcement of environmental control meant that municipalities had little meeattry
to get relevant players on the table to negotiate. As Rene himself explained:

“In Rotterdam, the port still did whatever they wanted to do — they
renovated, the expanded, but they did it while discussing with all the
environmental NGOs - people like Mike and his organization for
preservation of the dunes. So, in the end, Mike had to agree and give in
but now he can’t say anything anymore because he has been part of the

process, even though they went to court. And | say this to the government
people when they don’t want to work with NGOs but they don't care.
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They probably think ‘we do whatever we want anyway, why make it

complicated”.

The turning point for Menko was his meeting with the regional governor for
Bourgas. At a cocktail in the Dutch embassy afterwards, he complained adoaait it
proclaimed that he couldn’t understand hangtly like thatcould be governor. Rene was
finally succeeding in turning down some of the pressure from his advisory comanittee
enjoyed describing Menko’s frustration. Finally, in April 2008 during the quarterly
advisory committee meeting, Rene convinced the EVD and VROM representasivédse
initial plan for a full national ICZM strategy based on stakeholder agreemastowo
ambitious. After that meeting, what everyone in the “My Coast” team dtsagng was:

“We stepped in a project that in the Netherlands takes ten years to

complete and here we only have two years”.

This new framing of “My Coast” as an overly ambitious undertaking that had not
taken into account the lack of necessary project infrastructure allowed Rene tostyien|
his approach from trying to recruit those who “should” be involved based on the
stakeholder model to supporting those who “get it” and “understand the project” even if
they were small, marginal organizations.

This shift became fully apparent during the second round table in the city of Varna.
After several failed attempts to get copies from the draft managemenfqidins city,

Rene decided that he had no chance of achieving anything due to resistance bdtéa from t
municipality and from the port. Only ten minutes into the meeting and after theafamil

official statements from the municipal representatives that they akengam the
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territorial management plans and there was no real need for discussion, he adjourned the
meeting to everyone’s surprise. As he explairtedy either get it, or they doivand
joked:

“Have you ever heard of a consultant firing his clients? Well, | just did.”

The sponsor for “My Coast” at the Dutch Ministry of Housing was not very please
at the lost opportunity for business in the largest port in Bulgaria but the new framing f
“My Coast” allowed a degree of freedom for Rene who could justify his readlght of
a long-term shift in the regional governance model rather than with spectonoes.
Relaxing the criteria for judging the success of “My Coast” allowedeRo pick his
partners rather than stick to the model of engaging “important stakeholders'skillful
maneuvering to reframe the project along such long-term goals rathentma practical
benefits to the project’s sponsors, Rene acted more as an institutional entrepig@manr t
opportunist. At the same time as he was acting in pragmatic terms of doing what is
achievable, he was also interpreting this newfound flexibility less in tefiigeration
from imported models for planning than in terms of disappointment with the lack of
initiative and leadership from local organizations. For all the talk of the sdealnd
impracticality of the small, militant organizations defending thescfsam any
development, “My Coast” relied on a no-less ideological frame for the sigatdf
governance. It is precisely this tension between practicality and idewlugh allowed
“My coast” to survive as an organization, on the one hand, and on the other, to veer away

from decoupling from its environment and becoming “just talk”.
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Establishing Regional Coastal Councils in the North and in the South

The shift of interpretation of what success would mean for “My Coast” allowed
Rene to stop focusing his efforts on persuading the largest NGOs and businesses in the
area to participate in “My Coast”. However, he still had to deal with localcipatities if
he wanted not only to deliver some strategies but also to establish the so callatl Coast
Councils. The two regional coastal councils that he was planning, one for the North and
one for the South of the coast, were supposed to function as the legal platforms which
would approve any investment projects in their areas. In the Netherlands, the egtovale
the coastal councils were the so called voluntary covenants, signed byied pattnot
enacted by any legislation. Like the covenants, the councils in Bulgarid wadent an
institutional platform for the different parties to meet regularly and to maietisat the
projects they approve align with their vision for the coast. Unlike the covenants, stt@ coa
councils would require legal action and Dragomir was working on the legal aigpécw
to do that.

The last round of meetings in the fall of 2008 involved a much smaller group of
people who were mostly drawn from the local municipalities. The talk shiftedtfyamg
to get participants to talk to each to the much more practical issues that these
municipalities faced. Rene’s focus was also much more practical in bitsetf get the
local officials involved in setting up the coastal councils but also more achist isense
of training and explaining to them why that was necessary. Thus rather thigug piey
role of a disinterested facilitator, Rene was actively taking the stgeaed concerns of the

municipalities in order to recruit their efforts for “My Coast”.
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At the final round table meeting in Dobrudja in September 2008, the issue of
stricter rules and regulations came up again, as three representativesabihauinicipality
spoke about the problems they had been facing recently. That municipality hatlestarte
procedure to select the firm that would write their territorial managemamigpld was
already confronted with a big investor who was pressing them to approve one of his
companies. This investor had acquired and had big plans for a large swath of seaside
properties through what the three municipal officers described as ikeghkivap deals.
The three of them admitted that they had come to the meeting specificakyfto hslp in
this case, which they described gsiite daunting and scatySince it was only
municipalities present at the meeting, such discussions were possible afsdgeaheas
to show them that “My Coast” could help empower them, specifically by creaeng t
regional councils that would approve all investment projects. The real incentivie was
getting EU funding by convincing the program managers that the proposed pr@eets w
in-line with a larger regional strategy and have been alreadycagnelgy all major
stakeholders. To the inquiries about stricter law and law enforcement, Renedaalopt
much more active tone in preaching the virtues of working through alternativeethann

“There is a Bulgarian expression that the law is a door in an open field and

| am very aware of that [chuckles in room]. | have seen it in this project

and in the previous years | have worked here. The question is: do we need

stricter regulation and penalties. That is why | talk about the third part of

the plan which is creating opportunities in terms of writing high quality

project proposals that attract more money to the region. | don’t think you

can fight all things that are happening here only with stricter penalties.

What | do believe and what I've seen happening in many countries is that

when you create an environment where things can be achieved the proper

way... that creates a lot of opportunities and corrects substantially what
has gone wrong elsewhere”
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Rene continued on to explain to the gathered municipal representatives that
creating the regional councils was one mechanism of dealing with aggresgstors
since local municipalities can say that any particular investment plan bad¢wviewed by
them. At this meeting, one of the directors from the urban planning department of the
Ministry of regional planning was present and he promised support in terms ofrfmpanc
such a regional councilpfovided that there is local initiativeHis presence was
somewhat of a surprise to both Rene and the local municipalities. Politics within the
ministry had shifted and even though he was involved in “My Coast” from the beginning,
it was only towards the end of the project when he became more active.

What was needed next was a letter signed from all three coastal muties pal
the North, requesting that the Ministry draft a proposal for the establishmiet asuncil.
Rene drafted the letter himself and circulated it to the municipalities.wesiclose to the
end of “My Coast” the process was out of his hands and depended on the continued
interest of local officials to pursue it.

Similarly, in the South the meetings in the summer and fall of 2008 were mostly
among people from the local municipalities plus representatives of the natidnal pa
“Strandja”. As in the North, Rene’s task was to get the two local municigaditié the
park to cooperate in requesting a regional council to be set up. Unlike in the North, where
there was a general consensus against expanding the number and size of hotels, in the
South there was a sharp conflict between municipal plans to triple and sometimes eve

guadruple their hotel base and the national park. Rene’s goal at these meatitgseea
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whether he could get some ideas for ecotourism started so that he could get both
municipalities and the park excited about cooperation. Thus the main question at these
meetings was whether any such cooperation was possible. He put this questibyntairec
the twenty participants in the fall 2008 round table meeting. Tentatively, tHeathgsor
for the Tzarevo municipality started explaining:

“I think cooperation is inevitable, otherwise what we have is an imperative

from those who have power and money. But | also think that those who

make and implement the laws, and those who fight for the environment

have to take as their priority the human factor...not just to protect the

environment and some nice ideas...l read in your memo that Tzarevo is

reluctant to participate. | will explain why. We are always cautiouswahe
program is planned because too often what is done is for the program

itself, not for the people involved. “

Tzarevo is the municipality which was in conflict with the nature park “Strandja”
over the proper borders of the park. The legal advisor clearly blamed the park for any
missed opportunities to collaborate when the municipality proposed that deserted
agricultural land on the coast would be used for tourism development. In apparent
frustration she said:

“Now we have almost 60% fallow agricultural land because of...”birds

and bees” that don’t even exist because of heavy pesticide use in farming

during communism”.

She proceeded to say that going forward there would be no opportunities for
cooperation. At this point Rene turned to the park representative and asked her where their

funding came from (the state) and if it was ever sufficient (no, never). Theaiche

“You have another source of income: ecotourism. Nature protection serves
everyone. Safari parks in Kenya make millions of dollars from tourism.
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Similar question to Tzarevo and all the municipalities: What do you want?
This or... this?”

On the wall behind him were portrayed two images of the coast — one with many
large hotels close to each other and one with some small hotels and lot of greenery.

“It is not a very hard choice, is it? When you start talking, don’t start
talking about..oh, | want 600 hectars from your land or | don’t want to
give it. Start talking about this (points to the images). This is what your
long-term perspective is....You can’'t do that on your own, you need
someone to make sure that you talk about the longer term. You need an
independent organization. The Oblast (the regional administration) — they
have no interests, let’s put it that way. The oblast is not building its own
resorts. “

Someone interjected to say “that’s not certain”. Laughing, Rene continued:

“I am talking about the organization. They can be an independent

mediator. That's the idea we have for the coastal council. If you continue

to argue about what's going on today without thinking about the long

term, you don’t solve any problems.”

Then Rene directly asked the representative from the regional admiorstrati
Bourgas if he would be willing to host a number of sessions among the municpaiide
the park just to explore possibilities for cooperation. After a few exchaimgedeputy
regional governor eventually agreed. Having secured that promise, MikehfedDutch
advisory committee who was also present at the meeting said:

“There is one thing lacking at the moment. We need an engine, a kind of

steering of this process. We know who the host is but who is going to

organize it? Be aware that three months from now “My Coast” is over, the
driving force is gone. So you have to take over.”
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Organizing the meeting meant that an official letter to the governor had to be
drafted asking for the sessions to be held at his administration. The seennmally tr
guestion of who was going to draft that letter had all participants shrug aodatrgit the
responsibility. Indeed, the current political stalemate in the governmamy trilipartite
coalition had created an environment where something as ordinary as requesgiogal r
meeting was going to be treated as a risky political move. The threg parties had an
uneasy partnership where every ministry and local administrative seaivided along
party lines and as an election was approaching the following year, thetsenslips had
become almost explosive. Everyone eventually suggested that Rene shouldaiviéter
and he agreed.

Given that “My Coast” was about to close and the long time it would take to take
legislative action, the project was running out of time to establish these Isolfrigfly
Coast” was to have any effect beyond its closing date, it was up to the muées@aid
the regional administration to drive this process, as it had become clear thegeke la
NGOs had no interest in doing so. This was a very uncertain proposition but at least the
first steps in that direction were made — the ministry of regional develogrenised
funding and further action in the north and in the south, the regional governor did host a
meeting in the fall of 2008. As Rene interpreted it, the regional governor waslhot rea
supportive of the idea but he felt that because “My Coast” was supported by the Ministry
of regional development he had to at least show some activity on it. So he appointed a head

of the council, a person who was employed by the state tourism agency.



167

In the concluding report to the Netherland’s ministry of spatial planning, shése
of these meetings were proposed as examples of an alternative governdace m

“On EU level, and also observed in Bulgaria, legislation cannot prevent or

regulate all activities...In line with the principles of ICZM, this document

serves as a guide to deal with the external effects and accumulatis effe

as a result of individual municipal decisions and individual economic

activities such as accumulated pressure on the environment, accumulated

use of resources, and accumulated environmental risks.”

Partnering with peripheral organizations to deliver demonstration projects

At the same time as Rene was organizing meetings with municipalitiegsha so
working with other organizations whiclufiderstood what this project is abbutle was
no longer pursuing important players such as the port or the large resort “Atbéma
North, or the park “Strandja” in the south, as much as he was establishing connections t
smaller, more marginal organizations which he thought, more or less fit into Miat “
Coast” was trying to do. Both strategies — working with the municipalitidgegional
authorities to establish regional councils and with peripheral organizationsgorki
similar projects — required Rene to stake the claims and the identity of “Msf"Qoa
much stronger terms. In contrast to the initt&is is your project “we are here to
facilitate” rhetoric, the new strategy required that “My Coast” and Rene in partidelar
states what it stands for. This shift meant that Rene didn’t need to demonsteduiititis
to influence politics at the ministries as much anymore, but that he could speak the
language and contribute to organizations with similar agendas.

In Varna, this strategy meant that the port and the municipality werelentire

excluded. Even though in rhetoric they showed themselves willing to talk the landuage o
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cooperation and sustainability, in practice they didn’t want any interfererice non-
transparent process of territorial planning and did not even share a working dnaft of t
plan. After Rene disbanded the spring round table in the city, he did not completely lea
Varna. In order to produce anything tangible that would count towards a deliverable for
“My Coast”, he hooked his project to another Dutch-funded international project called
PlanCoast which created a GIS database for the Black Sea acquatoryavicBargl
Romania. The Ministry of Transportation was charged with developing a maritetegy
as required by the EU Integrated Coastal Zone Management guidelinesviRg e
work done under PlanCoast, as well as other similar EU projects for acquatammahg)a
Alex and a regional planner from Varna regional administration draftéddcament.

With that, the official work of My Coast for the city of Varna ended.

However, more than just delivering a document for “My Coast”, true to hisanissi
to promote integrated planning on the ground, Rene continued working with Kremena’s
organization and with the Varna’s School of architecture on how to do integrated public
planning. These collaborations involved doing simulation exercises of planning for the
territory of the Maritime garden in the center of Varna and together withikaisplan that
architecture students in Sofia developed for the coastal town of Sozopol, moleated in
the final documents of “My Coast”. Eventually, after the end of “My Coast” this
cooperation with young architects, somewhat unexpectedly, gave a secondhéde t
project. About a year later Rene’s name came to be connected to that of the protester
against the privatization of the Maritime gardens. The protests were keeimena and

her involvement with “My Coast” was used as a tactic by the potential ingesttire
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garden areas to question her true motivations and suggest that may she, Rene, and some
other unspecified interests had their own investment agendas. The integrated planning
exercise that the young architects did was used as an example of an uredithteeinpt
at interference with the territorial planning process in the city, abangroposed regional
coastal councils. Dragged into this conflict, Rene started giving intervigaus & 2009
about “My Coast” and its goals. While disavowing any interference in the planniogsgro
or any future investment plans, he did not miss the opportunity to criticize the Varna
municipality for selling the Maritime gardens to private interests.

Thus by enlisting PlanCoast, a similar project under the EU ICZM guededind
by working with professional groups of architects, Rene was able both to deliver
something for “My Coast” and to insert itself as an organization with a partigoal and
identity. In order to deliver the short-term results required under the frark@iva
temporary organization, Rene retreated to writing a technical strategydaf the
beneficiaries. At the same time, in order to demonstrate that the origimdlohtbe
project had merits, “My Coast” also associated and supported oppositional groups who
challenged the municipality and business interests it defended. In doing so, “Bty Coa
acquired its own voice and identity and took a position in local politics, despite itk initia
efforts to be apolitical. Staking an identity and acquiring a voice allowgdCbast” to
not only drop important stakeholders but also associate with what under the original
conception of the project would be considered marginal associations. Rather than

proceeding with meetings which were really going to be “just talk” and then pnopiine
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84" strategy for the region, as Rene has said, he took a different approach -t titteslis
projects and organizations to help “My Coast” achieve its goals.

Similarly, in the South, Rene used the contacts of one of the people on the advisory
board of “My Coast”, Menno, to get access to a small network of NGOs working in the
Strandja Mountains. Menno was a member of the European Center for Ecological and
Agricultural Tourism and found an organization in the south of France called RebetFarm
This organization had some contacts in the Strandja mountains and promoted the self-
organization of farmers into sustainable communities as a way to resist both
commercialization and state-centered certification processesoifiraan feature among
the organizations in Strandja that were part of this small network was thatehell
small independent NGOs, typically started by a single person. Furthermargjahiefell
more in the category of social entrepreneurship around environmental causesefhus e
though they were NGOs, through the previous and current contacts of their foungers, the
were also engaged in creating entrepreneurial opportunities for thenmeedvies their
local communities. Still, Rene was not entirely supportive of these organizsithaesthey
did not fit neatly into the definition of an NGO. Working with Menno was not easy as
Menno often voiced his disapproval of engaging municipalities and regional authorities
Explaining their relationship, Rene said:

“Menno is interested in supporting NGOs and sometimes he supports them

too much. The problem is that these are not NGOs, they are small

businesses. They are interested in running small businesses and getting
funding.”
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On his part, Menno considered government officials utterly corrupt and feared they
would only hurt efforts to develop alternative forms of tourism. Apart from beingmorr
he thought they suffered from niche thinking which prevented them from seeing how
agriculture is linked to tourism and to infrastructure. Despite these differg¢heds/o
agreed that establishing coastal councils was the right way to countbatite
developments on the coasts. He explained his efforts this way:

“As an NGO, we can go onstage before anybody has any idea of what is

going on and take it. This coastal council will be the only place to lobby

for projects. Now is the time to do it, if we don’t seize the moment, it is

gone. We have to show that it is possible to raise tourism pressure one

hundred times without the negative impact.”

Menno'’s role in the work of the local NGOs-entrepreneurs was to secure funding
for their ideas and link them to the proper EU funding programs. At the time he was
making the rounds at several embassies, including the Dutch, French and the British,
which as he put it “have been desperate to find some projects like that”. Thé coasta
council was a vehicle for these ideas to get further funding and make sure yHgreah”
projects are approved for the Strandja area. As Rene was working on the procetsgjof se
up the coastal council, Menno was writing the first program that the councilovegstg
work on and grouped all ongoing initiatives and ideas under that program. As he
explained, Rene and he had agreed to take the “Russian tsar approach”: make thg plan ve
big so that at least some parts of it get through. That meant Menno collectedallism
and other “green” entrepreneurship ideas and translate them in terms of carlitingpffse

The main idea was that the large industrial conglomerates would pay totlodisetarbon

footprint and the money would go to these small projects to start building up humus in
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soils exhausted from decades of fertilizer-heavy farming or to collectdss that could be
used as an alternative energy source. In other words, there was money tteldeoma
growing cap-and-trade markets that non-traditional, or carbon, farmersesrd g
businesses could use to finance their activities.

One such idea was voluntourism, i.e. engaging tourists in local lifestylegto hel
farmers with their activities. The rationale was that rather thasimetg farmers for the
tourism industry in hotels and restaurants, a pretty much impossible task, volunoutism wil
help keep them employed as farmers while also helping the local ecosysteusVar
initiatives had been started, such as the transhumance project championed by a local
organization called the Fund for Wild Flora and Fauna. This initiative involved
resurrecting old sheep grazing routes across the Strandja and Balkan montttaine
“eco corridor” in the EU parlance. Eco-corridors were a new concept inttagénda to
build a “green infrastructure” as a tool to improve species connectivityhe.ability of
animals to go from one protected area to another without interruption. As shethgiaz
way through these routes, they help maintain the balance of the ecosystemulhibési
some rare species of birds and butterflies in Strandja. Tourists travigtleoggth the
farming family and help to experience an authentic shepherd lifestyle. ifige sa
organization was even considering supplying lamb meat to restaurants en rddenbat
didn’t think this would meet EU regulations on slaughtering. Other proposed projects
included the construction of ecological housing, ecological sanitation to creatads,
the production of sheep milk from a rare local breed of sheep, creating renewafpe ene

sources for hotels on the coast, etc.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, “My Coast” traveled through a path of role adjustment and strategy
changes as it tried its theories of organizing on the surrounding environment. Coming i
with the idea to facilitate across an ordered field of organizations, the dmjectitself
faltering and trying to recruit the main local actors in a bid to fa@l#éabottom-up
pressure on the government to fund the establishment of a local project infrastructur
involving regional coastal councils, visions and strategy for development. When that
approach failed to sustain interest and cooperation on the local level, “My Gaddt
shift gears again and take a more active role in deciding who it was going to smgport a
who was going to stay outside of the project.

The support “My Coast” could provide was in the provision of resources which
took one of three forms: training, providing tools, or help in securing funding. In the North,
the project provided a software program to help small municipalities who fetupeesby
investment interests in developing their territorial development plans in ancerdéth
EU guidelines. The project also helped them secure a promise for additional funding fr
the ministry of regional development on the coastal council which was to furtpehbet
coordinate efforts towards integrated planning. In Varna, the support took the form of
training and rhetorical support in the media of the organization of young ats/iteich
was becoming a leading voice of opposition to aggressive investment plans in the public
Maritime Garden. In the South region of Strandja, “My Coast” hooked itself to ongoing

efforts to start alternative tourism ventures by grouping such projects undemdae si
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strategy in an effort to help both establish the coastal council and find funding from EU
and other agencies.

In this new strategy, “My Coast” had to acquire a more active voice in expressing
what it stood for and what it was against. Part of that more active presensewseng
ties with the municipality and the port in Varna, as well as with all laggrtsewho were
interested in expansive investments. At the same time, the project was clo$ed veeve
considered small militant environmental organizations on the coast. The onkafitiili
organization it continued talking to was the national park “Strandja” in trying to educa
the park’s director that not all investments and not all business activitiesda@uiaide
the project were also the large NGOs who did not want to spend their time on something
they considered “just talk” but also who were viewed by the team as lackiegeapative
credentials. The organizations that were still part of “My Coast” wereaipatities which
considered themselves disadvantaged when it came to resources from the national
government and small organizations which billed themselves NGOs but whose members
were also actively involved in other entrepreneurial activities, mostfparism. Thus
they were not participating in their representative capacity but in thgacity as social
and institutional entrepreneurs.

Thus instead of assembling the public and acting on the principles of representation
and dialogue, “My Coast” was more likely participating in an emerginghagaonal
field of alternative forms of tourism. It is not possible to conclude the emeegf such a
field from the data in this study but what the team was doing was trying to find other

organizations with agendas that it approved and enroll municipalities in supporting suc
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activities in their territorial plans. Thus the round table meetings moved friowp $ites
for participation of multiple organizations to being relatively small carepittked
gatherings of mostly local municipalities where “My Coast” could assunoée that is
closer to that of a mentor than to a facilitator. These meetings a,iwfat produced
the project and the testament to its work and existence.

In hindsight it seems naive for anyone to have expected that “My Coast” ceuld alt
the path of development on the coast from mass tourism based on booming real estate to
restrained alternative forms of tourism. In hindsight it also seems naive texmaced
that a small team of Dutch and Bulgarian environmentally-minded consultants teuld s
into a highly contested field and tell the local mayors, governors, and resortersahagy
to plan for the future of their area. Judged by these expectations, “My Coast” corass out
a failure. Another way to define failure is to say that what the project did was praduc
few documents that gather dust in a shelf somewhere at the ministry of regional
development, the only “real” results being that the consultants collected some andney
some municipalities and some NGOs could report that they have participated in another
project. | think this is the maximalist view of success and if we subscribefyitCoast”
is unequivocally a failure. There is great value in studying failures, lhasveuccess cases
and understand the ways in which organizations might fail. However, | arguehidiates
have here is not a simple case of failure but a more nuanced case of fahuefeuts.

We could also take what might be called a minimalist view and look at what the
project did NOT do. First, it did not continue with pro-forma meetings but chose to take

sides and engage particular organizations. Second, it did not turn to a more technocratic
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solution of suggesting the formation of a committee of experts to look at the planning
activities of all the municipalities on the coast. Indeed, such solution wasldgahd was
what was done in a very similar project funded by the EVD in Romania. Rene made
explicit that he considered these two outcomes worse failures than failissgtolale
productive round-table meetings. If we had any of these two outcomes, “My @oasd
still be a failure but a different kind of failure. It would have failed to use its ctiopnsdo
past integrated planning projects to mobilize connections to potential futuretfrojec
Instead, it would have relied on gaining legitimacy from its connection to the Mioistry
regional development and the Dutch government or from technocratic exderttse first
case, we could have said that “My Coast” was completed through coercive @tianim
processes. As the case unfolded, however, we have followed the project through its
trajectory as an outsider to the field of relations among organizations on théocaast
vocal participant and advocate.

If it was ever not evident, the experience of “My Coast” testifies to thelfat
organizing is a slow and difficult process and involves talking to one person at a time,
multiple times, securing their participation both through an exchange of fawbthraugh
affirming a framework for interpreting each other’s activities. Thaans slowly building
a community of similar organizations, projects and a network of individuals irerest
similar kinds of work. In that process, a project may find support in what we rhay ca
projective path — the project’'s connection to previous similar projects evewy drdén a

geographically different region, as well as its efforts to link itgetirigoing and future



177
similar projects. The projective path helps the project not only gain legitimacy

environment with a low density of similar projects but also in delivering its r@salts.
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Summary and Conclusions

The main question this research posed was how new organizational forms,
specifically temporary organizations, operate within inhospitable environnidnssis
certainly not a new question in organization studies. However, two aspects ottrehes
are unique: first, the case under investigation is of a temporary organizatiorcand, se
there are close to no ethnographic studies detailing the tribulations an orgarfaesis in
trying to establish itself. More often than not, ethnographic studies of organgdeal
with established organizations. Few, if any, studies exist of organizations whitkiag
to operate in places with few other similar organizations. If this questickesl ait is
typically not investigated through a qualitative study of a single orgamizhtit through a
case study of an industry or a geographical area, or through quantitaties.s8uth a
study can highlight the many micro changes an organization goes throughessta
recruit and keep its people, make connections to other organizations, and deliver results

Stinchcombe (1965) argued that young organizational forms have a higher
propensity to die due to the difficulties in establishing trust among strapgefsrming
new roles, and maintaining connections with new clients (or other organizations). He
termed this vulnerability of new organizations the “liability of newnessga@izational
ecologists took an inspiration from this observation to study the impact of size arg densi
on birth and deaths of populatiorBa(m & Singh, 1994; Podolny, Stuart, & Hannan,

1996) New institutionalists reinterpreted this observation in terms of lack oftocgyand
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sociopolitical legitimacy and emphasized the importance of embeddednesadméec
and political environments. This risk is even higher for temporary organizations which do
not have much time to learn or negotiate new roles or to build trust among their members.
Combining insights from both ecology and institutionalism, researchers havetsdgges
various mechanisms outside the temporary organization itself that enablenictiori.
Such mechanisms might be industry-supported role structures, professiopaibyted
swift trust and learning (Myerson et al 1996, Graebher, 2004) or company-supported teams
(Asheim and Mariussen, 2003). What happens when such mechanisms do not exist, as is
the case when a temporary organization is expected to function in a place withaitre
experience with such forms, has not been investigated.

This liability of newness was certainly evident in the beginning of “My Coas
when there was confusion about roles just as Stinchcombe would expect. The project
almost stalled completely a couple of times and had to reconsider its strategsnd
rhetoric as time went by. Coming in with a theory of integrated planning based on
multistakeholderism, “My Coast” expected to play the role of facilitatbe team quickly
discovered that the orderly field of organized interests it expected to faahviect,
unstable, fragmented, vertically disconnected, and entangled. Eschewing toroféeof
technical expert, the team then tried to act as a recruiter of the majasplaierally
subdivided areas, thus unwittingly assuming a position of broker between national
governments and local organizations. This role was not easy to play as the pasjectt w
fact, lacking in strong political support from the ministries and as the Reheireda

themselves felt uncomfortable engaging in favor-trading. Finally, géti@ing flexibility
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on its terms of success, the project completely abandoned the idea of assembling
participants based on representation and instead, played the role of mentor oesopport
those who “got it”: disadvantaged municipalities, small NGOs looking for new esntur
and in one case, of a vocal professional organization. Doing so required “My Coast” to
abandon also the idea of impartial facilitation and embrace a vocal position of jpgpanot
particular mode of governance and development on the coast. Supporting other
organizations took the form of providing training, tools, and help in securing funding. A
more important effort was to establish the institutional basis for an infcaste of
projects through the coastal councils. Setting up the initial momentum throughgsget
legal proposals, strategies for implementations and pilot projects were stimeestdps
“My Coast” took to ensure the diffusion of projects based on integrated planning.

In other words, “My Coast” tried to find a niche of activities and organizations that
support not only the immediate work of the project but also its identity as an integrate
planning project. As a temporary organization, that identity comes not fromnts ow
previous work, or even the previous work of its members, as much as from its connection
to a series of previous projects revolving around the methodology used in Rotterdam. It i
one in a series of experiments across the European Union. Even though it starts in 2007,
there is already a path that has been travelled by other projects in otladrtpart
continent, supported by a project infrastructure of funding, tender procedures, and best
practice exchange. The methodology for this project, therefore, includedifadl not

only the project itself but also trying to position “My Coast” within this larg@rironment
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of integrated planning and ICZM projects in Europe. In order to go forward, “My'Coas
tried to also start and support projects and project infrastructure alongttieS&a Coast.

This larger project infrastructure includes not only other projects but the pregra
and guidelines that the EU governing bodies issue and seek to fund and monitor through
the circulation of terms of reference, project fiches, evaluation guidetindsest
practices. Under each such program, but also across programs, hundreds of profeets ca
found just as there are hundreds of projects under the Integrated Coastal Zonenhartag
program. Not all of these projects would form a projective path that is relevaet to t
execution of the next ICZM project. A projective path links a series of prajdrishare
the same framework for action. This framework thus helps the project by lgringin
established definitions of roles, steps, and institutional arrangements thaiad=athg
project through its work. In the case of “My Coast” this action framework wiasedeby
the Rotterdam experience and its Pegasus methodology that relied upon assembling
organized interests and facilitating their exchanges through a hierarchectivadg, from
more general to more specific, until specific indicators are reached. Thiseated not
only projects in the Rotterdam area but also projects done in other cities in Europe and
they helped “My Coast” evaluate its engagement with other organizatigssasthods of
work were being challenged in Bulgaria.
In that sense, a project is not an island not only because it ultimately has to work

within ecology of similar projects in an area, but also because it is part ahaotha
previous and future projects which provide a basis for comparison and continuous

evaluation of its results. It is not precisely identity that a project borrowsifsom
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predecessors, as the method of work might be the same but the scope of work might be
quite different. A projective path might provide a framework for roles and tesivhat
are to be taken but when that did not prove sufficient in the case of “My Coast”, the
projective path could also provide a long-term vision and long-term goals for thetproje
Aided by such goals, then, the team can make choices about what connections and projects
to generate, and what connection to terminate.

Thus rather than focusing only on an industrial cluster or geographicakatea a
loci of project ecologies, this methodology suggests a temporal view of temporary
organizations which situates them in a context of projects that goes beyond a single
location or a single industry. Projective paths may connect projects that do narshare
team members, do not follow closely in time, and span territories that aretidjoi
Projective paths connect seamlessly local activities to regionautimts and to global
institutional programs.

This is especially important for projects in the public domain which often include a
mix of organizations and outcomes that are hard to measure. Public projects 3dgh as “
Coast” often seek to advance a particular model for governance and pamistifational
arrangements. Ostensibly under the same program or the same set aiagjiddferent
projects might advance different institutional arrangements and each onmao$ thiely an
episodic experiment in diffusing such arrangements. The success ordadumgone of
them is not crucial to this overall institutional program but is merely a “caitie’the
potential to lay the ground for future projects or to turn its experience intoptsesices”

or “lessons learned”. Thus each one of these projects is a small movement mehe sa
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direction. Even if it is very important in the local relations and outcomes, ibisiata
definitive moment but an attempt at furthering the chain of projects that formmaaom
projective path.

Thus the argument that is forwarded with this research is that in the decisions about
what connections to make, projects members mix discursive and exchangeselati
other words, it is not only through their identity or discourse that members eigenal t
other organizations. At the same time, ties are not made solely through exchange
relationships in competition for resources. As relatively short-term aa@ons, projects
have to deliver results and therefore are looking to hook into other organizations who can
help them deliver these results. However, claiming that such ties areponatieout of the
need to deliver something also misses the point that projects are part longeivproject
paths and are judged also against the goals and visions set through these paths and
therefore. Making ties with other organizations thus rests on the ability of tleetdm|
define itself in terms of these goals and try to engage in tentative coalitidmbui his is
how temporary organizing in the public domain resembles organizing in social nmageme
— temporary organizations have to engage in coalition building that relies both on the
pursuit of resources and on a definition of their long-term vision and goals in order to
secure ties to other organizations.

My Coast” is not a spontaneously emerging new organizational form but an
imported one and it is not carried forward by a social movement, but rather through
government action. Thus the question of diffusion of organizational forms is salient to

address here, even though we cannot fully answer such a question without a survey of
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more than one project over a long period of time. Despite this, however, what is important
to note is that in this case, we did not observe what the theory of organizationabdiffusi
would suggest. The theory would suggest that an organization that is imported would be
loosely coupled to its environment (Weick, 1976, Meyer and Rowan, 1977). More
specifically, that means a disconnection between high-level proceshessspianning,
policies, and decisions from their implementation “on the ground” (Meyer and Rowan,
1977). Thus decoupling in the context of policy is almost always a synonym of policy
failure.

This study is suggesting a more nuanced view in the case of temporary
organizations. Indeed, instead of a detached execution of planning and policiesnthe tea
members had to actually engage in local politics and make explicit their owopssiti
“My Coast” in fact, had to entangle itself and take sides in conflicts on thearwhalign
itself with organizations whose agendas it approved. It relied on socisment
mechanisms for coalition building.

Recent research has already pointed out the connections between organizations and
social movements. Social movements are viewed also as important sourcesraf antt
organizational innovation (Rao et al, 2000; Clemens and Minkoff, 2008). In these studies,
social movements give rise to new organizational forms by bringingherggifferent
organizational fields. An important extension of this research agenda would be to include
the question of diffusion of organizational forms even in the absence of local social

movements which support it, through social-movement-like processes locally.
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