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Rules versus ideas in landscape protection: is a Green Heart attack
imminent?
Willem K. Korthals Altes

Department OTB Research for the Built Environment, TU Delft, Delft, Netherlands

ABSTRACT
Landscape protection in metropolitan areas is an ongoing activity that lies
outside the remit of political office-holders. As political agendas change,
the importance of landscape protection on strategic planning agendas
may also change. This paper raises the question whether this strategic
level of landscape protection ought to rest on rules or ideas, and uses
the Dutch Green Heart as a case study. The success of Dutch planning
has been attributed to a planning doctrine which has evolved around a
principle of spatial organization consisting of an open landscape (a
Green Heart) in the middle of a ‘rim’ city – in this case the Dutch
Randstad. After this success had been recognized, policies were
developed to formalize the protection of the Green Heart in strategic
planning rules. Political controversies ensued, which resulted in the
abolition of Green Heart policies at national level. Recently, the province
of Zuid-Holland adopted a new structural vision and a byelaw in which
there is no role for the Green Heart in development control. This paper
analyses this new system of strategic development control and discusses
the role of rules as opposed to ideas in landscape protection.

KEYWORDS
Landscape planning; Green
Heart; planning doctrine

1. Introduction

The development of large swathes of green areas in metropolitan regions is an issue that has been
raised in many contexts (Van der Valk and Van Dijk 2009). Open spaces may serve multiple pur-
poses, including recreation, the conservation of biodiversity, the provision of drinking water and
agriculture. Landscapes also have an important cultural dimension as one of the determinants of
the identity of a region (Gailing and Kilper 2009). Planning can be geared to ‘the protection of
the valued landscape’ (Healey 2007, 164), and a green area, such as a green belt, may add to the iden-
tity of urban areas in this landscape (Morrison 2010). These green areas may serve a dual function by
protecting agricultural land, forests and biodiversity on the one hand and providing urban residents
with recreational and ecosystem services on the other (Siedentop, Fina, and Krehl 2016). Planning
plays an important role in the social construction of landscapes (Gailing and Leibenath 2015). It is
planning that determines whether a certain area is part of a green belt, a green corridor, a green buf-
fer zone, a Green Heart or another green structure in a metropolitan region. Planning affects both
sites of the social construction of landscapes as has been distinguished by Gailing and Leibenath
(2015). First, planning has a role in constructing institutions, such as the formal policies and instru-
ments, that is, the rules that are developed to protect landscapes. Second, planning has an impact on
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landscape discourse, or the ideas, on the quality of landscapes. The question is how rules and ideas
interact in planning for landscape protection.

Inevitably, larger green areas which are located within a wider metropolitan region may face
urban development. Interdependencies within ‘a fragmented and complex web of owners and gov-
ernments’ (Van der Valk and Van Dijk 2009, 5) are just one of the factors that make the preservation
of open space in these areas a complex undertaking. The type of institution makes a difference (Van
Rij 2008). After all, a regional landscape is not usually a wilderness owned by a public agency; on the
contrary, it is more likely to be in private ownership and to have a productive function, such as farm-
ing (Van Rij 2008). The specific distribution of ownership may have an impact on the development
of a landscape (Van der Molen 2015). Owners may be obliged by specific rules to refrain from under-
taking certain actions, but they cannot be obliged to prepare land for a certain function (Van Straalen
and Korthals Altes 2014). So, although planning plays an important role in the development of land-
scapes, it does not play a deterministic role, that is, landscapes are ‘the complex products of collective
processes of negotiation and struggle’ (Gailing and Leibenath 2015, 135). The planning of a land-
scape does not take the form of a project with a distinct start and end date for the delivery of a pro-
duct. It is a strategic process (Faludi 2000).

It is through this strategic process that the protection of large green areas as landscape must find,
again and again, its place on the planning agenda. After all, plans do change, and strategic planning is
in a constant process of rethinking. Politics also play a role. The protection of a certain landscape
does not always have the same position on the political agenda. Building political will is one of
the strategies followed by actors that aim to protect landscapes (Cadieux, Taylor, and Bunce
2013). Here, it is not only important to build political will to achieve a breakthrough at a certain
moment in time, but it is also relevant that this political will lasts. Political will must be nurtured,
because protecting landscapes is a durable cause that lasts much longer than a few election cycles.
The development of a landscape is, in this way, a matter of ‘slow planning’ (Van Rij and Korthals
Altes 2008, 357). Slow planning is a process that excludes a green area from dynamic urban devel-
opments in the surrounding area by a long duration of institutional conditions that allow to preserve
and improve the area. One way to achieve this is to develop an institutional framework, such as a
specific law that prescribes certain procedures and which, being able to withstand external influ-
ences, may be a means ‘to prevent dynamic urban developments taking over its green space’ (Van
Rij and Korthals Altes 2008, 358).

However, even institutional contexts, although more durable than plans, are subject to change
and therefore dependent on political will. So, ‘because it adapts to shifting discursive environments,
pure irreversibility does not exist’ (Duineveld, Van Assche, and Beunen 2013, 18). Another way to
make a lasting impact on planning is by, for example, the development of a planning doctrine that
combines enduring notions about the principles of spatial organization and planning (Faludi and
Van der Valk 1994). But here again ‘institutional change through ideas, discourses and agencies
can take place’ (Buijs, Mattijssen, and Arts 2014, 677). Doctrinal development can follow different
patterns (Korthals Altes 1992; Faludi 1999; Roodbol-Mekkes, Van der Valk, and Korthals Altes
2012). Take, for example, a doctrine that has remained stable for a long time and changes eventually
as the result of a revolution, through which one principle of spatial organization is replaced by
another. In such cases a large green area in a metropolitan landscape which has an important
role in this principle of spatial organization may be divested of its green status. Another example
is a doctrine which gradually changes over time. A doctrine is a set of notions held by a planning
community but this planning community develops as time progresses and so does the doctrine.

The archetypal example of a planning doctrine is the doctrine around the ‘Randstad/Green Heart
complex of ideas’ (Van der Wusten and Faludi 1992, 20), which has been developed in the Nether-
lands since the 1950s (Faludi and Van der Valk 1994; Van der Valk 2002). Moreover, the Green
Heart of Holland (Figure 1) is one of the big concepts in the planning literature (Faludi and Van
der Valk 1994) and has been hailed as a promising alternative to green belts (Hall 1988, first edition
1966; Kühn 2003). Policies in the Green Heart have been effective (Koomen, Dekkers, and Van Dijk
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2008): they have delivered less population growth and a lower gross regional product compared with
the urban rim of the Randstad (Manshanden et al. 2014; Berkers 2015). Hence, they have succeeded
in steering economic development in other directions.

However, the planning discourse in the Netherlands is changing. The Green Heart is being con-
tested in Dutch planning. The government has prioritized its planning activities, and, as a result,
there is no longer a place for a national landscape such as the Green Heart (Figure 1) in national
planning policies. The province of Zuid-Holland, in which a large part of the Green Heart is located,
has recently adopted a new structural vision and spatial by-law which accords no role to the Green
Heart in development control.

Zuid-Holland, with cities such as Rotterdam, The Hague, Leiden, Delft and Dordrecht, is both the
most populated and the most densely populated province in the Netherlands. It is also home to a
thriving community of greenhouse gardeners, who have built large greenhouses on many fields
and made a deep visual impact on the landscape (Korthals Altes and Van Rij 2013; Wagtendonk
and Vermaat 2014). Zuid-Holland is therefore regarded as the province with a high landscape degra-
dation (Veeneklaas, Donders, and Salverda 2006; Lola Landscape Architects 2008; Wagtendonk and
Vermaat 2014).

This paper uses the Green Heart as a case study to reflect on the use of rules versus ideas in stra-
tegic landscape protection in metropolitan areas. It provides in this way more insight about the ways
in which long-term protection of landscapes can be established and the ways and different roles that
rules and ideas have in this. It is a novel development that the Green Heart is abolished as formal
policy category in the province of Zuid-Holland. The idea of the Green Heart as centre of the

Figure 1. Green Heart.
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‘Greenheart Metropolis’ (Burke 1966) is, however, still alive. Analysing the development of the Green
Heart provides so insights in different relationships between rules and ideas over time. This analysis
will be done by applying the conceptual apparatus of the planning doctrine (Section 2). One relevant
factor is that planning doctrine has been acknowledged as a concept that explains planning success
without the existence of a formal land-use planning programme. What happens to such a doctrine if
the core concepts are discarded? Section 3 explains the three stages of the Green Heart. The first two
stages (Sections 3.1 and 3.2) are discussed on the basis of existing literature. The last – current – stage
(Section 3.3) is analysed with the aid of primary planning sources, that is, the formal planning docu-
ments that are published on the government portal ruimelijkeplannen.nl. The results regarding the
relationship between the principle of spatial organization in a planning doctrine and formal land-use
planning are discussed in Section 4.

2. The Green Heart and Dutch planning doctrine

The Green Heart is an important concept within the principle of spatial organization in the Dutch
national planning doctrine. A planning doctrine combines enduring notions about spatial organiz-
ation and planning principles (Faludi and Van der Valk 1994). The concept of a planning doctrine
emerged from a reflection on Dutch planning practice in which it served ‘as an explanation for the
unmistakable success of Dutch national planning’ (Van der Valk 1991, 32) although there were no
methodologically sound plans. If plans are outdated or deficient the ‘doctrine simply takes over’
(Faludi 2000, 311) and, as planners often live with imperfect plans, the ‘absence of a planning doc-
trine may be a reason for failure’ (Faludi 2000, 314).

The metaphor of the Green Heart is the eye-catcher in Dutch planning doctrine. It is precisely
because the Randstad has a Green Heart that it can profile itself as a ‘green metropolis’ (Van der
Valk and Faludi 1997, 58) or even a ‘Greenheart Metropolis’ (Burke 1966). As such it has attracted
the attention of many scholars, including Hall (1988, first edition 1966) in his analytical work on The
World Cities.

Although spatial organization is the most catchy principle (the framing figure Faludi 1996) in a
planning doctrine, it is not the only principle. There are also principles about the preparation, form
and implementation of plans. Planning is not only a world of ideas, but it also relates to planners and
those who interact with them. Hence, planning doctrine embraces a planning subject, a planning
community, planning education, and the way planners and other players in the planning network
relate to one another (Korthals Altes 1992; Roodbol-Mekkes, Van der Valk, and Korthals Altes
2012). The analysis of changes in a planning doctrine therefore involves more than one dimension.

Originally, the idea of doctrinal change was largely inspired by Kuhn’s (1962) ideas on paradigm
shift in the development of science. Consequently, it was thought that alternative planning doctrines
are incommensurable and that change would have to occur through a revolution and not through a
step-by-step transition (Alexander and Faludi 1990). Inspired by Lakatos (1974), a theory emerged
that a planning doctrine had to have an unchangeable common core (Alexander 1993), which – in
the planning perspective – was the principle of spatial organization. The only way that this core
could be replaced by another was by a revolutionary change of doctrine (Faludi and Van der Valk
1994, 245).

This idea has been contested by juxtaposing a model of evolutionary change against a model of
revolutionary change (Korthals Altes 1992, 1995). Doctrinal development can move through various
patterns whereby revolutionary change is not inevitable (Faludi 1999). Moreover, planning is not a
science and even planners are claiming less and less ‘that planning is primarily a scientific enterprise’
(Throgmorton 1996, 53) in which they ‘should act like a scientific planner’ (Throgmorton 1996, 53).
So, the dynamics of science may differ from the dynamics of planning doctrine. Planning is not a
quest for truth in which a complex set of interrelated theories is used to explain certain phenomena.

Faludi and Van der Valk have been further inspired by military doctrine as ‘a social process invol-
ving clashes between notions of warfare and the groups which hold them’ (1994, 7). An important
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difference, though, is that military doctrines are official and formally adopted (De Goede and De
Weger 2008), and are therefore rules that are in force. The Netherlands Defence Doctrine defines
military doctrine as ‘the formal expression of military thinking, valid for a particular period of
time’ (Ministry of Defence 2013, 12). Military doctrine is officially adopted as a common frame
of reference to be

… used by all commanders in the planning and execution of military operations. This precludes the need for
extensive explanations and discussions at critical moments […]. Yet doctrine is certainly neither dogma nor a
set of rules; it must always be applied with common sense. (Ministry of Defence 2013, 12)

Military doctrine works not only within the hierarchical structure of a state and its army, but also in
the emerging practice of joint and multinational operations. ‘Unité de doctrine’ (Ministry of Defence
2013, 12) ensures unity of opinion. So doctrine is a formal way of framing military operations.

The idea of a common frame of reference may fit in with what a planning doctrine does. How-
ever, just as planning is not a scientific activity, neither is it a military activity in which, for
example, a planning authority aims to reclaim urban and regional landscapes from the disorderly
powers of societal and economic development. A military doctrine functions within a context of
command and control and is even formulated on that very basis (Ministry of Defence 2012). This
does not apply to a planning doctrine. Players in a planning context cannot be positioned in a
single hierarchical tree of command and control. On the basis of Argyris and Schön’s (1981) dis-
tinction between ‘espoused theories’ and ‘theories in use’ and the distinction between ‘espoused
plans’ and ‘plans in use’ (Faludi and Van der Valk 1994, 241), a military doctrine can be con-
sidered an espoused doctrine that becomes a doctrine in use through mechanisms of command
and control (compare Faludi and Korthals Altes 1994). Authorities adopt such doctrines as
they find it more efficient to steer a hierarchical organization in a volatile context by doctrine
than by specific commands.

A planning doctrine is, just like amilitary doctrine, common frame of reference that promotes swift
decision-making and an understanding of decisions taken by others and thus promotes joint action. In
a way, doctrines are an alternative to strategic plans, which ‘serve as a guideline and source of infor-
mation for subsequent decision-making’ (Mastop and Faludi 1997, 821). Such an investment in future
decision-making (see also Coenen 1998; Korthals Altes 2006) may relate to the coordination of action
by many players (Faludi 2000). In contrast with military doctrine and formal strategic plans, a plan-
ning doctrine is a doctrine in use as evidenced, at least, by the doctrines that have been analysed in
planning literature such as those in Cardiff (Coop and Thomas 2007), the Czech Republic (Maier
1998), Denmark (Vangnby and Jensen 2002), Israel (Shachar 1998; Hershkowitz 2010), the Nether-
lands (Faludi and Van der Valk 1994; Roodbol-Mekkes, Van der Valk, and Korthals Altes 2012), Que-
bec (Boisvert 2010), Serbia (Nedović-Budić, Djordjević, and Dabović 2011) and Sweden (Persson
2013; Petersson-Forsberg 2014). Just as a plan in use ‘is not the plan as written on paper, but a plan
that is reconstructed each and every time decision-makers and their critics refer to it’ (Faludi and
Van der Valk 1994, 412), a planning doctrine can be revealed in practice but not adopted by a planning
authority. However, an understanding within the planning community may be codified in plans or
regulations. A principle of spatial organization can be promoted by a formal plan. Planning principles
may be codified in planning law, but this raises the question as to what happens to a planning doctrine
if this formal position is changed. If, for example, the Dutch planning authorities decide to do away
with their Green Heart policy, would that be the end of the Green Heart?

3. The Green Heart as a national land-use category

There are three stages of development in the Green Heart in terms of planning regulation. The dis-
tinction between stage 1 (a strategic planning concept) and stage 2 (linked to land-use regulation) is
based on Faludi and Van der Valk (1994) and Van der Valk and Faludi (1997). Stage 3 is the novel
situation in which the link to land-use regulation is broken.
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3.1. Green Heart stage 1: a strategic planning concept

The concept of the Green Heart was presented in the report by the Working Commission for the
Western Netherlands in 1956 and became a central strategic planning spearhead in the principle
of spatial organization in the Dutch planning doctrine (Van der Valk 1991; Faludi and Van der
Valk 1994; Van der Valk and Faludi 1997). The central position of such a ‘green’ metaphor fitted
in with a more general movement in which strategic planning evolved as a ‘quest for open space
… out of discontent with spatial development’ (Van der Heiden 1989, 38). Originally, this metaphor
of a ‘beating heart’ that brings life to the surrounding cities, although embraced by the relevant policy
documents, was not operationalized in the form of land-use regulations (Zonneveld 2007). However,
‘Dutch national spatial planning policy operates in fairly subtle ways’ (Zonneveld 2007, 665). The
provinces were the ‘lynchpin’ (Faludi and Van der Valk 1994) in these policies.

As there was consensus between the national planning authority and the provinces about the
importance of retaining the Green Heart, judicial measures to compel the provinces to prevent
urban sprawl into the area were not required. It was however necessary to provide an alternative
for suburban growth. This took the form of growth centres in the 1970s, which were generally located
on the outside of the Randstad, whereas the Green Heart was located in the inside. The step from a
growth-centre policy to a compact-city policy made no impact on the Green Heart, it merely redir-
ected the urban sprawl from new towns to existing built-up areas, or their immediate surroundings.

It was in this period that Faludi (1985) put forward the idea that the success of Dutch planning
was attributable to the planning doctrine around the concept of a Green Heart, as a ‘substitute’
(Faludi 1987, 132) for formal planning. So, ideas were a substitute for rules.

3.2. Green Heart stage 2: linked to local land-use regulation

The position of the Green Heart changed in 1990, when the Dutch government decided to draw a
‘firm’ (Van der Valk and Faludi 1997, 62) demarcation line around it. At this moment, the Green
Heart was no longer a ‘strategic concept’, but was ‘fixed in space’ (Faludi 2000, 316), which was cri-
ticized as the last bulwark of an old way of thinking (Van der Cammen 1991), endorsed by ‘drawing
lines of defence’ (Zonneveld 2007, 667).

The legal definition of the Green Heart, as suggested by the government in 1990, was part of a so-
called key planning decision (planologische kernbeslissing) in the Fourth Report Extra, which was dis-
cussed by both Chambers of Parliament and came into force after its publication in 1994 (Korthals
Altes 1995). This key planning decision defined the boundaries of the Green Heart and indicated that
it would be subject to a ‘restrictive policy’, which basically meant that urban land use would be cur-
tailed. It further indicated that the restrictive policy would be more stringently enforced in the Green
Heart than elsewhere.

The provinces of Zuid-Holland, Noord-Holland and Utrecht were asked to adopt a ‘contour pol-
icy’ (Healey 2004, 53). The key planning decision indicated that they were supposed to adapt, prior to
March 1995, a revised regional plan to define an ‘outermost building boundary’ (uiterste bebouwings-
contour VROM 1993, 55) for every built-up area, that is, every town, village and hamlet (see Figure
2). This ‘contour’ had to take account of the capacity of existing local land-use plans. So, no urban
extension in the Green Heart was operationalized that greenfield development beyond the current
plans was not allowed. Although the minister initially wanted no greenfield development at all, he
soon learned that, given the generous planning compensation legislation in the Netherlands
(Hobma 2010), this would be unaffordable. Some specific provisions were created for greenhouse
development, which (except for the Boskoop tree-nursery complex) would no longer be allowed
in the Green Heart (see also Korthals Altes and Van Rij 2013).

Accordingly, the Green Heart policy entailed a twofold definition of land-use regimes: first, the
Green Heart as a bigger area including existing centres, and secondly, the contours around these
centres, which defined the ultimate reach of open land take in the Green Heart.
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One of the issues was the enforcement of plans. The national planning inspectorate concluded
that enforcement was inadequate in many local authorities in the Green Heart of Zuid-Holland,
for example, the enforcement of the spontaneous reuse of a former agricultural stable for an
urban function. These practices were often legalized in a new plan (VROM 2006).

The Fourth Report Extra also marked the start of the politicization of the Green Heart. One of the
main Dutch parties (VVD, centre-right) proposed a motion (TK 1991b), which was subsequently
rejected (TK 1991a), against the precise demarcation of the boundaries of the Green Heart and voted
later against the key planning decision, because of the stringent urban concentration policies, claiming
that they were ‘too rigid and too imperious’ (TK 1992, 5994). Consequently, the Green Heart became
part of the political debate – which was not the case when it was a strategic planning concept.

The political discussion hinged upon a more stringent or a decentralized Green Heart policy. Both
happened. At the start, steps were taken to carve the contours in stone in a draft Fifth National Policy
Document (National Spatial Planning Agency 2001). The minister proposed a regime which strait-
jacketed provinces into formulating contours, which could not be changed without ministerial con-
sent. The contour principle became ‘one of the most fiercely debated issues in spatial planning’
(Zonneveld 2007, 670). In 2002, there was a change of government in the Netherlands and a
VVD minister took office. This resulted in a more relaxed policy in which contours ceased to be
a matter of national policy and the Green Heart was designated as a national landscape (VROM,
LNV, VenW, and EZ 2004). This designation meant that development was allowed, provided the
core landscape qualities were conserved or strengthened. Furthermore, building capacity would
not be sanctioned if it exceeded the internal demand in the area. In practice, however, the provinces
in the Green Heart all continued with their contour policies.

In this stage, the attempt to protect the Green Heart using rules did not last as setting stringent
rules came hand-in-hand with opposition to these rules. At provincial level, rules have been estab-
lished to protect the Green Heart and the idea of a Green Heart was part of national policies.

Figure 2. Current ‘contours’ in the province of Utrecht (Provincie Utrecht 2013).
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3.3. Green Heart stage 3: no Green Heart in the planning policies of Zuid-Holland

In October 2010, a Cabinet took office which was soon presented by the parties on the left ‘as the
most right-wing government the Netherlands had seen since the Second World War’ (Buijs, Mattijs-
sen, and Arts 2014, 679). The incoming VVD minister presented a draft Structural Vision on Infra-
structure and Spatial Development (MI&M 2011) to Parliament in which she indicated that planning
would confine itself to a strict selection of priorities. The Green Heart was not one of them. The
Green Heart was consequently scrapped as a national strategic planning concept. This did not
change after a new, much more centrally positioned coalition Cabinet took over, and the same min-
ister was made responsible for planning in 2012 (MI&M 2012). In contrast to the past (as analysed by
De Montis 2014) landscape protection ceased to be a matter for national planning. This new
coalition government did, however, declare that sustainable urban development was a matter of
national importance (MI&M 2012) and amended the Spatial Planning Decree (Section 3.1.6. para-
graph 2) in such a way that any local land-use plan to enable a new urban development had to, first,
show that the proposed urban development met an actual regional need; secondly, explain how far
this need could be met within the existing urban areas in the region and, thirdly, describe how the
need for urban development was being met by locations that were accessible by multiple modes of
transport if it could not be accommodated in the existing urban area of the region.

Recent case law shows that such a description is not just a formal requirement, that is, you can tick
the box if the authority provides a document called a ‘description of regional need’ (compare Beunen,
van der Knaap, and Biesbroek 2009), but the content must be sound. If the number of dwellings pro-
posed for a region exceeds the regional population forecasts, a court may nullify the plan (Raad van
State 2015). It should be noted that Dutch plans are not drafted for an indefinite period, but with a
10-year horizon. Developments due to take place in more than 10 years’ time must wait for the next
revision of the local land-use plan. So, the regional need must be imminent and not for a distant
future.

Another step was taken by the province of Zuid-Holland, the province with the largest share of
the Green Heart. Based on the idea that the minister had not decentralized the Green Heart policy by
defining strict national interests (see also Roodbol-Mekkes and van den Brink 2015), but had actually
deregulated it, Zuid-Holland abolished the Green Heart at provincial level. It also abolished the con-
tour policy by enacting an ordinance and structural vision at a meeting of the Provincial Council on 9
July 2014 (Provincie Zuid-Holland 2014a). So, although a Green Heart policy still exists in the pro-
vinces of Utrecht and Noord-Holland, it has ‘disappeared’ in Zuid-Holland. This is hardly conducive
to a concerted approach to the Green Heart.

However, the end of the Green Heart as a policy does not necessarily imply a ‘Green Heart attack’
(as formulated by Faludi and Van der Valk 1994, 248) for the province. It merely implies that a
location inside or outside the Green Heart will not influence a feasibility study for a development.
The province still pursues a general urban containment policy, which is certainly important as
the quality of green areas is at risk in Zuid-Holland. It has introduced three categories of protection
for rural areas and specified three kinds of development that may affect them (see Table 1), viz., Cat-
egory 1, areas of exceptional quality; Category 2, areas with specific values and Category 3, rural
areas. An amendment to assign the entire Green Heart to Category 1 failed to win sufficient support
in the Provincial Council. One councillor stated that although she supported the protection of the
Green Heart, her party was opposed to the amendment as it would not only protect the Green
Heart, but also effectively lock it up for all development (Provincie Zuid-Holland 2014a).

Table 1. Action framework for spatial quality (Provincie Zuid-Holland 2014c).

Category 3 Rural area Category 2 Specific values Category 1 Exceptional quality

Fits into place Yes Needs approval Needs approval
Adjustment Needs approval Needs approval No
Transformation Needs approval No No
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The province also distinguishes three kinds of developments (Provincie Zuid-Holland 2014b, Sec-
tion 2.2.1; 2014c): new developments that fit into the nature and scale of the area; new developments
that do not fit into the nature and scale of the area, but which deliver a quality of place that is at least
equal (with adjustment) through careful positioning of the developments and, if necessary, compen-
satory place-making measures; and new developments that do not fit into the nature and scale of the
area, but which are (as transformations) only allowed if the quality of place is guaranteed by an inte-
grated design, which also takes account of phasing in space and time and, if necessary, extra place-
making measures.

For all measures there is a ‘quality card’ which, as part of the structural vision, describes the cur-
rent qualities of the area and indicates the kind of developments that fit into the respective frame of
reference.

The implications of this Action Framework for spatial quality (Table 1) cannot be adequately
assessed without considering the changing role of the province in Dutch spatial planning (Van Straa-
len, van den Brink, and van Tatenhove 2016). Changes that the Dutch government made to the law
on physical planning in 2008 were expected to have a major impact on the operational practices of
the provinces (Needham 2005; Evers 2015). In the past, all local land-use plans had to be approved by
the Provincial Executive on the basis of regional plans and other decisions by the Provincial Council.
This power was abolished, which means that municipal land-use plans now come into force without
provincial approval, and provinces are empowered to formulate legally binding guidelines in a plan-
ning ordinance, which must be adhered to by local authorities. Provinces must develop a strategic
non-binding vision and they can oblige local authorities to change their land-use plans and even
make a land-use plan themselves to accommodate provincial interests. In practice, however, pro-
vinces have managed to retain a reactive position towards major urban development by, for example,
using prohibitions based on exceptions (Evers 2015). Apparently, the planning culture – or the plan-
ning principles which were used in the planning doctrine – was stronger than the determination of
the legislator to change the relationships. The Action Framework for Spatial Quality is a case in point
that illustrates the durable nature of these planning principles, that is, all major development needs
approval by the Provincial Executive. Moreover, if transformations exceed three hectares, this
approval can only be granted after consulting the Provincial Council. This need for approval is
based on the use of complex criteria such as ‘scale of the area’ and ‘quality of place’, which, in the
case of transformations, must be guaranteed by ‘integrated design’. The underlying idea is that a
transformation will result in a new sense of place which needs to be designed carefully. This
might give rise to the idea that areas for which a good design is available get priority over other
areas. Alternatively, it may provide discretionary leeway to argue that a new design does not fit. It
may also play a role in selecting a new location for development. The quality of place-making
may become more important than the current quality of place.

The province also states in the vision that it aims to accommodate low-density high-end housing
in a green setting, which almost by definition, does not fit in with existing urban areas. The Green
Heart might be a prime location for this.

The Green Heart, as a whole, is not an area of exceptional quality and it has, according to the
province, no specific value. So parts of the Green Heart (not all, because many areas are of excep-
tional quality or do have specific values) enjoy the same protection as any other rural area. In practice
this protection may be even less than areas outside the Green Heart; locations inside the Green
Heart, between various cities, are more likely to have multi-modal connections than locations out-
side. One good example is the Category 3 area between the city of Alphen aan den Rijn and Amster-
dam Schiphol Airport, which is well connected by frequent high-quality public transport (Figure 3).
Under the new rules, this could serve as an extension area if a regional need emerges that cannot be
accommodated in current urban areas.

In Zuid-Holland there are no rules anymore that protected the Green Heart. The Green Heart is,
however, still an idea that may have an impact on provincial council debates on transformations of
green areas, but there are no specific legal proceedings in place.
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4. Discussion and conclusion

There is no quick fix for the challenge of long-term landscape protection. Even the Green Heart, one
of the most powerful metaphors in planning thought, does not have an enduring position in official
landscape policy.

The Green Heart is no longer part of national and provincial planning policy in the province of
Zuid-Holland, the province with the largest share of the Green Heart. This marks a third stage in the
development of the Green Heart. In the first stage, the Green Heart served as a frame of reference
which explained the success of Dutch planning, despite the absence of formal policy. In the second
stage, government authorities started taking steps to impose a specific form on the Green Heart. This
resulted in disagreements. In the first stage, it was possible to simultaneously support the idea of the
Green Heart and development at the edge of a city close to the Green Heart. In the second stage, this
was no longer feasible as strict demarcation boundaries resulted in more polarized positions. In the
short term, this meant that certain developments could be presented clearly as a breach of Green
Heart policies and could be stopped by exercising legal powers. The polarization, however, turned
the Green Heart into a party political matter and made it sensitive to political change. The third
stage was marked by a political outcome, which enabled the abolition of this policy, which was con-
sidered too stringent.

This step from the second to the third stage is relevant in relation to debates on the impor-
tance of zoning for landscape protection in regional plans. According to a recent survey by Gur-
rutxaga et al. (2015), European experts and Spanish researchers have much more confidence
than Spanish practitioners in the use of zoning at regional level to protect landscape quality.
Half of these practitioners believe that it is more appropriate to have a combination of local
zoning and ‘certain regulations, without zoning’ (Gurrutxaga et al. 2015, 825) at regional
level. The Dutch experience shows that these practitioners might be right and the European
experts and Spanish landscape researchers might be wrong. A combination of local zoning
with more malleable regulations at regional level may be more capable of stopping unwanted
development on the one hand, and of securing long-term political support on the other.

Figure 3. Protected landscape categories (non-shaded areas are Category 3) North of Alphen aan den Rijn (Provincie Zuid-Holland
2014c) and high-quality public transport connections through the Green Heart (Provincie Zuid-Holland 2015).
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Rules can be changed but they need authorities that are willing and able to enforce them. So,
rules need to be supported to be effective. The idea of a binding zoning obligation at regional
level fits into a ‘Mediterranean approach’ (Kang and Korthals Altes 2015, 237) to planning
which is criticized by Janin Rivolin (2008) as a conformance-based approach without sufficient
emphasis on public accountability. In such a Mediterranean approach ‘ … the responsiveness of
local planners towards local needs and demands is constrained by binding higher-level plans
and in which non-conforming development may become prevalent to meet these needs and
demands outside the planning system’ (Kang and Korthals Altes 2015, 237). After all ‘ … it is
crucial that a level of flexibility be inserted in local plans so that carefully articulated aims
[…] can be met together within each city’s unique socio-ecological context’ (Ives and Kelly
2015, 11). Flexible land-use planning practices are often recommended which involve ‘periodic
re-examinations of policies in terms of land supply’ (Siedentop, Fina, and Krehl 2016, 73). In
the Dutch context, regulating the Green Heart did not result in a lot of informal development
(although some non-conforming urban uses of former agricultural buildings did not face enfor-
cement), but in the abolition of the Green Heart as leading principle of spatial organization.

The abolition of the Green Heart as a national planning concept has had an impact on the plan-
ning in the province of Zuid-Holland where the Green Heart as an area of special significance has
also been abolished. Based on the criteria of the new ordinance, certain locations in the Green Heart
appear to be set for urban development. They have no more protection than any other sites outside a
built-up area. Locations inside a ring of cities have better multi-modal connections than locations on
the outside.

The question remains whether urban development will get its way. The planning doctrine may be
stronger than spatial policy, and council members may be critical of the quality of the ‘integrated
design’ presented for this area and turn it down. After all, a planning doctrine is not a military doc-
trine that operates in a context of command and control. A planning doctrine is a set of guiding and
durable ideas that serve as a frame of reference for the planning community. It still may work as a
frame, even if it is not adopted formally. This even holds for the member of the Provincial Executive
responsible for planning, who chairs the Steering Committee for the Green Heart National Land-
scape and who endorsed the importance of the Green Heart (Bom-Lemstra 2015), although land-
scape protection is only one of the important challenges for the area (Pieterse et al. 2015). Plans
for transformation in the Green Heart still need provincial approval and the province can use its dis-
cretionary powers to ensure that the quality of the plans fit in with the quality of the landscape. Cur-
rent developments are giving a relatively positive account of the development of the Green Heart
(Berkers 2015).

The case study of the Green Heart not only shows that durable landscape protection is based on
rules and regulations that stop pending development and can be regulated locally, but that it is also
necessary for the quality of such an area to be accepted and for people to be willing to rethink and
reconceptualize the policy. A planning doctrine that is open to doctrinal development may help
with this. Landscape protection at strategic level might be better safeguarded if new majorities
have the space to search for new interpretations of a principle of spatial organization in a way
that allows them to support it, instead of interpretations being fixed by stringent rules at a strategic
level, which may result in alienation between landscape protection and political majorities over
time.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.

ORCID

Willem K. Korthals Altes http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2745-0007

INTERNATIONAL PLANNING STUDIES 11

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2745-0007


References

Alexander, E. R. 1993. “The Concept of Planning Doctrine.” In Dutch Strategic Planning in International Perspective,
edited by A. Faludi, 23–30. Amsterdam: SISWO.

Alexander, E. R., and A. Faludi. 1990. Planning Doctrine: Its Uses and Implications. Amsterdam: Universiteit van
Amsterdam.

Argyris, C., and D. A. Schön. 1981. Theory in Practice: Increasing Professional Effectiveness. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass.

Berkers, R. 2015. Groene Hart Monitor 2014 [Green Heart Monitor 2014]. Utrecht: Stuurgroep Nationaal Landschap
Groene Hart. Accessed 27 November 2015. http://stuurgroepgroenehart.nl/downloads/@298290/groene-hart-
monitor/.

Beunen, R., W. G. M. van der Knaap, and G. R. Biesbroek. 2009. “Implementation and Integration of EU
Environmental Directives.” Experiences from the Netherlands. Environmental Policy and Governance 19 (1): 57–69.

Boisvert, A. 2010. “Étude comparative des pratiques d’aménagement du territoire aux Pays-Bas et au Québec
[Comparative Study of the Practices of Terrotorial Planning in the Netherlands and Québec].” PhD thesis,
Radboud Universiteit, Nijmegen. http://repository.ubn.kun.nl/bitstream/2066/83171/1/83171.pdf.

Bom-Lemstra, A. 2015.Waar kunnen wij meerwaarde bieden [Where CanWe Offer Added Value]. Utrecht: Stuurgroep
Nationaal Landschap Groene Hart. Accessed 1 April 2016. http://stuurgroepgroenehart.nl/nieuws/@302810/waar-
wij-meerwaarde/.

Buijs, A., T. Mattijssen, and B. Arts. 2014. ““The Man, the Administration and the Counter-Discourse”: An Analysis of
the Sudden Turn in Dutch Nature Conservation Policy.” Land Use Policy 38: 676–684.

Burke, G. L. 1966. Greenheart Metropolis: Planning the Western Netherlands. London: Macmillan.
Cadieux, K. V., L. E. Taylor, and M. F. Bunce. 2013. “Landscape Ideology in the Greater Golden Horseshoe Greenbelt

Plan: Negotiating Material Landscapes and Abstract Ideals in the City’s Countryside.” Journal of Rural Studies 32:
307–319.

Coenen, F. H. J. M. 1998. “Participation in Strategic Green Planning in the Netherlands.” In Participation and the
Quality of Environmental Decision Making, edited by F. H. J. M. Coenen, D. Huitema, and L. J. O’Toole, Jr.,
129–148. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Coop, S., and H. Thomas. 2007. “Planning Doctrine as an Element in Planning History: The Case of Cardiff.” Planning
Perspectives 22: 167–193.

De Goede, P. M., and M. J. De Weger. 2008. Over Doctrines [On Doctrines]. Breda: Faculty of Military Sciences,
Netherlands Defence Academy.

De Montis, A. 2014. “Impacts of the European Landscape Convention on National Planning Systems: A Comparative
Investigation of six Case Studies.” Landscape and Urban Planning 124: 53–65.

Duineveld, M., K. Van Assche, and R. Beunen. 2013. “Making Things Irreversible. Object Stabilization in Urban
Planning and Design.” Geoforum 46: 16–24.

Evers, D. 2015. “Formal Institutional Change and Informal Institutional Persistence: The Case of Dutch Provinces
Implementing the Spatial Planning Act.” Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy 33 (2): 428–444.

Faludi, A. 1985. “A Decision-Centred View of Environmental Planning.” Landscape Planning 12 (3): 239–256.
Faludi, A. 1987. A Decision-Centred View of Environmental Planning. Oxford: Pergamon Press.
Faludi, A. 1996. “Framing with Images.” Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design 23 (1): 93–108.
Faludi, A. 1999. “Patterns of Doctrinal Development.” Journal of Planning Education and Research 18 (4): 333–344.
Faludi, A. 2000. “The Performance of Spatial Planning.” Planning Practice and Research 15 (4): 299–318.
Faludi, A., and W. Korthals Altes. 1994. “Evaluating Communicative Planning: A Revised Design for Performance

Research.” European Planning Studies 2 (4): 403–418.
Faludi, A., and A. Van der Valk. 1994. Rule and Order, Dutch Planning Doctrine in the Twentieth Century. Dordrecht:

Kluwer Academic Publishers.
Gailing, L., and H. Kilper. 2009. “Shaping Cultural Landscapes Through Regional Governance.” In Guiding Principles

for Spatial Development in Germany, 1–11. Berlin Heidelberg: Springer.
Gailing, L., and M. Leibenath. 2015. “The Social Construction of Landscapes: Two Theoretical Lenses and Their

Empirical Applications.” Landscape Research 40 (2): 123–138.
Gurrutxaga, M., J. Marull, E. Domene, and J. Urrea. 2015. “Assessing the Integration of Landscape Connectivity into

Comprehensive Spatial Planning in Spain.” Landscape Research 40 (7): 817–833.
Hall, P. 1988, first edition 1966. The World Cities. London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson.
Healey, P. 2004. “The Treatment of Space and Place in the New Strategic Spatial Planning in Europe.” International

Journal of Urban and Regional Research 28 (1): 45–67.
Healey, P. 2007. Urban Complexity and Spatial Strategies: Towards a Relational Planning for our Times. London:

Routledge.
Hershkowitz, A. 2010. “Ideological Shifts and Doctrine Changes in National Level Planning in Israel.” Town Planning

Review 81 (3): 261–281.

12 W. K. KORTHALS ALTES

http://stuurgroepgroenehart.nl/downloads/@298290/groene-hart-monitor/
http://stuurgroepgroenehart.nl/downloads/@298290/groene-hart-monitor/
http://repository.ubn.kun.nl/bitstream/2066/83171/1/83171.pdf
http://stuurgroepgroenehart.nl/nieuws/@302810/waar-wij-meerwaarde/
http://stuurgroepgroenehart.nl/nieuws/@302810/waar-wij-meerwaarde/


Hobma, F. 2010. “The Netherlands.” In Takings International: A Comparative Perspective on Land Use Regulations and
Compensation Rights, edited by R. Alterman, 343–364. Chicago, IL: American Bar Associoation.

Ives, C. D. and A. H. Kelly. 2015. “The Coexistence of Amenity and Biodiversity in Urban Landscapes.” Landscape
Research 1–15. doi:10.1080/01426397.2015.1081161.

Janin Rivolin, U. 2008. “Conforming and Performing Planning Systems in Europe: An Unbearable Cohabitation.”
Planning Practice and Research 23 (2): 167–186.

Kang, V., and W. K. Korthals Altes. 2015. “Public Accountability in Planning for New Housing Areas.” Proceedings of
the Institution of Civil Engineers – Municipal Engineer 168 (4): 235–243.

Kühn, M. 2003. “Greenbelt and Green Heart: Separating and Integrating Landscapes in European City Regions.”
Landscape and Urban Planning 64 (1–2): 19–27.

Koomen, E., J. Dekkers, and T. Van Dijk. 2008. “Open-space Preservation in the Netherlands: Planning, Practice and
Prospects.” Land Use Policy 25 (3): 361–377.

Korthals Altes, W. K. 1992. “How do Planning Doctrines Function in a Changing Environment.” Planning Theory 7–8:
110–115.

Korthals Altes, W. K. 1995. De Nederlandse planningdoctrine in het fin de siecle: voorbereiding en doorwerking van de
Vierde nota over de ruimtelijke ordening (extra) [Dutch planning doctrine in the fin de siècle: Preparation and per-
formance of the Fourth report on physical planning (Extra)]. Assen: Van Gorcum.

Korthals Altes, W. K. 2006. “Stagnation in Housing Production: Another Success in the Dutch ‘planner’s paradise’?”
Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design 33 (1): 97–114.

Korthals Altes, W. K., and E. Van Rij. 2013. “Planning the Horticultural Sector: Managing Greenhouse Sprawl in the
Netherlands.” Land Use Policy 31: 486–497.

Kuhn, T. S. 1962. “The Structure of Scientific Revolutions.” In International Encyclopedia of Unified Science, edited by
O. Neurath, R. Carnap, and C. Morris, Vol. 2 (2), 1–172. Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.

Lakatos, I. 1974. “History of Science and its Rational Reconstruction.” In The Interaction Between Science and
Philisophy, edited by Y. Elkana, 195–241. Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Humanities Press.

Lola Landscape Architects. 2008. Verrommeling in Zuid-Holland: Studie naar verrommeling en de kansen voor een gro-
ener en grootser Zuid-Holland [Cluttering in Zuid-Holland: A Study on Cluttering and Chances for a Greener and
More Splendid Zuid-Holland]. Rotterdam. Accessed 1 April 2016. http://www.lolaweb.nl/files/VZH_publication.
pdf.

Maier, K. 1998. “Czech Planning in Transition: Assets and Deficiencies.” International Planning Studies 3 (3): 351–365.
Manshanden, W., A. Bouman-Eijs, O. Koops, N. Fischer, M. Chahim, and E. Rietveld. 2014. De Top 20 van Europese

grootstedelijke regio’s 1995-2012; Randstad Holland in internationaal perspectief [The Top 20 of European
Metropolitan Regions 1995–2012; Randstad Holland in International Perspective]. TNO. Accessed 20 February
2015. http://www.metropoolregioamsterdam.nl/file1386.pdf.

Mastop, H., and A. Faludi. 1997. “Evaluation of Strategic Plans: The Performance Principle.” Environment and
Planning B: Planning and Design 24 (6): 815–832.

MI&M. 2011. Ontwerp Structuurvisie Infrastructuur en Ruimte [Draft Structural Vision Infrastructure and Spatial
Development]. The Hague: Ministerie van Infrastructuur en Milieu. Accessed 17 November 2015. https://www.
rijksoverheid.nl/binaries/rijksoverheid/documenten/rapporten/2011/06/14/ontwerpstructuurvisie-infrastructuur-
en-ruimte/ontwerp-structuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte-5.pdf.

MI&M. 2012. Structuurvisie Infrastructuur en Ruimte [Structural Vision Infrastructure and Spatial Development]. The
Hague: Ministry for Infrastructure and the Environment. Accessed 17 November 2015. http://www.rijksoverheid.
nl/bestanden/documenten-en-publicaties/rapporten/2012/03/13/structuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte/
structuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte-4.pdf.

Ministry of Defence. 2012. Joint Doctrine Publication 5: Command and Control. The Hague. Accessed 11 February
2015. http://www.defensie.nl/binaries/defensie/documenten/publicaties/2012/03/16/joint-doctrine-publication-5-
command-and-control-en/Joint+Doctrine+Publication+5+Command+and+Control+EN.pdf.

Ministry of Defence. 2013.Netherlands Defence Doctrine. The Hague. Accessed 11 February 2015. http://www.defensie.
nl/binaries/defensie/documenten/publicaties/2013/11/20/defence-doctrine-en/defensie-doctrine_en.pdf.

Morrison, N. 2010. “A Green Belt Under Pressure: The Case of Cambridge, England.” Planning Practice & Research 25
(2): 157–181.

National Spatial Planning Agency. 2001. Summary: Making Space, Sharing Space – Fifth National Policy Document on
Spatial Planning 2000/2020. The Hague: Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment.

Nedović-Budić, Z., D. Djordjević, and T. Dabović. 2011. “The Mornings After… Serbian Spatial Planning Legislation
in Context.” European Planning Studies 19 (3): 429–455.

Needham, B. 2005. “The New Dutch Spatial Planning Act: Continuity and Change in the way in Which the Dutch
Regulate the Practice of Spatial Planning.” Planning Practice and Research 20 (3): 327–340.

Persson, C. 2013. “Deliberation or Doctrine? Land use and Spatial Planning for Sustainable Development in Sweden.”
Land Use Policy 34: 301–313.

Petersson-Forsberg, L. 2014. “Swedish Spatial Planning: A Blunt Instrument for the Protection of Outdoor
Recreation.” Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism 5–6: 37–47.

INTERNATIONAL PLANNING STUDIES 13

https://doi.org/10.1080/01426397.2015.1081161.
http://www.lolaweb.nl/files/VZH_publication.pdf
http://www.lolaweb.nl/files/VZH_publication.pdf
http://www.metropoolregioamsterdam.nl/file1386.pdf
https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/binaries/rijksoverheid/documenten/rapporten/2011/06/14/ontwerpstructuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte/ontwerp-structuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte-5.pdf
https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/binaries/rijksoverheid/documenten/rapporten/2011/06/14/ontwerpstructuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte/ontwerp-structuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte-5.pdf
https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/binaries/rijksoverheid/documenten/rapporten/2011/06/14/ontwerpstructuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte/ontwerp-structuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte-5.pdf
http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/bestanden/documenten-en-publicaties/rapporten/2012/03/13/structuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte/structuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte-4.pdf
http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/bestanden/documenten-en-publicaties/rapporten/2012/03/13/structuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte/structuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte-4.pdf
http://www.rijksoverheid.nl/bestanden/documenten-en-publicaties/rapporten/2012/03/13/structuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte/structuurvisie-infrastructuur-en-ruimte-4.pdf
http://www.defensie.nl/binaries/defensie/documenten/publicaties/2012/03/16/joint-doctrine-publication-5-command-and-control-en/Joint+Doctrine+Publication+5+Command+and+Control+EN.pdf
http://www.defensie.nl/binaries/defensie/documenten/publicaties/2012/03/16/joint-doctrine-publication-5-command-and-control-en/Joint+Doctrine+Publication+5+Command+and+Control+EN.pdf
http://www.defensie.nl/binaries/defensie/documenten/publicaties/2013/11/20/defence-doctrine-en/defensie-doctrine_en.pdf
http://www.defensie.nl/binaries/defensie/documenten/publicaties/2013/11/20/defence-doctrine-en/defensie-doctrine_en.pdf


Pieterse, N., L. Van den Broek, L. Pols, and H. Huitzing. 2015. Het Groene Hart in beeld: Een uniek veengebied midden
in de Randstad [Picturing the Green Heart: A Unique Peat Area in the Centre of the Randstad]. Den Haag:
Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving. Accessed 30 November 2015. http://www.pbl.nl/publicaties/het-groene-hart-
in-beeld

Provincie Utrecht. 2013. Rode contouren (stedelijk- en landelijkgebied) [Red Contours (Urban and Rural Areas)].
Utrecht. Accessed 1 February 2015. https://webkaart.provincie-utrecht.nl/viewer/app/Webkaart?bookmark=
8ad0a09c477c72f60147ce5d0c1f002b-.

Provincie Zuid-Holland. 2014a. Notulen van Provinciale Staten Vergadering 9 juli 2014 [Minutes of the Provincial
Council July 9th 2014]. Den Haag. Accessed 30 November 2015. https://staten.zuid-holland.nl/migratie/
Provinciale_Staten/2014/Agenda_PS_17_september_2014/Verslag_vorige_vergadering_en/Provinciale_Staten_
van_25_juni_en_9_juli_2014/Notulen_PS_9_juli_2014.org.

Provincie Zuid-Holland. 2014b. Verordening ruimte 2014 [Byelaw on Territorial Development 2014]. Den Haag.
Accessed 30 November 2014. http://www.zuid-holland.nl/publish/pages/10938/verordeningruimte2014geconso
lideerdinclherzdetailhandelps4maart2014.pdf.

Provincie Zuid-Holland. 2014c. Visie Ruimte en Mobiliteit [Vision on Territorial Development and Transport]. The
Hague. Accessed 30 November 2015. http://www.ruimtelijkeplannenzuidholland.nl/VRM.

Provincie Zuid-Holland. 2015. Route Alphen-Schiphol. The Hague. Accessed 30 November 2015. http://www.zuid-
holland.nl/onderwerpen/verkeer-vervoer/openbaar-vervoer/r-net/r-net-buslijn-alphen/.

Roodbol-Mekkes, P. H., and A. van den Brink. 2015. “Rescaling Spatial Planning: Spatial Planning Reforms in
Denmark, England, and the Netherlands.” Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy 33 (1): 184–198.

Roodbol-Mekkes, P. H., A. J. J. Van der Valk, and W. K. Korthals Altes. 2012. “The Netherlands Spatial Planning
Doctrine in Disarray in the 21st Century.” Environment and Planning A 44 (2): 377–395.

RVS (Raad van State). 2015. Projectplan Waterwet Inrichting IJsseldelta-Zuid (Reevediep) [Project Plan Water Act
Layout IJsseldelta-South (Reevediep)], Raad van State, 11/02/2015. Accessed 18 February 2015. http://deeplink.
rechtspraak.nl/uitspraak?id=ECLI:NL:RVS:2015:345.

Shachar, A. 1998. “Reshaping the Map of Israel: A New National Planning Doctrine.” The ANNALS of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science 555 (1): 209–218.

Siedentop, S., S. Fina, and A. Krehl. 2016. “Greenbelts in Germany’s Regional Plans – An Effective Growth
Management Policy?” Landscape and Urban Planning 145: 71–82.

Throgmorton, J. A. 1996. Planning as Persuasive Storytelling: The Rhetorical Construction of Chicago’s Electric Future.
Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.

TK. 1991a. Handelingen Tweede Kamer, 38ste vergadering Dinsdag 17 december 1991 [Minutes Second Chamber of
Parliament]. Accessed 17 November 2015. http://resolver3.kb.nl/resolve?urn=sgd%3Ampeg21%3A19911992%
3A0000896.

TK. 1991b. Motie van het lid [Motion of MP] Te Veldhuis, 21879, nr. 21, Tweede Kamer, Den Haag. accessed 17
November 2015. http://resolver3.kb.nl/resolve?urn=sgd%3Ampeg21%3A19911992%3A0003356.

TK. 1992. Handelingen Tweede Kamer, 94ste vergadering, donderdag 25 juni 1992 [Minutes Second Chamber of
Parliament]. Den Haag. Accessed 17 November 2015. http://resolver3.kb.nl/resolve?urn=sgd%3Ampeg21%
3A19911992%3A0000953.

Van der Cammen, H. 1991. “De stad, het land en de Vierde nota Extra [The City, the Countryside and the Fourth
Report Extra].” Stedebouw & Volkshuisvesting 72 (1): 4–9.

Van der Heiden, N. 1989. “The Quest for Open Space and the Origins of Dutch Spatial Planning.” Built Environment
15 (1): 28–39.

Van der Molen, P. 2015. “Property and Administration: Comparative Observations on Property Rights and Spatial
Planning With Some Cases from the Netherlands.” Administration & Society 47 (2): 171–196.

Van der Valk, A. 1991. “Randstad-Green Heart Metropolis: Invention, Reception and Impact of a National Principle of
Spatial Organization.” Built Environment 17 (1): 23–33.

Van der Valk, A. 2002. “The Dutch Planning Experience.” Landscape and Urban Planning 58 (2–4): 201–210.
Van der Valk, A., and A. Faludi. 1997. “The Green Heart and the Dynamics of Doctrine.” Netherlands Journal of

Housing and the Built Environment 12: 57–75.
Van der Valk, A., and T. Van Dijk. 2009. “Rethinking Open Space Planning in Metropolitan Areas.” In Regional

Planning for Open Space, edited by A. Van der Valk, and T. Van Dijk, 1–20. London: Routledge.
Van der Wusten, H., and A. Faludi. 1992. “The Randstad: Playground for Physical Planners.” In The Randstad: A

Research and Policy Laboratory, edited by F. Dieleman and S. Musterd, 17–38. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic
Publishers.

Van Rij, E. 2008. Improving Institutions for Green Landscapes in Metropolitan Areas. Delft: IOS Press.
Van Rij, E., and W. K. Korthals Altes. 2008. “The Merits of Outmoded Planning Instruments for Improving

Metropolitan Green Areas: The Midden-Delfland Approach.” Planning Theory & Practice 9 (3): 345–362.
Van Straalen, F. M., and W. K. Korthals Altes. 2014. “Compulsory Purchase for Biodiversity Conservation in the

Netherlands.” Land Use Policy 38: 223–232.

14 W. K. KORTHALS ALTES

http://www.pbl.nl/publicaties/het-groene-hart-in-beeld
http://www.pbl.nl/publicaties/het-groene-hart-in-beeld
https://webkaart.provincie-utrecht.nl/viewer/app/Webkaart?bookmark=8ad0a09c477c72f60147ce5d0c1f002b-
https://webkaart.provincie-utrecht.nl/viewer/app/Webkaart?bookmark=8ad0a09c477c72f60147ce5d0c1f002b-
https://staten.zuid-holland.nl/migratie/Provinciale_Staten/2014/Agenda_PS_17_september_2014/Verslag_vorige_vergadering_en/Provinciale_Staten_van_25_juni_en_9_juli_2014/Notulen_PS_9_juli_2014.org
https://staten.zuid-holland.nl/migratie/Provinciale_Staten/2014/Agenda_PS_17_september_2014/Verslag_vorige_vergadering_en/Provinciale_Staten_van_25_juni_en_9_juli_2014/Notulen_PS_9_juli_2014.org
https://staten.zuid-holland.nl/migratie/Provinciale_Staten/2014/Agenda_PS_17_september_2014/Verslag_vorige_vergadering_en/Provinciale_Staten_van_25_juni_en_9_juli_2014/Notulen_PS_9_juli_2014.org
http://www.zuid-holland.nl/publish/pages/10938/verordeningruimte2014geconsolideerdinclherzdetailhandelps4maart2014.pdf
http://www.zuid-holland.nl/publish/pages/10938/verordeningruimte2014geconsolideerdinclherzdetailhandelps4maart2014.pdf
http://www.ruimtelijkeplannenzuidholland.nl/VRM
http://www.zuid-holland.nl/onderwerpen/verkeer-vervoer/openbaar-vervoer/r-net/r-net-buslijn-alphen/
http://www.zuid-holland.nl/onderwerpen/verkeer-vervoer/openbaar-vervoer/r-net/r-net-buslijn-alphen/
http://deeplink.rechtspraak.nl/uitspraak?id=ECLI:NL:RVS:2015:345
http://deeplink.rechtspraak.nl/uitspraak?id=ECLI:NL:RVS:2015:345
http://resolver3.kb.nl/resolve?urn=sgd%3Ampeg21%3A19911992%3A0000896
http://resolver3.kb.nl/resolve?urn=sgd%3Ampeg21%3A19911992%3A0000896
http://resolver3.kb.nl/resolve?urn=sgd%3Ampeg21%3A19911992%3A0003356
http://resolver3.kb.nl/resolve?urn=sgd%3Ampeg21%3A19911992%3A0000953
http://resolver3.kb.nl/resolve?urn=sgd%3Ampeg21%3A19911992%3A0000953


Van Straalen, F. M., A. van den Brink, and J. van Tatenhove. 2016. “Integration and Decentralization: The Evolution of
Dutch Regional Land Policy.” International Planning Studies 21 (2): 148–163.

Vangnby, B., and O. B. Jensen. 2002. “From Slum Clearance to Urban Policy: Discourses and Doctrines in Danish
Inner City Redevelopment.” Housing Theory and Society 19 (1): 3–13.

Veeneklaas, F. R., J. L. M. Donders, and I. E. Salverda. 2006. Verrommeling in Nederland (With English Summary:
Landscape Cluttering in the Netherlands). Wageningen: Statutory Research Tasks Unit for Nature and the
Environment. Accessed 18 February 2015. http://library.wur.nl/way/bestanden/clc/1810749.pdf.

VROM, LNV, VenW, and EZ. 2004. Nota Ruimte: Ruimte voor Ontwikkeling [Report on Territorial Development]. Den
Haag: Ministerie van Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke Ordening en Milieubeheer.

VROM. 1993. Vierde nota over de ruimtelijke ordening Extra Deel 4: Planologische Kernbeslissing Nationaal Ruimtelijk
Beleid (tekst zoals deze luidt na goedkeuring door de Tweede en Eerste Kamer) [Fourth Report on Spatial Planning
Extra as Has Been Approved By Parliament]. Den Haag: Ministerie van Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke Ordening en
Milieubeheer.

VROM. 2006. Bestemmingsplannen Groene Hart: Beschermende werking in de praktijk [Local Land Use Plans in the
Green Heart: Protective Performance in Practice]. The Hague: Ministerie van VROM. Accessed 27 November
2015. https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/kst-29435-163-b2.pdf.

Wagtendonk, A. J., and J. E. Vermaat. 2014. “Visual Perception of Cluttering in Landscapes: Developing a low
Resolution GIS-Evaluation Method.” Landscape and Urban Planning 124: 85–92.

Zonneveld, W. 2007. “A sea of Houses: Preserving Open Space in an Urbanised Country.” Journal of Environmental
Planning and Management 50 (5): 657–675.

INTERNATIONAL PLANNING STUDIES 15

http://library.wur.nl/way/bestanden/clc/1810749.pdf
https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/kst-29435-163-b2.pdf

	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	2. The Green Heart and Dutch planning doctrine
	3. The Green Heart as a national land-use category
	3.1. Green Heart stage 1: a strategic planning concept
	3.2. Green Heart stage 2: linked to local land-use regulation
	3.3. Green Heart stage 3: no Green Heart in the planning policies of Zuid-Holland

	4. Discussion and conclusion
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References

