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Abstract
One of the questions when undertaking comparative research into local politics
and processes of collective organization is what frame should be used. In recent
decades, many scholars have opted for the urban regime. There is however much
debate about the usefulness of this concept for comparative purposes, with the
urban regime accused of being theoretically both too narrow as well as too gene-
ral. In three Dutch case studies, researchers have sought a middle way by applying
the urban regime’s four building blocks (agenda, coalition, resources, and scheme
of cooperation) as a heuristic framework. The results show that this approach has
several advantages, especially for comparative purposes, as it provides a clear
oversight as to which agendas dominate where and when, and how certain coa-
litions, resources, and schemes of cooperation align. These benefits however
require close attention to certain points: researchers should interpret the building
blocks consistently and try to avoid overlap and repetition between them.
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Introduction

Should urban regime analysis be buried “with honors” (Sapotichne, Jones, and
Wolfe 2007, p. 99), has it already had its “academic funeral” (Lambelet 2017,
p. 3), or does it still possess an unchallenged leading position in the field of
urban politics (McGovern 2020, p. 1012)? Since Stone’s (1989) pioneering
work on Atlanta, many scholars have used and discussed the urban regime
concept. Especially, regarding its use beyond the post-war US context, the
concept has led to discussions about its usefulness. When compared to the
concept of governance, the urban regime seems less flexible and therefore
less suited for comparative work (Mossberger 2009). However, the urban
regime is credited for being much more developed—or arguably less underde-
veloped—than the governance concept. “If urban regime analysis is under-
theorized because of its dependence on specific cases and the American
context … the idea of governance is even more so, because it can be so
many things” (Mossberger 2009, 48). In this article, a heuristic framework,
derived from the urban regime literature, is central to addressing these prob-
lems. This framework focuses on the four urban regime building blocks of
agenda, governing coalition, resources, and scheme of cooperation (Stone
2005a) and therefore takes a middle position between a strict interpretation
of the urban regime concept and the more general notion of (urban) governance.
This framework has been applied in several Dutch case studies.

The central and leading question in this article is: Can a heuristic use of the
urban regime building blocks, as used in several Dutch case studies, enhance
our knowledge of local collective organization? By collective organization,
I mean the formal and informal arrangements that enable cooperation
between different governing and non-governing actors to solve societal prob-
lems (Mossberger and Stoker 2001; Stoker and Mossberger 1994). In this
article, I first explain how the framework relates to different interpretations
of the urban regime and urban governance concepts, and what its possible
advantages are. The development of both concepts is briefly described. The
second part of the article focuses on the Dutch cases.

Looking Back at Urban Regime Development:
The Strict and the Open Interpretations

The debate about the use and value of the urban regime concept began with
the work of Clarence Stone and his study of local politics in Atlanta (Stone
1989). As such, the theoretical model of what an urban regime requires, espe-
cially initially, strongly relates to his Atlanta case.1 After the publication of
Stone’s Atlanta research, some scholars started to discuss certain characteris-
tics of this study that are less common in other (mainly non-US) cities, in
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particular focusing on the role of the private sector and business. This diver-
gence from the original interpretation led to a discussion in the literature about
what an urban regime is. The first and central question in this debate concerns
the characteristics that constitute an urban regime. In this discussion, a dis-
tinction can be made between a strict prescriptive and a more open descriptive
interpretation. The strict approach stays close to the characteristics of Stone’s
Atlanta research, while the open interpretation makes the concept more
abstract, reflecting several of Stone’s later publications about the urban
regime concept. I consider Mossberger and Stoker’s characteristics of an
urban regime, presented in their 2001 article, and those of Stone as seen in
some of his later work, as good representations of these two interpretations
(see Table 1).

There are other scholars who present their own lists of urban regime
characteristics, such as Davies (2003, 256), Holman (2007, 50), John
(2001, 50–52), and Sellers (2002, 291) who all lean towards a strict interpre-
tation.2 The main feature that these scholars have in common, and what char-
acterizes this line of thought, is that they hold the participation of the private
sector, mainly business, as an essential characteristic of an urban regime. In
the open interpretation, such participation is optional and mainly depends
on the content of the agenda.

A second question in the debate is therefore whether business participation
is essential to an urban regime. In Stone’s assessment of the Atlanta urban
regime, a group of top businessmen functioned as an important regime
partner. Several, if not most, scholars adopting Stone’s concept have

Table 1. The Strict and Open Interpretations of the Urban Regime.

The Strict Interpretation (taken from
Mossberger and Stoker 2001, 829)

The Open Interpretation (from Stone
2005a, 329; see also: Stone 2001, 21)

• Partners drawn from government and
nongovernmental sources, requiring
but not limited to business
participation

• Collaboration based on social
production—the need to bring
together fragmented resources for the
power to accomplish tasks

• An identifiable policy agenda that can
be related to the composition of the
participants in the coalition

• A longstanding pattern of cooperation
rather than a temporarily coalition.

• An agenda to address a distinct set of
problems

• A governing coalition formed around
the agenda, typically including both
governmental and nongovernmental
members

• Resources for the pursuit of the agenda,
brought to bear by members of the
governing coalition

• A scheme of cooperation through
which the members of the governing
coalition align their contribution to the
task of governing.
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looked for a similar private-sector role in (mainly US) local governments,
and they have often found one. Several of these local coalitions have there-
fore been labeled as some form of the urban regime (Van Ostaaijen 2010). A
consequence of this is that several scholars began to argue that business par-
ticipation is not merely a possible component (or outcome) of an urban
regime analysis but an integral part of the concept itself (Mossberger and
Stoker 2001, 829). Their main argument is that, without business participa-
tion, the concept loses its uniqueness and becomes too broad, potentially
indistinguishable from the idea of networks or urban governance
(Mossberger and Stoker 2001, 832, 825). Others, however, argue that
such a close connection to urban governance is necessary to make the
concept more internationally applicable (e.g., Pierre 2005, 448). Stone
came to take a more open approach and, especially in his later work,
seems to revert to viewing the agenda as the most influential determinant
of the content of a coalition: “It is a mistake, however, to think of urban
regimes as composed of a fixed body of actors, taking on an ever-changing
agenda. Instead the question is about who needs to be mobilized in order to
take on a given problem effectively … Neither business nor any other group
is necessarily a required member of the governing coalition” (Stone 2005a,
313–314).

A third question that has led to the discussion in the urban regime debate
concerns an urban regime’s durability. Most authors agree that without some
durability there is no regime, or at best an emerging regime or a failed regime
(Mossberger and Stoker 2001, 830). In this discussion, it is again possible to
distinguish between strict and open interpretations. Mossberger and Stoker
(2001, 815) for instance criticize Sites (1997), who describes regime
change under three consecutive New York mayors, for confusing temporary
strategic policy shifts with regime change. Nevertheless, both they and other
authors have not been overly forthcoming over the time frame necessary to
identify a governing coalition as an urban regime. John and Cole (1998,
399) conclude that an urban regime develops over “several decades” and,
even then, it is not always clear whether it can really be labeled as an
urban regime (see also: Lambelet 2017, 19). Austin and McCaffrey (2002)
do not label the partnerships they identify as urban regimes, even though
they mainly discuss partnerships running for 20–50 years. In contrast, there
are plenty of articles that describe urban governments that functioned for
only a brief period, maybe a few years or a single legislative period (four
or six years), and label these as urban regimes. For Stone, the time frame
did not seem that relevant. He saw the power of a regime as involving its
capacity to determine priorities in a direction-setting agenda. This implies
that the basis of an urban regime lies in its competence to implement an
agenda, not in its duration.
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The Popularity of the Urban Regime Concept

When looking at the practical application of the urban regime concept, the
first publications addressing urban regimes that appear after Regime
Politics describe urban developments in the United States. Rather than deep-
ening theory on the concept, these articles often demonstrate practical uses of
it (e.g., Bennett 1993; Harding 1994). This practical applicability in urban
research increased the popularity of the concept. The urban regime quickly
became not only a “dominant paradigm” for urban research (Davies 2002,
1) but also a popular tool and a “familiar and popular phrase” (Stoker
1995, 62). In 2005, Pierre noted that “The dominant analytical framework
of urban political research in the United States for the past two decades has
been urban regime theory” (Pierre 2005, 449). Recently, McGovern contin-
ued to assert that regime theory still occupies an unchallenged leading posi-
tion in the field of urban politics (McGovern 2020, 1012).

The empirical application of the urban regime concept cannot be viewed in
isolation from the theoretical discussion. The strict interpretation of the
concept has undoubtedly influenced the empirical application. For several
scholars working with the concept, urban regime analysis has meant compar-
ing, either explicitly or implicitly, governing coalitions in a specific place at a
certain time with a specific and strict interpretation of an urban regime:
Stone’s Atlanta regime. The conclusion in most of the subsequent publica-
tions is that the examined case does not exactly conform with this ideal
urban regime type, sometimes leading to proposed changes to the original
type or to proposals for new urban regime (sub-)types. Since the turn of
century, scholars have proposed at least thirty urban regime variations,3

and the number is still growing (e.g., Lambelet 2017). Some of these cases
only remotely resemble the Atlanta situation. For instance, the regime in
Bristol (UK) described by DiGaetano and Klemanski (1993) is characterized
by a lack of business participation, and no strong consensus among the part-
ners, but is still labeled as an urban regime. Some scholars have reservations
about this. Orr and Stoker (1994), for instance, are concerned that the concept
will be used to describe all sorts of urban processes. They argue that misuse of
the concept should be prevented by providing a firmer theoretical base, i.e.,
the list of characteristics in Table 1 (see also Mossberger and Stoker 2001;
Stoker 1995; Stoker and Mossberger 1994).

In recent decades, relatively new challenges such as those related to glob-
alization, immigration, the emergence of the post-industrial city, climate
change, and the environment have emerged and found their way into urban
research (Da Cruz, Rode and McQuarrie 2019; Pierre 2014, 876). These chal-
lenges have often led to or demanded different urban governing constellations
than those seen in the “Atlanta regime.” It might be that the growing number
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of dissimilarities between “modern” cities and the constellation and context of
the Atlanta urban regime is part of the reason why the number of articles
addressing the urban regime concept and its application is slowly decreasing
(Figure 1). At the same time, there are articles that make one aware of ele-
ments or perspectives that have been somewhat neglected in urban regime
analysis, such as the role of race and culture (McGovern 2020; Morel
2018), the role of crises (Keiser 2015; Nickels, Clark and Wood 2020), and
the inclusion of the larger public/working class (Camou 2014). For some,
these additions mean that the urban regime concept still has a lot to offer in
urban research. For others, it leads to the conclusion that the concept is some-
what outdated and that other concepts may be better when studying local pro-
cesses of collective organization.

The Rise of Urban Governance as a Conceptual
Alternative

With the developments in the urban regime concept, questions emerge as to
whether other concepts are perhaps more fruitful for urban research. In the
decade following Regime Politics, there were, for instance, comparisons
with growth coalitions (Harding 1994) and regulation theory (Lauria 1997),
and, more recently, with, for example, American political development
(Rast 2015). It is however urban governance that is particularly seen as a

Figure 1. The number of publications including “urban regime” in journals
addressing urban or local affairs.
The following journals were included in the search: Urban Affairs Review/Urban Affairs Quarterly
(UAR), Journal of Urban Affairs (JUA), International Journal of Urban and Regional Research (IJURR),
European Urban and Regional Studies (EURS), Local Government Studies (LGS), and Urban Research
and Practice (URP).
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competing concept. The term urban governance has become increasingly
popular and widely used in research (Figure 2). At their core, however,
both concepts seem similar.

It is hard to provide a universal definition of urban governance. First, this is
because the concept of governance has developed in multiple disciplines such
as economics, international relations, and politics. As Hendriks (2014, 555)
observed, governance “has all the characteristics of a container concept. It
contains a lot, and it is hard to tell where it exactly begins and ends.” This
leads to the risk that the concept is being used to cover all sorts of practices,
something that is also visible in the development of the urban regime.
Sometimes, an urban regime is stripped of any theoretical baggage and
regarded as something every city has. In this way, it becomes a synonym
for any urban coalition or government, hindering a better understanding of
the concept (e.g., Painter 1997, 130). Nevertheless, as with the urban
regime concept, there are some basic assumptions accepted by most scholars:
That governance refers to the “more or less institutionalized … working
arrangements that shape productive and corrective capacity in dealing with
—urban—issues by multiple (non)governmental parties” (Hendriks 2014,
555–556). Similarly, “Urban governance theory simply asks who controls
the resources that are critical to governing and to what extent they can
sustain collective action” (Pierre 2014, 867).

Figure 2. The number of publications including “urban governance” in journals
addressing urban or local affairs.
The following journals were included in the search: Urban Affairs Review/Urban Affairs
Quarterly (UAR), Journal of Urban Affairs (JUA), International Journal of Urban and Regional
Research (IJURR), European Urban and Regional Studies (EURS), Local Government Studies
(LGS), and Urban Research and Practice (URP).
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The core of urban governance is thus quite similar to that of the urban
regime. Pierre (2014, 875) notes that “Urban regime theory and urban gover-
nance theory address the complex issue of urban collective action in the
absence of formal authority, or with such authority as one of the collaborating
partners rather than the locus of power and leadership over the collaboration”.
A similar observation is made by Mossberger (2009, 48): “Governance, as a
more general concept, clearly shares many of the defining characteristics of
urban regime analysis such as governing arrangements that include actors
beyond the formal institutions of government, and the need to mobilize
resources to achieve the capacity to act. As with regime analysis, power is
fragmented and policy-making does not rest solely with the state”.
Especially when referring to the urban regime’s “iron law”—that, in order
for a governing coalition to be viable, it must be able to mobilize resources
commensurate with its main policy agenda—there is clear overlap with
urban governance (Lambelet 2017, 5).

Other similarities between the two concepts are the role of political entre-
preneurship and that power shows itself in results, not in formal authority
(Pierre 2014, 874). What Stone calls his social production model of power,
and “power to,” is in essence also the core of urban governance. The concepts
of urban regime and urban governance thus build on similar assumptions.
Both the strict and open understandings of the urban regime are interpreta-
tions of these assumptions. The requirements attached to the strict interpreta-
tion, following the Atlanta case description in Stone’s Regime Politics, can be
seen as the most concrete “textbook case of urban governance” (Mossberger
2009; Pierre 2014, 867). The open interpretation falls between the two. This is
visualized in Figure 3, based on Lambelet’s (2017, 5) “ladder of abstraction.”

The Urban Regime Framework

The heuristic Urban Regime Framework that is central in the analysis of the
Dutch cases is grounded in the open interpretation of the urban regime
concept (see Table 1 and Figure 3). At the core of this framework are the
four urban regime building blocks: Agenda, coalition, resources, and scheme
of cooperation (the latter is sometimes also referred to as “mode of alignment”).

The first block, the agenda, is “the set of challenges which policy makers
accord priority” (Stone 2005b, 1). However, agendas do not emerge or
become a priority spontaneously. Agendas need to be supported by actors
to gain priority: “agendas … undergo adjustment as conditions change. But
the direction of the adjustment is influenced by the particulars of the
network, who composes it, and the concerns they embody” (Stone 2005a,
319–320). The agenda, as it were, is the magnet or the cement that holds
the governing coalition together despite internal differences, especially at
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the beginning when trust among the coalition actors is still being built. The
governing coalition implements the agenda. With the various actors
working together and learning more about each other, trust develops to rein-
force the coalition. The governing coalition can be seen as “the group of
actors who come together, in many instances unofficially and tacitly, for
the purpose of setting a locality-wide agenda and giving it priority standing
(that is, they provide “guiding and steering”)” (Stone 2004, 3). The coalition
then brings in resources to implement the agenda. These resources can be tan-
gible, such as money or materials, or intangible, such as knowledge or status
(Stoker 1995, 65; Stone 1993, 11). The scheme of cooperation is the way in
which the coalition’s actors interact with each other (e.g., Stone 2005a, 329).
In Atlanta, this was through behind-the-scenes negotiation.

The four building blocks interrelate: When an agenda emerges and a coa-
lition forms around that agenda (sometimes partly creating the agenda itself in
the process), the actors in the coalition will possess and use sufficient
resources to implement the agenda. By analyzing local government in
terms of these four building blocks, it is possible to gain greater insight
into how changes in local government take place. For example, if a city expe-
rienced a school reform as a failure, it could, by assessing the city’s circum-
stances in terms of the building blocks of the model, maybe conclude that the
city lacked resources for the school reform, that the agenda did not become a

Figure 3. From the abstract to the concrete: The relationship between Urban
Governance and the different interpretations of the urban regime (following from
Table 1).
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priority, or that a scheme for cooperation between the necessary actors was
never established (based on an example in Stone 2005a, 331).

The building blocks can thus be used as a framework to look at processes
of collective organization. That framework is open, meaning there are no
fixed positions on how the contents of the four elements should look.
Rather, the value of the framework is in the analysis and its outcome.
Table 2 shows how this framework can be visualized and lists the questions
that should be answered in this form of urban regime analysis.

What the Dutch cases have in common is that they use this framework
explicitly. The researchers have structured their case descriptions and analy-
ses into different time frames and, for each time frame, they describe the four
building blocks separately and try to answer the questions posed in Table 2.
Afterward, they discuss whether their case of collective organization followed
the general notion (iron law) of the urban regime concept, that is, whether the
governing coalition was able to mobilize resources commensurate with its
main policy agenda.

Table 2. The Urban Regime Framework and the Main Questions for Regime
Analysis.

The four
building
blocks

Agenda Governing
Coalition

Resources Scheme of
Cooperation

An agenda to
address a
distinct set
of problems

A governing
coalition
formed
around the
agenda

Resources for the
pursuit of the
agenda, brought
to bear by
members of the
governing
coalition

A scheme of
cooperation
through which
the members of
the governing
coalition align
their
contributions
with the task of
governing

Questions
for
analysis

What is the
agenda?
Were there
competing
agendas?
How
appealing
were they?
How did the
agenda
develop?

Who is behind
the agenda?
Why were
the coalition
partners
attracted to
the agenda?
How did the
coalition
develop?

What resources
are available to
implement the
agenda?
Does the need
for resources
and their
mobilization
change over
time?

How does the
coalition align?
How do personal
motives/attitudes
and (in)formal
meetings
contribute to
this? Does the
alignment change
over time?
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Application of the Urban Regime Framework:
Introduction to the Cases

Introduction to Dutch Local Governance and Regional Cooperation
Practices

The Netherlands has 342 municipalities with an average population of about
50,000 inhabitants. Every Dutch municipality has a representative body, the
municipal council, elected by citizens, and a “board of mayor and aldermen,”
providing the day-to-day government of the municipality. The mayor is for-
mally appointed by the national government, but the latter will generally
follow the preference of the local council. The aldermen are directly
elected by the council. Financially, municipalities rely heavily on the national
government which is an important actor in financing local governments. This
has consequences for their need to align with business: “In Europe [compared
to the US], higher levels of fiscal support from central governments, more
comprehensive planning controls, more public ownership of municipal land
and other factors lessen the need for business involvement as a critical
factor for the ‘power to’ achieve development and support local services”
(Mossberger 2009, 47). European and Dutch municipalities have nevertheless
also increasingly looked for cooperation with other government levels, and
private or societal actors to fulfill public goals (e.g., John 2001). In particular,
regional cooperation is on the rise. The average Dutch municipality has 33
working arrangements with other municipalities. These can be in a large
range of topics, such as infrastructure, youth care, and safety (Van
Ostaaijen 2022, 158). However, unlike the municipalities, these regional
arrangements lack a directly elected governmental body. The governing
boards of these arrangements generally consist of mayors and/or aldermen
of the participating municipalities, meaning there is, at best, an indirect dem-
ocratic legitimacy for these arrangements. Of the three Dutch cases studied,
two are concerned with a form of regional government.

Introduction to the Three Dutch Case Studies

The three Dutch cases focus on processes of collective organization: the
formal and informal arrangements that enable cooperation between different
governing and non-governing actors to solve societal problems (Mossberger
and Stoker 2001; Stoker and Mossberger 1994). The studies analyze how this
collective organization took place, and whether it was beneficial. One of the
cases sought to explain a successful process of collective organization
(Rotterdam). One to explain a failed process of collective organization
(Arnhem–Nijmegen). The third case adopted a more neutral approach in

van Ostaaijen 525



looking back on how collective organization evolved in two regions witness-
ing a population decline (Hoeksche Waard and Achterhoek).

The first case deals more specifically with the implementation of a safety
policy in the city of Rotterdam (Van Ostaaijen 2010). Rotterdam is the
second-largest city in the Netherlands with roughly 600,000 inhabitants. In
2002, Rotterdam’s stable political landscape was abruptly disrupted by a
new political party “Livable Rotterdam” (LR), an anti-establishment party
that captured 34.7% of the votes in the municipal council election. This
achievement was preceded by a harsh and polarizing campaign, both from
LR, and its leader Pim Fortuyn, as well as its political adversaries. The
views of Fortuyn, especially on Islam (a backward culture) and immigration
(must be much stricter) gave fuel to his political opponents. The Labor Party,
the Christian Democratic Party, and the Liberal Party (at that moment occu-
pying 30 of the 45 municipal council seats) declared that they would not
engage with LR in the coalition negotiations after the municipal council elec-
tion to form a new board of mayor and aldermen. Nevertheless, after the elec-
tion, the latter two parties did form a political coalition with LR. After this,
several of the LR priorities, first and foremost a stricter safety policy, were
implemented. The urban regime framework was applied to study this
because the rapid changes in safety policy could not be easily explained:
how could parties so quickly cooperate after such a polarizing electoral cam-
paign and their apparent unwillingness to work with LR?

The second case deals with building homes in the Arnhem–Nijmegen met-
ropolitan region (Van Ostaaijen and Metze 2012). The metropolitan region of
Arnhem–Nijmegen includes about 700,000 inhabitants and is one of the most
urbanized regions in the Netherlands. The region possesses a form of regional
government, consisting of councilors and aldermen from the participating
municipalities. The regional government’s main tasks concern infrastructure
and housing. The Arnhem–Nijmegen region faced a major housing challenge
and, between 2005 and 2010, the municipalities and the regional government
agreed to build 26,000 dwellings. However due to various circumstances, pri-
marily the international economic crisis, it became apparent that much less
new housing was needed after 2010. The regional government, therefore,
tried to convince municipalities to reduce their building plans. Many munic-
ipalities however were not convinced they should, leading to resistance to the
plans. The urban regime framework was applied to provide lessons on why
the post-2010 agenda was much less supported than the initial agenda.

The third case deals with population decline in the Dutch regions of
Hoeksche Waard (85,000 inhabitants) and Achterhoek (300,000 inhabitants)
(Rutgers 2022; Rutgers-Zoet and Metze 2019). Even though the Dutch pop-
ulation as a whole is growing, there are several regions that face decreasing
populations. Those expectations have consequences for the ability to maintain
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all sorts of facilities, such as schools, companies, and government services. In
such regions, regional collaborative initiatives can emerge to counter, or in
most cases accommodate, these demographic trends. Such collaborations
focus on the quality of life and try to stimulate or improve the housing
market, the economy, and all sorts of facilities, from schools to recreation.
Two regions that are likely to face a decrease in population are the
Achterhoek, in the east of the country, and the Hoeksche Waard, in the
west. The urban regime framework was applied because initiating a regional
partnership seems a good way to respond to population decline. However,
achieving collective action in these regions has not proven easy since this
involves allocation issues and more often “sharing losses” rather than divid-
ing profits. The use of the regime framework therefore might provide lessons
to help future regions facing similar challenges.

Results

The three case studies share an explicit use of the regime framework (Table 2).
As such, the case descriptions are structured in distinct time frames. For each
time frame, the building blocks are described separately and answers are
sought to the questions posed in Table 2. The three cases thus independently
provide information about using the framework. This section starts with a the-
matic review of the way the urban regime building blocks are handled in the
studies and what conclusions can be drawn from that. This will be followed
by conclusions regarding regime alignment and why the cases were or were
not successful examples of collective organization. Finally, lessons are pre-
sented related to the use of the framework in future research.

Agenda

In the Regime Framework, the term “agenda” refers to the set of challenges
that policymakers prioritize. Related questions are: What is the agenda?
Were there competing agendas? How appealing were they? How did the
agenda develop? (Table 2)

The research in Rotterdam covers the period from 1998 to 2008 and
describes the emergence of a broad municipal agenda focused on safety.
This agenda connects to the feelings of citizens within society who regard
low levels of safety as the city’s main problem. For instance, in 2001,
20,000 citizens expressed their dissatisfaction in a postcard to the city govern-
ment, and representatives of sixty neighborhood organizations expressed their
concern in a petition to the city government. After the electoral success of LR
in 2002, where one-third of the population voted for the new party that
declared safety as an important priority, the safety agenda was finalized.
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The main government document emphasizing this shift in priorities is the munic-
ipal board’s 2002–2006 program in which the municipality’s safety ambitions are
presented. For example, the police were given more authority, the use of camera
supervision and preventive “stop and search” increased, more supervision was
provided in public transportation, extra controls on bars and restaurants were
installed, and the approach to dismantling marijuana factories intensified (Tops
2007; Van Ostaaijen 2010). As requested by the mayor, the police and district
attorney also provided targets for the way they intended to make Rotterdam
safer. These targets were added to the board’s program.

In the Arnhem–Nijmegen case, the initial agenda of the regional board was
to build more houses. This agenda appealed to the desires of the local munic-
ipalities, but also related to a general and broader feeling in society that the
historic Dutch problems linked to insufficient housing should finally be
solved (Cüsters 2009, 20). After 2010, although houses were still needed, the
feeling within the regional government board was that the initial goals
should be reduced. Based on scientific data and statistics regarding long-term
population and housing developments provided by national agencies, the
regional government board tried to convince municipalities to cut back on
their construction plans. However, many municipalities that were mainly focus-
ing on their short-term housing problems did not want to scale back construc-
tion. They did not think this was in line with their local needs and feared that
their citizens would also object. For many municipalities, the new regional
agenda was therefore seen as a disappointing change and one they would not
automatically adopt.

In the study on the Achterhoek and Hoeksche Waard regions, the
researcher describes how, in both areas, agendas were developed around
2010 that aimed to find ways to deal with the expected population decline
(Rutgers 2022). The agendas were formulated in a bottom-up way by local
societal groups and businesses that were increasingly worried about this
expected decline would mean for their services. The agendas start out
broad, directed at various themes such as housing, the economy, education,
infrastructure, healthcare, vitality, and livability. These led to several deci-
sions, for instance to merge schools or to determine where new housing pro-
jects should be established. Over time, the agendas narrowed and economic
challenges and perspectives became more dominant. In the Achterhoek, this
was fairly explicit, focusing on bringing more “Smart Industry” to the
region, thereby reinforcing the economy by using the newest technology.
In the Hoeksche Waard, this change was more implicit, with economic pro-
jects slowly starting to dominate the agenda. Nevertheless, the reasons for
the changes in both regions are quite similar: the participants wanted to
move away from what they saw as a negatively formulated agenda (dealing
with population decline) towards a more positive focus offering a new
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perspective in the form of a reinforced economic structure with hopefully
more employment as a consequence. In both regions, this agenda was sup-
ported by the participants although, for some coalition partners, there was
also some unease as they feared that social concerns connected to population
decline, such as the maintenance of sports and leisure facilities, would be
neglected in favor of focusing on the economy.

When comparing the agendas in the three Dutch cases, one clear similarity
is that external circumstances contributed to the formulation of the agenda.
While the economic crises can be seen as the most prominent influence in
Arnhem–Nijmegen, the other cases equally stem from a clear motivation and
necessity. In Rotterdam, the municipality reacted to the growing safety prob-
lems in the city, and in the Hoeksche Waard and Achterhoek it was population
decline that triggered activity. In the first two cases, this quickly leads to a spe-
cific and restricted agenda: the new Rotterdam coalition would mainly focus on
improving safety, the Arnhem–Nijmegen coalition on building houses. Only in
the Achterhoek and the Hoeksche Waard did the agenda initially start quite
broad, focusing on themes such as housing, the economy, education, infrastruc-
ture, healthcare, vitality, and livability. The agendas nevertheless narrowed
over time, aiming more at economic challenges and perspectives.

Governing Coalition

In the Regime Framework, the governing coalition refers to the coalition
formed around the agenda. Related questions are: Who is behind the
agenda? Why were the coalition partners attracted to the agenda? How did
the coalition develop? (Table 2)

Looking at the Rotterdam governing coalition, the safety agenda was sup-
ported by two important changes in its composition. Until 2001, the Labor
Party was the dominant party in Rotterdam. Since the Second World War,
it had always been the largest political party in both the municipal council
as well as on the board of mayor and aldermen. The first change to this
Labor Party dominance was the arrival of a new mayor from the Liberal
Party in 2001 that, soon after his start, promoted a more coordinated approach
towards safety problems. He, however, received no support from the Labor
Party-dominated municipal council and board and, as Dutch mayors are
appointed by national government and are not directly elected, he lacked
the electoral legitimacy to impose his agenda. Subsequently, the electoral
victory of LR in 2002 was an important milestone as LR replaced the
Labor Party as Rotterdam’s largest political party. Now the mayoral efforts
to improve safety aligned with a political party that had a strong electoral
mandate that was broadly seen as giving a strong sense of urgency to
solving the city’s safety problems. After this election, the Christian
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Democratic Party and the Liberal Party joined LR in a political coalition with
a majority in the municipal council that supported a more fierce safety policy.
This also meant that the aldermen composing the municipal board now came
from these three parties and not from the Labor Party anymore. The police and
the district attorney then saw extra support and money made available for
what was their core task and agreed to work closely with the new coalition.
When Fortuyn was murdered in May 2002, this shocked the new governing
coalition, especially LR party members. However, at that moment, the new
agenda was finalized and the coalition with the mayor as a central actor
was functioning. Fortuyn already decided earlier not to be part of the local
governing coalition himself as he wanted to devote most of his time to his
national political ambitions. This ensured that his passing, even though
very shocking for all participants, had no direct consequences for the compo-
sition of the coalition.

In Arnhem–Nijmegen, the regional government board took the lead in formu-
lating the house-building agenda prior to 2010 as well as the moderated construc-
tion agenda after 2010. The coalition further included the municipalities in the
region: their boards of mayors and aldermen, the municipal councils, and civil
servants that facilitated all sorts of private partners including construction compa-
nies. Not all municipalities were initially enthusiastic with what they sometimes
saw as top-down interference in their own tasks but, in general, they enjoyed
working on this agenda that clearly connected to wishes in society.
Contractors and building constructors were enthusiastic to join the coalition as
its agenda fitted their aims well. After 2010, the various coalition partners
were less enthusiastic about connecting to the new agenda with reduced construc-
tion as promoted by the regional governing board. Most municipalities wanted to
keep to their original construction plans and tried to convince the regional gov-
erning board that their municipality should be an exception to the general need to
cut construction. This distancing from the agenda and from the regional govern-
ing board caused increasing tensions within the governing coalition.

The governing bodies in both regions facing population decline comprised
local governments, entrepreneurs, and societal organizations. These coalitions
started informally: people that knew each other agreed to work more closely.
They expressed the view that they could not deal with the challenges of pop-
ulation decline alone. Over time, the composition of the coalitions changed.
There are some differences between the regions but, in general, local govern-
ment participation increased and business participation slightly decreased.
This took place in parallel with the agenda focusing more on the economy.
Both regions are supported by provincial and national governments, but
these governments have remained in the background and did not directly
take part in the coalition meetings. Their financial support is valuable, but
also caused tensions regarding who in the coalition “owns” this money.
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Another issue discussed is democratic legitimacy. Especially the participants
from the municipalities asked questions regarding who was accountable for
the choices made. For instance, if the coalition decided where to merge
schools and build homes, and thus where not, how could citizens who
opposed those decisions hold the coalition accountable?

When comparing the governing coalitions in the three cases, it seems that
the successful ones, those that achieved results, were able to rely on strong
governing coalitions, meaning coalitions where the necessary actors sup-
ported the agenda. In Rotterdam, democratic legitimacy and money came
from the municipal council, while the board, in partnership with the police
and district attorney, was able to strengthen the safety policy. In the less suc-
cessful cases, such strong coalitions were missing. Apart from the fact that, in
Arnhem–Nijmegen, the agenda was less coherent and less attractive, the gov-
erning coalition was not sufficiently powerful to enforce it, mainly because an
important element of the governing coalition—the municipalities—did not
fully support it. In the regions facing population decline, the coalitions
started out quite broad, but the financial dependence on provincial and
national governments caused unease among other partners.

Resources

In the regime framework, “resources” refer to the resources available in pursu-
ing the agenda, brought to bear by members of the governing coalition. Related
questions are: What resources are available to implement the agenda? Does the
need for resources and their mobilization change over time? (Table 2).

In Rotterdam, the shift in priorities and the new governing coalition meant
that important resources could be allocated. This first and foremost meant
money: now that the political coalition supporting safety had a majority in
the municipal council, it had control over the municipal budget. More than
half of the budget for new priorities was directed towards improving safety.
This meant 100 million Euros were reallocated between 2002 and 2006.
Moreover, the coalition also possessed formal control over the bureaucratic
organization and was also able to persuade the police and district attorney
to contribute to the agenda. In that way, it not only had access to important
municipal assets, such as policymakers and civil servants responsible for
improving public order (in the Netherlands, specially trained civil servants
can fine citizens for small violations) but also to the formal competences of
the police to find and prosecute offenders and criminals.

In Arnhem–Nijmegen, the most important resources that the coalition part-
ners brought to the table were money, professionalism, and competences. In
particular, money and formal competences regarding housing construction
were important instruments for the regional government board to steer the
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participating municipalities in the desired direction. The importance of these
resources became even more apparent when, around 2010, the national gov-
ernment took some of them away. Although this was a consequence of
national political developments, and not directly linked to the Arnhem–
Nijmegen region, it nevertheless had a strong effect by weakening the
regional government board and has affected the functioning of the entire gov-
erning coalition. Many municipalities now felt less need to listen to their
regional government and instead tried to implement their own agenda. The
regional government board, therefore, had to invest in keeping the coalition
together, mainly by resorting to instruments of mutual dependence, such as
trying to stimulate a mutual understanding between municipalities and
trying to convince the municipalities that the regional agenda would
benefit all municipalities in the long run.

In the declining population regions, money was an important resource as
well. Both regions mainly needed money and the coalition partners initially
held the view that “everybody pays.” This was meant to highlight that every-
one, business, society, and government, was connected to and agreed with the
agenda. However, in both regions, the contributions from the national govern-
ment increased, in Hoeksche Waard to about 60%–70% of the total budget
and in Achterhoek to the full 100%. This also raised questions as to who
was allowed to spend that money. Further, apart from being grateful for
this funding, there were also worries that these contributions were intended
to gain national influence in the regional initiatives.

When comparing the cases, it becomes clear that resources proved essen-
tial in both the successful as well as unsuccessful coalitions. Money was
crucial as the most important resource in these forms of collective organiza-
tion, followed by knowledge and competences. Losing such resources could
strongly affect the stability of the coalition, as was shown in Arnhem–
Nijmegen. When the regional government board, the most important proponent
of the new agenda, lost important financial resources and formal competences,
this made successful resistance to the new agenda possible. It seems that a suc-
cessful governing coalition should therefore be able to provide money. In the
Netherlands, this money is often made available by government actors. In
Rotterdam—the second-largest Dutch city—the coalition was able to reshuffle
its local budget but, in the regional cases, where a one-to-one relationship with a
single municipality was absent, the dependence on provincial and national
financial resources proved more significant.

Scheme of Cooperation

In the regime framework, the scheme of cooperation refers to the way in
which the coalition’s actors interact with each other. Related questions are:
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How does the coalition align? How do personal motives/attitudes and (in)
formal meetings contribute to this? Does the alignment change over time?
(Table 2).

In Rotterdam, the scheme of cooperation provides a large part of the
answer as to why the governing coalition worked. The building of trust and
mutual accommodation were central to this process. After the election,
most politicians of the established political parties were in shock after the
large electoral victory of LR. Nevertheless, LR needed coalition partners
as, with 35% of the votes, it did not possess a majority of municipal
council seats to enable it to govern alone. LR, and its leader Fortuyn,
wanted to work with the Liberal Party and the Christian Democratic Party.
Before the elections, Fortuyn was against meetings “behind closed doors,”
but now private meetings between the party leaders led to a slow building
of trust between the three parties. In these meetings, Fortuyn showed a will-
ingness to support policy proposals from these other parties and provide them
with more seats in Rotterdam’s main governing body than they could expect
based on the electoral results. As justification, Fortuyn explained “to receive
trust, you also have to provide it”. LR’s former adversaries saw that cooperating
with LR could also benefit their own political goals. The Christian Democratic
Party for instance received support from LR regarding community-building
measures, such as stimulating citizens to take care of their own surroundings.
After this initial coalition building, other partners also backed the safety
agenda. The national government, the Labor Party (Rotterdam’s second
largest political party), the police, the district attorney, and the civil service
all generally accepted the new agenda. Motivations varied. Several political
parties and civil servants did it out of belief in democracy, accepting that if one-
third of Rotterdam’s citizens voted for this new party, its aims should be real-
ized. Others had a personal belief in or gained from this new agenda, such as the
police and the district attorney. Also, the national government included several
people supporting the local coalition, partly because of similar political alle-
giances. That is, from 2002 to 2007, the national counterparts of the local
Liberal and Christian Democratic Parties were part of the Dutch national gov-
ernment, as was Fortuyn’s national political party for a time in 2002. Equally
important was the widespread shock when Fortuyn was murdered in May
2002. This enforced a feeling of unity among the members of the coalition
that processed the shock together and were then eager to maintain “his” coali-
tion and “his” agenda. In contrast to the national coalition including Fortuyn’s
political party that, due to internal differences, fell apart in October 2002, the
similar Rotterdam coalition largely held together until the next Rotterdam elec-
tions in 2006.

The “scheme of cooperation” in Arnhem–Nijmegen shows that, prior to
2010, there was a well-functioning governing coalition. However, this to an
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extent was window dressing and in reality, there were many differences
between the municipalities within the coalition. These had to do with size
(the large municipalities against the small), and also with location. Partly
for this reason, the regional board mainly engaged in one-to-one contact
with individual municipalities and there were relatively few meetings
where all the governing partners would meet and enable a feeling of unity
to develop. Before 2010, these differences and the lack of trust did not
seem to affect cooperation, mainly because of the abundance of financial
resources and the common goal of supporting and facilitating construction.
After 2010, municipalities increasingly no longer felt bound by the regional
government and instead chose individual strategies to tackle the problems.
In the research, it was concluded that the regional government had invested
too little in establishing mutual understanding between the municipalities
that could have overcome the difficulties when the financial crisis hit.

Looking at the “scheme of cooperation” in the regions addressing popula-
tion decline—labeled as “structure” in that research—both coalitions started
as informal dynamic movements. The people involved at first were mainly
from local society and business. Further, they knew each other because
they lived close together and shared the same concerns so could identify
with each other and develop common plans to tackle the problems linked
to the expected population decline. In the Achterhoek, the partners for
instance met at “breakfast sessions” to accommodate their often-busy
agendas. In the Hoeksche Waard, several meetings took place at one of the
participants’ home, with a similar informal character. This informality was
considered a strength by most members. The sense of urgency and the
common goal also caused the participants to express a strong sense of equality
and acknowledge each other’s successes. In time, the coalition developed
more formal structures, and a governmental and bureaucratic way of
working started to dominate the coalitions’ functioning. This to some
extent removed the initial informality that appealed to several of the coalition
partners. Civil servants become more dominant through working groups and
through other bureaucratic forms of support. This led, especially amongst the
entrepreneurs, to more discontent, as they had a different view on how to deal
with problems. Several of them regretted the development of a more formal-
ized structure and started to criticize the cooperation for mainly talking and
little action.

When looking at the scheme of cooperation in the three cases, two things
stand out. First, the studies describe the bargaining process between the main
actors. In particular, informal meetings proved important in building trust
within the governing coalitions. This trust was particularly strong in
Rotterdam. Several private meetings between the leaders of the various
parties and LR leader Fortuyn’s willingness to support his former rivals’
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ambitions contributed to this. In the regions facing population decline, the
trust decreased from relatively strong when the coalition was starting and
operating informally, becoming somewhat weaker when the cooperation
became more formalized and bureaucratized, which several of the original
participants regretted. In Arnhem–Nijmegen, trust and cooperation was
clearly always rather weak: trust between the regional government and the
municipalities was never fully established and this led to internal conflicts
when the prosperous times disappeared and the economic crisis struck.

Regime Alignment

These three Dutch cases show that, in order to get things done, a viable gov-
erning coalition must be able to mobilize resources commensurate with its
main policy agenda. In all the instances where successful collective action
was delivered (Rotterdam and pre-crisis Arnhem–Nijmegen), the analysis
found a fit between the elements. In other words, the successful cases included
a governing coalition able to mobilize resources commensurate with its main
policy agenda. Conversely, in the less successful cases (post-crisis Arnhem–
Nijmegen and, to a lesser extent, the regions facing population decline) such a
fit was missing. Here, the form of regime analysis adopted was able to pin-
point the element or building block responsible for the failure. That is, by
describing all the elements individually, it was possible to determine in
which element, or combination of elements, the failure to achieve a viable
governing coalition originated.

In Rotterdam, the success was stimulated by two main events: the arrival of
a new mayor and the electoral victory of a pro-safety party in 2002. Both had
direct effects on the resources available. Although, initially, the mayor was
not able to direct the necessary financial means, the new political coalition
including LR could and, subsequently, more than 100 million Euros was
directed to this new agenda. Together with professional resources and compe-
tences provided by other coalition partners, such as the police and the district
attorney, and the development, mainly through private meetings, of trust
between the main actors, a powerful and successful governing coalition
was established from 2002 (Table 3).

The research in Arnhem–Nijmegen describes the dynamics surrounding
two agendas. One to promote building prior to 2010, and one to moderate
construction after 2010. Both agendas needed a similar governing coalition
that, apart from the regional government board, consisted of the municipali-
ties in the region: their boards of mayors and aldermen, their municipal coun-
cils, and civil servants. The most important resources that these coalition
partners brought to the table were money, professionalism, and competences.
After 2010, the coalition weakened because the regional government
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had important financial resources taken away by the national government.
Municipalities now tried to implement their own agendas rather than comply-
ing with the regional board’s new desired agenda. The regional government,
therefore, had to invest effort in keeping the coalition together, mainly by
resorting to instruments of mutual dependence. However, this proved difficult
as the differences between the municipalities became more apparent. Before
2010, these differences did not affect cooperation, mainly because of the
abundant financial resources and the common goal of facilitating construc-
tion. After 2010, these favorable circumstances diminished, and internal ten-
sions rose (Table 4).

In the Hoeksche Waard and Achterhoek regions, agendas were developed
to find ways to deal with the expected population decline. Coalition partners
started enthusiastically with a broad agenda that in time became more focused
on the economic challenges and perspectives. The governing coalition in both
regions comprised local governments, entrepreneurs, and societal organiza-
tions. These coalitions started informally: people that knew each other
agreed to work more closely together. Later, the cooperation became more
formalized. In terms of resources, both regions primarily needed money and
the coalition partners initially adhered to the view that “everybody pays.”
Over time, national contributions increased and, although this was welcomed,
it also raised questions as to who was allowed to spend that money and led to
some unease about national influence over the regional coalition. The more
formal cooperation also influenced the scheme of cooperation. The initial

Table 3. Summary of the Regime Analysis in the Rotterdam case.

Rotterdam 1998–2002 Rotterdam 2002–2006

Agenda Safety as an attention point, but
no main priority.

A Rotterdam in which everyone
feels safe. Safety as main
priority.

Coalition Main governing coalition
considers safety of
secondary importance.
Safety actors not part of the
dominant governing
coalition.

A strong (safety) governing
coalition consisting of Liveable
Rotterdam, the board of mayor
and aldermen, the mayor,
police, and district attorney.

Resources Safety actors lack important
resources, mainly electoral
legitimacy and financial
resources.

Sense of urgency and democratic
legitimacy following the
elections, added by financial and
organizational resources.

Scheme of
cooperation

Formal and informal
negotiations, trust.

Formal and informal negotiations,
trust
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informality was considered a strength by most members and the subsequent for-
malization and dominance of civil servants led to greater unease, especially in
entrepreneurs who had a different outlook on how to deal with problems and
criticized the initiative for mainly talking and little action (Table 5).

Table 4. Summary of the Regime Analysis in the Arnhem–Nijmegen case.

2005–2010 2010–2012

Agenda Building homes Building homes, but tempering
construction

Coalition Region (with provincial and
national government in the
background), municipalities,
and local/private partners

Region (with provincial and
national government in the
background), municipalities,
and local/private partners

Resources The region possesses money
and formal competences to
steer municipalities.

Due to loss of resources, the
region has to resort more to
facilitate and convince
municipalities of the new
agenda.

Scheme of
cooperation

Especially one-to-one
relationships between the
region and its municipalities.

The new and less appealing
agenda leads to criticism
toward the regional board and
several municipalities started
to focus on their own agenda.

Table 5. Summary of the Regime Analysis in the Achterhoek and Hoeksche Waard
Case.

Roughly 2009–2014 Roughly 2014–2017

Agenda A broad agenda aimed at the
housing market, the economy,
and all sorts of facilities.

An agenda with a greater focus
on the economy.

Coalition Local (and national/provincial)
governments, entrepreneurs,
and societal organizations,
with changing compositions
over time.

Local (and national/provincial)
governments, entrepreneurs,
and societal organizations,
with changing compositions
over time.

Resources Mainly money, all partners
contribute.

Mainly money, but major funds
now mainly from provincial/
national governments.

Scheme of
cooperation

Informal cooperation between
the partners.

Cooperation becomes more
formal and bureaucratic
coordination increases.
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Lessons Regarding the Application of the Urban Regime Framework

What makes a comparison between the 3 cases relatively straightforward is
that all of them have been constructed in the same way. The analyses of
each of the four building blocks is clearly separate in all the studies. By
describing all the elements individually, it is possible to determine in which
element, or combination of elements, the failure to come to a viable governing
coalition originated. Analyzing further cases in the same way, perhaps with
even more detail, could reveal that certain agendas dominate in specific
time frames or places, that certain governing coalitions fit certain agendas,
what the optimum balance is among essential resources such as money,
knowledge, and competences, and how trust plays a role in establishing suc-
cessful governing coalitions.

Nevertheless, some initial observations can be made based on the three
Dutch cases studied. In the successful cases, citizens and/or local society
played an indirect role in formulating the agenda. In Rotterdam, this was
through protest and elections. In Arnhem–Nijmegen, it was mainly the munic-
ipalities that advanced the citizens’ wishes for new construction. In the
regions facing population decline, it was initially the local society itself that
started the agenda. In all three cases, these connections led to agendas that
had a significant societal component. This is somewhat at odds with the
agendas found in many of the especially early American urban regime
studies that focused more on economic development (Mossberger 2009)
but does fit well with the more recent urban developments described earlier
in this article that also encompass a larger part of local society.

A second observation is that government actors tend to dominate the col-
lective organizational processes. In Rotterdam, this can be explained by the
fact that a safety agenda requires predominantly public rather than private
action. In the Arnhem–Nijmegen case, the most important role was also
filled by the municipalities. In the regions facing population decline, govern-
ments and their ways of working also over time started to dominate the coa-
litions. The main reasons for this seem to be money and competences. In the
Dutch governance structure, local governments receive most of their income
from the central state, and relatively little from raising their own taxes or
public–private cooperation. As such, they do not have a large financial depen-
dence on local private actors. This is a significant difference from that found
in American urban regime studies where the need to look for private resources
is greater than in Europe (Mossberger 2009). This dependance on national
government resources also explains the significant role of the national govern-
ment in the Dutch coalitions studied. Although the national government does
not take part in local coalitions directly, it does have a role in the sense that it
is an important provider of money for the local coalitions.
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A final observation relates to the “scheme of cooperation” building block.
The studies all describe the process of bargaining between the main actors,
implicitly or explicitly describing both the formal as well as informal ways
of cooperating. Informal ways of cooperation and informal meetings
proved especially important in building trust within a governing coalition.
These informal meetings generally took place away from the public eye.
The Hoeksche Waard, Achterhoek, and Arnhem–Nijmegen cases show that
if such informal meetings cease, or never really existed, the stability of a coa-
lition can weaken. However, the functioning of schemes of cooperation does
raise questions about democratic legitimacy, as demonstrated in earlier, espe-
cially American, urban regime studies as well. If the coalitions include actors
that cannot be held accountable by the public, such as through elections, as is
the case with private actors, and many of the important decisions are made
outside the public eye in informal meetings, how can citizens who are disad-
vantaged by those decisions hold the coalition accountable?

These insights provide further topics for discussion and thought. Further, the
insights certainly do not mean that there are no improvements necessary in the
framework used in the analyses. A better development of the framework as well
as the way to conceptualize and apply it in future case studies is essential. There
is also some overlap in the empirical analyses: for instance, describing the gov-
erning coalition comes close to talking about how the coalition cooperates.
Based on the framework, these two aspects should be discussed under different
building blocks. In practice and in the studies referred to, this has led to some
overlap or repetition in the texts. Second, not all researchers interpret the build-
ing blocks in the same way. For instance, in reporting the population decline
regions, the influence of the provincial government is described under both
“agenda” and “resources” (as they provide the most money) but surprisingly
not under “governing coalition” (Rutgers 2022)—something that is partly set
straight in this article. Such differences will hinder a thorough comparison of
multiple cases. On a more detailed note, in one of the studies the “scheme of
cooperation” is labeled “structure.” To improve a collective understanding, it
would be better to use the original building block labels.

Finally, relating to the central research question in this article, what the cases
together show is that, when looking for ways to analyze processes of collective
organization, there is a middle course between the broad use of the somewhat
abstract urban regime’s iron law on the one hand and its strict interpretation on
the other. The Dutch case studies show that the urban regime framework can be
applied in contexts that are very different from post-war Atlanta but still provide
insight into present-day processes of urban governance. At the very least, the
framework shows that the urban regime concept can adjust, losing its strict
interpretation but not losing the specific urban regime characteristics that set
it apart from, and make it more concrete than, concepts such as urban
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governance. This study shows that in order to compare cases and draw overall
conclusions, it is worth explicitly identifying the agenda, coalition, resources,
and scheme of cooperation of each case.

Concluding Remarks and Further Study

The aim of this article is to present an Urban Regime Framework that could be
used to enhance our knowledge of the collective organization. The heuristic
framework presented in this article fits between the strict model of urban
regime characteristics and the more general and abstract idea of the urban
regime’s iron law and notions of urban governance.

This Urban Regime Framework is made up of four central building blocks:
agenda, governing coalition, resources, and scheme of cooperation. This article
illustrates how that framework has been applied in three Dutch studies and what
its advantages are for our understanding of problems of collective organization.
However, much work remains to be done. Through a larger number of detailed
case studies it will, for instance, become possible to more structurally determine
whether governing coalitions in different times and places fundamentally differ
in terms of their agenda, the nature of the governing coalition, their use of
resources, and the way they organize cooperation.

At the same time, there are several aspects of the urban regime concept and
framework that warrant further attention in academic debate and empirical
research. Even though the four urban regime building blocks are central to
regime analysis, they still seem somewhat theoretically underdeveloped in
the urban regime literature. Here, one could benefit from the work of scholars
in other fields. For instance, the literature on agenda setting and on leadership
could increase our understanding of how, in urban regimes, agendas and coa-
litions are formed and function.

The “scheme of cooperation” building block might benefit the most from
further research. The Atlanta case study, which initiated the urban regime
debate, could well have been a unique situation given the composition of
its coalition and its agenda, certainly the distinctive way in which the
actors aligned is noteworthy. The fact that the Atlanta coalition’s scheme of
cooperation continues to function in the same way with different individuals
becoming involved also shows that “who” governs does not fully explain the
process of governing itself. Although regime analysis has the capacity to
reveal explanations, there is still much to gain from further research.
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Notes

1. The fact that Stone gives a very detailed description of the Atlanta urban regime
does not imply that the concept emerged out of thin air. Stone readily acknowl-
edged that the concept of “regimes” is based on the work of other authors, most
notably Elkin (1987).

2. Some lists fall in between such as that of Dowding (2001, p. 14). His list was
rejected by Mossberger and Stoker (2001, pp. 823–824) because inclusion of
the private sector was not essential.

3. These include: Entrepreneurial, instrumental, business-centered activist,
pro-growth—market-led, pro-growth—government-led, growth management,
progressive, symbolic, middle-class progressive, lower-class opportunity, social
reform, caretaker, organic, bureaucratic. Corporate planner, distributor, grants-
man, clientelist, radical, vendor, commercial, free-enterprise, nonregime, plural-
ist, federalist, directive, concessionary, conserving, policy, comprehensive,
social-ecological, up-scale, and local Fordist (Van Ostaaijen 2010).

References

Austin, James E., and Arthur McCaffrey. 2002. “Business Leadership Coalitions and
Public-Private Partnerships in American Cities: A Business Perspective on
Regime Theory.” Journal of Urban Affairs 24 (1): 35–54.

Bennett, Larry. 1993. “Harold Washington and the Black Urban Regime.” Urban
Affairs Quarterly 28 (3): 423–40.

Camou, Michelle. 2014. “Labor-Community Coalitions Through an Urban Regime
Lens: Institutions and Ideas in Building Power from Below.” Urban Affairs
Review 50 (5): 623–47.

Cüsters, John. 2009. Ondergaan en ondernemen: De versnelling van de woningbouw
in de Stadsregio Arnhem Nijmegen. Den Haag: Sdu uitgevers.

Da Cruz, Nuno F., Philipp Rode, and Michael McQuarrie. 2019. “New Urban
Governance: A Review of Current Themes and Future Priorities.” Journal of
Urban Affairs 41 (1): 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2018.1499416.

van Ostaaijen 541

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4086-3049
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4086-3049
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2018.1499416.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2018.1499416.


Davies, Jonathan S. 2002. “Urban Regime Theory: A Normative Empirical Critique.”
Journal of Urban Affairs 24 (1): 1–17.

Davies, Jonathan S. 2003. “Partnerships Versus Regimes: Why Regime Theory
Cannot Explain Urban Coalitions in the UK.” Journal of Urban Affairs 25 (3):
253–70.

DiGaetano, Alan, and John S. Klemanski. 1993. “Urban Regimes in Comparative
Perspective: The Politics of Urban Development in Britain.” Urban Affairs
Quarterly 29 (1): 54–83.

Dowding, Keith. 2001. “Explaining Urban Regimes.” International Journal of Urban
and Regional Research 25 (1): 7–19.

Elkin, Stephen L. 1987. City and Regime in the American Republic. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Harding, Alan. 1994. “Urban Regimes and Growth Machines Toward a
Cross-National Research Agenda.” Urban Affairs Quarterly 29 (3): 356–82.

Hendriks, Frank. 2014. “Understanding Good Urban Governance: Essentials, Shifts,
and Values.” Urban Affairs Review 50 (4): 553–76.

Holman, Nancy. 2007. “Following the Signs: Applying Urban Regime Analysis to a
UK Case Study.” Journal of Urban Affairs 29 (5): 435–53.

John, Peter. 2001. Local Governance in Western Europe. London & Thousand Oaks:
Sage Publications Ltd.

John, Peter, and Alistair Cole. 1998. “Urban Regimes and Local Governance in Britain
and France: Policy Adaption and Coordination in Leeds and Lille.” Urban Affairs
Review 33 (3): 382–404.

Keiser, Richard. 2015. “Urban Regime Change: A Silver Lining for Scandals.” Urban
Affairs Review 51 (4): 504–32.

Lambelet, Sébastien. 2017. “Filling in the Resource Gap of Urban Regime Analysis to
Make It Travel in Time and Space.” Urban Affairs Review 55 (5): 1402–32.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087417740974.

Lauria, Mickey, ed. 1997. Reconstructing Urban Regime Theory: Regulating Urban
Politics in a Global Economy. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications Ltd.

McGovern, Stephen J. 2020. “Analyzing Urban Politics: A Mobilization Governance
Framework.” Urban Affairs Review 56 (4): 1011–52.

Morel, Domingo. 2018. “Race and State in the Urban Regime.” Urban Affairs Review
54 (3): 490–523.

Mossberger, Karen. 2009. “Urban Regime Analysis.” In Theories of Urban Politics:
Second Edition, edited by Jonathan S. Davies, and David L. Imbroscio, 40–54.
London, Thousand Oaks, New Delhi & Singapore: Sage Publications Ltd.

Mossberger, Karen, and Gerry Stoker. 2001. “The Evolution of Urban Regime Theory:
The Challenge of Conceptualization.” Urban Affairs Review 36 (6): 810–35.

Nickels, Ashley E., Amanda D. Clark, and Zachary D. Wood. 2020. “How Municipal
Takeovers Reshape Urban Democracy: Comparing the Experiences of Camden,
New Jersey and Flint, Michigan.” Urban Affairs Review 56 (3): 790–822.

Orr, Marion E., and Gerry Stoker. 1994. “Urban Regimes and Leadership in Detroit.”
Urban Affairs Quarterly 30 (1): 48–73.

Painter, Joe. 1997. “Regulation, Regime and Practice in Urban Politics.” In
Reconstructing Urban Regime Theory: Regulating Urban Politics in a Global

542 Urban Affairs Review 60(2)

https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087417740974.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087417740974.


Economy, edited by Mickey Lauria, 122–43. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications
Ltd.

Pierre, Jon. 2005. “Comparative Urban Governance: Uncovering Complex
Causalities.” Urban Affairs Review 40 (4): 446–62.

Pierre, Jon. 2014. “Can Urban Regimes Travel in Time and Space? Urban Regime
Theory, Urban Governance Theory, and Comparative Urban Politics.” Urban
Affairs Review 50 (6): 864–89.

Rast, Joel. 2015. “Urban Regime Theory and the Problem of Change.” Urban Affairs
Review 51 (1): 138–49.

Rutgers-Zoet, Janneke, and Tamara Metze. 2019. “Paradox van het Pact van deWaard.
Dynamische regionale samenwerking in een krimpende Hoeksche Waard.”
Bestuurskunde 3 (28): 77–88.

Rutgers, Janneke. 2022. Van panacee tot paradox. de interne dynamiek van regionale
samenwerking in Nederlandse krimpgebieden. Zwolle: Drukkerij Zalsman.

Sapotichne, Joshua, Bryan D. Jones, and Michelle Wolfe. 2007. “Is Urban Politics a
Black Hole?” Urban Affairs Review 43 (1): 76–106. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1078087407302901.

Sellers, Jefferey M. 2002. Governing from Below: Urban Regions and the Global
Economy. Cambridge & New York: Cambridge University Press.

Sites, William. 1997. “The Limits of Urban Regime Theory: New York City under
Koch, Dinkins, and Giuliani.” Urban Affairs Review 32 (4): 536–57.

Stoker, Gerry. 1995. “Regime Theory and Urban Politics.” In Theories of Urban
Politics, edited by David Judge, Gerry Stoker, and Harold Wolman, 54–71.
London: Sage Publications Ltd.

Stoker, Gerry, and Karen Mossberger. 1994. “Urban Regime Theory in Comparative
Perspective.” Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy 12 (2):
195–212.

Stone, Clarence N. 2005b. “Now What? The Continuing Evolution of Regime
Analysis.” Unpublished paper prepared for presentation at Tilburg University,
The Netherlands, October 28. Washington: Washington Institute of Public
Policy.

Stone, Clarence N. 1989. Regime Politics: Governing Atlanta 1946-1988. Kansas:
Lawrence University Press.

Stone, Clarence N. 1993. “Urban Regimes and the Capacity to Govern: A Political
Economy Approach.” Journal of Urban Affairs 15 (1): 1–28.

Stone, Clarence N. 2001. “The Atlanta Experience reexamined: The Link Between
Agenda and Regime Change.” International Journal of Urban and Regional
Research 25 (1): 20–34.

Stone, Clarence N. 2004. “The Governance Conundrum.” Paper prepared for the
European Consortium for Political Research, Joint sessions of Workshops #25,
Policy Networks in Sub National Governance: Understanding Power Relations,
Uppsala, Sweden, April 13-18.

Stone, Clarence N. 2005a. “Looking Back to Look Forward: Reflections on Urban
Regime Analysis.” Urban Affairs Review 40 (3): 309–41.

Tops, Pieter. 2007. Regimeverandering in Rotterdam: hoe een stadsbestuur zichzelf
opnieuw uitvond. Amsterdam: Atlas.

van Ostaaijen 543

https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087407302901.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087407302901.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087407302901.


Van Ostaaijen, Julien. 2010. Aversion and Accommodation: Political Change and
Urban Regime Analysis in Dutch Local Government: Rotterdam 1998-2008.
Delft: Eburon Academic Publishers.

Van Ostaaijen, Julien. 2022. Lokale democratie doorgelicht: Het functioneren van een
onbegrepen bestuur. Den Haag: Boom Uitgeverij.

Van Ostaaijen, Julien, and Tamara Metze. 2012. Stadsregio Arnhem Nijmegen:
Besturen in Dialoog? AISSR Universiteit van Amsterdam.

Author Biography

Julien van Ostaaijen is an assistant professor of Public Administration at the
Department of Public Law and Governance at Tilburg University and a professor of
Law and Safety at the Centre of Expertise Safe & Resilient Society at Avans
University of Applied Sciences (both in the Netherlands). His research focuses on
democracy, local politics, local parties, governance, sub-municipal units, and citizens’
participation.

544 Urban Affairs Review 60(2)


	 Introduction
	 Looking Back at Urban Regime Development: The Strict and the Open Interpretations
	 The Popularity of the Urban Regime Concept
	 The Rise of Urban Governance as a Conceptual Alternative
	 The Urban Regime Framework
	 Application of the Urban Regime Framework: Introduction to the Cases
	 Introduction to Dutch Local Governance and Regional Cooperation Practices
	 Introduction to the Three Dutch Case Studies

	 Results
	 Agenda
	 Governing Coalition
	 Resources
	 Scheme of Cooperation
	 Regime Alignment
	 Lessons Regarding the Application of the Urban Regime Framework

	 Concluding Remarks and Further Study
	 Acknowledgments
	 Notes
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


