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Abstract 

This thesis examines how the dynamics and stability of a policy 

arrangement can influence the direction of policy. The case on which this 

thesis focuses is the arrangement around nuclear power plant Borssele in the 

Netherlands. This thesis will show that the arrangement faces dynamics in 

each of the dimensions. It shows that the arrangement faced a period of 

instability when actors became aware that the legal position of the owners of 

the facility was stronger than anticipated. Combined with a discursive 

climate in which global warming and energy policy increased in attention, 

this led to an abandonment of the political agreement to close the facility in 

2013 and extend its lifespan to 2033.   
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Summary 
This thesis deals with nuclear energy in the Netherlands and especially the policy on 

nuclear power plant Borssele. Its objective is to obtain insight in the characteristics and 

dynamics of the policy arrangement around the facility. Those insights are used to obtain 

insight how the characteristics of the arrangement relate to the coming about of policy on the 

future of the plant. In order to meet the objective, research has successively been done on the 

policy arrangement approach, the history of the domain around the facility and the 

characteristics of the current arrangement. 

From the literature on the policy arrangement approach followed that the approach is not 

a theory that is to make others obsolete. Instead it draws on insight from other theories of the 

political sciences. Central in the approach is that aspects of an arrangement should not be 

studied in isolation, but should be seen as a dynamic object in which aspects of the 

arrangement interrelate and are under constant pressure of change. The arrangement approach 

distinguishes four dimensions of an arrangement. The first dimension deals with actors which 

often form coalitions and try to realize their own objectives. The second dimension deals with 

the resources which can offer actors the power for their objectives. The third with the rules 

which shape the game and which those active in the arrangement have to follow. The fourth  

with the discourses, the storylines which explain behavior and actions of the actors. The 

literature states that a research can be started at any of the dimensions. The choice depends on 

the nature of the research project. Here the entrance of the actors has been chosen. The reason 

to do so is because the other dimensions mainly come forward through the actor dimension or 

shape actor behavior. The actor dimension is therefore a good way to start characterizing the 

Borssele arrangement. 

This history of the arrangement is one in which since the launch of the plans for the 

construction, the facility has been disputed. Also we have seen that the history of the nuclear 

option in general has been one of turbulence, especially around the accidents of Three Miles 

Island and Tsjernobyl. Several (pressure) groups have tried to influence the debate and policy 

domain around nuclear energy and the Borssele power plant. Groups tried to force the facility 

to close down. In 1994 a majority of the Dutch parliament decided it wanted to close the 

facility in 2003.  

The current arrangement can in terms of number of actors involved be characterized as 

small; actors tend to know each other. In this thesis actors are clustered into four groups: state, 

market, civil society and expert system. One can observe three actor coalitions. The owner of 
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the facility EPZ together with its shareholders Essent and Delta and staff organization 

Stichting Borssele 2004+ form a resource coalition. The actors possess the same resource 

namely the facility itself and therefore depend on each other. Environmental, anti-nuclear 

groups form a discourse coalition. Actors of this coalition are gathered around shared story 

lines and have similar goals. This last coalition is however small; although tried, the coalition 

failed to attract other environmental stakeholder actors. The state actors VROM and EZ form 

the third coalition. They work very actively together. This coalition is, however, not extended 

with other government levels. 

In the dimension power a strong position of the owners can be observed. This position is 

a result of the possession of the physical resource of the facility combined with the rules in the 

arrangement. The owners have a permit to exploit the facility for an indefinite length of time. 

Also it can be seen that VROM has increased in power as they took over responsibility of 

nuclear affairs from EZ. Within the arrangement the dimension power strongly relates to the 

formal rules. The resource of the facility is so powerful because it is combined with the permit 

based on the nuclear energy act. A liberalized energy market also makes that policy on the 

production of electricity is up to market parties instead of the state. The covenant signed June 

2006 is the latest addition to the rules dimension. In short the covenant is the agreement 

between state and market to keep the facility open until 2033. Also both parties promised to 

invest an amount of money in sustainable energy. 

The most important discourses in the arrangement are the opposing and the transition 

discourse. The opposing discourse mainly brings forward that nuclear energy is unsafe, there 

is no solution for nuclear waste, we face risks of proliferation and terrorism, uranium mining 

is dirty and nuclear energy also emits CO2 considering the entire production chain. The 

transitional discourse sees nuclear energy as means for transition. They argue that it is safe 

enough, waste can be put deep under the ground and the points of proliferation and terrorism 

should not be confused with the peaceful use of nuclear energy. Also, nuclear energy is free 

of CO2 and is therefore very helpful meeting emission standards. Over the last years 

especially the arguments relating global warming have increased in rewarded attention. It is 

especially these arguments that persuaded the key actors coalition party D66 and the 

responsible ministries to look more favorable to nuclear energy and the Borssele facility. 

With respect to the stability of the arrangement it is shown that the future of the facility 

has seen three forms. In the first it was to be closed in 2003, then there was an agreement to 

close in 2013 and now the arrangement seems stable and goes toward closure in 2033. After 

the Balkenende II administration made agreements on closure in 2013 in 2003, the 
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arrangement came in an unstable phase when actors became fully aware the realization of the 

strong legal position of the owners. Together with a discursive climate in which arguments on 

global warming received more attention, this offered the space for the persuasion of key 

actors for the covenant deal. 
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1. Introduction 
1.1 Nuclear electricity 

What to do when fossil sources run dry? This is the always-actual question in the quest 

to live up to the increasing demand for energy. On obvious answer is to spread chances and 

diversify in various means of energy supply. This should lead to a decrease in dependency of 

uncertain (re)sources and so reduce shortage risks in the future. The result is a fertile soil for a 

constant discussion on alternatives. Within the energy discussion, electricity generation by 

means of nuclear fission is the subject of some of the most heated debates. 

Compared to global averages, the share of nuclear energy in total electricity generation is 

relatively small in the Netherlands. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) (2005) 

states that in 2004 3,8% of total electricity production in the Netherlands was nuclear 

generated, compared to a global average of 16,0% and a Western European average of 30,3%. 

Within Western Europe nuclear policy varies among countries; for instance France generates 

roughly three-quarters and Belgium and Sweden half of their electricity production in nuclear 

plants, where Austria and Italy do not make use of nuclear fission. At the end of 2004, the 

IAEA counts 441 operational nuclear power plants worldwide and an additional number of 26 

plants are under construction. After the closure of the Doodewaard facility in 1997, the entire 

nuclear electricity production of the Netherlands is generated at a single nuclear facility: 

nuclear power plant Borssele (Kerncentrale Borssele, KCB), see also figure 1.1. 

The construction of KCB was initiated in 1969 and taken into use in 1973. The facility 

was to be economically written off in 30 years and has a technical life expectancy of 40 years. 

Ever since the opening the use of the facility has been controversial. The debate on its 

desirability flared up after the accidents in the plants of Harrisburg (Three Miles Island) in 

1979 and Tsjernobyl in 1986. More recently, the topic of climate change has been gotten more 

and more involved in the discussion on nuclear energy policy. Nuclear fission is practically 

free of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, the gas - among other greenhouse gasses - held 

responsible for global warming. The topic of Borssele has witnessed an increase in attention 

recently. Although the Balkenende II administration agreed on closing down KCB in 2013 

when its technical life expectancy has been reached, in 2003 a covenant has been signed 

stating that KCB may be kept in production until 2033. 
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1.2 Research issue 

Objective 

Nuclear energy policy is thus a topic receiving a great amount of attention by a broad 

range of stakeholders, making it a difficult, and sometimes heated, policy object. The 

objective of this thesis is to contribute to the understanding of the dynamics of the realization 

of energy policy in the Netherlands and in particular to the policy around nuclear facility 

Borssele. By exposing a policy process and making its dynamics transparent, one can obtain 

insight in the foundations on which a decision is based and what considerations have 

preceded. These insights can be the starting point for ‘good governance’ to carefully review 

cases in order to be able to make rational decisions and learn from the past. Insight in the 

history of the policy domain can then be the input of more rational decision making on the 

future of the domain and increase the efficiency, accountability and legitimacy of those 

decisions (Van Kersbergen and Van Waarden, 2001). 

This thesis is to provide insight in the policy domain, the various ideas, opinions and 

plans that have came and are coming forward in the debate on the future of the plant and why 

some succeeded while other did not. By making an analysis of the structure and 

characteristics of the specific policy field, it should become clear whether there have been or 

are changes in leading ideas or whether certain ways of thinking are receiving increasing 

attention. Therefore this thesis differs from the work of Van Vugt (2004), which focuses on 

the obduracy of the nuclear option in the Netherlands. He looked back at the decision making 

during the time the Dutch parliament decided Borssele had to close down, and tried to answer 

the question what factors of obduracy allowed the facility to remain in use. I will look at the 

policy arrangement around the KCB and try to connect its dynamics with the direction of 

future policy. 

The reasons for taking the KCB in particular for this research are threefold. First there is 

the fact that KCB is the main exponent of Dutch nuclear policy, as it is the single commercial 

nuclear power plant within its borders. Although, due to the liberalization of the energy 

market, it is up to private parties to decide on whether to construct new nuclear facilities 

(Rathenau, 2004: 99), the public opinion towards construction of new facilities is 75 % con 

and 12 % pro in 2002 (Rathenau 2004: 85). Second, the case of KCB is complicated. Perhaps 

the best example is that the plant is still in use, although in 1994 a majority of the Dutch 

parliament wanted it to close down. Insight in decision making on the KCB can offer some 

support and guidance in future policy making on similar projects and situations. And thirdly, 

giving the limited size of this project, the topic of nuclear energy policy is to be narrowed 
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down to allow it to investigate something in depth. The research would otherwise remain too 

superficial. For the reasons just mentioned, KCB seems the most interesting case to me. This 

in fact does not mean that the outcome of this thesis allows me or the reader to speak about 

the entire nuclear energy arrangement in general. It thus does not, for instance, analyses the 

arrangement for the construction new nuclear power plants in the Netherlands. It are the 

insights in how changes in the KCB arrangement determine the direction of the KCB domain 

that could be used in other policy analysis. 

Scope 

Policy comes about as the result of the discussion and interaction between various 

stakeholders. The way in which these discussions and interaction takes place, is under the 

influence of the institutional structures and all kinds of boundary conditions. Structure of the 

policy field therefore matters. The policy arrangements approach (see Van Tatenhove et al, 

2000) will provide the analytical framework for an analysis as such, and will therefore be 

used in this thesis. The policy arrangement approach is not a theory constructed to make 

others obsolete, but in fact builds on and slightly adjusts existing theories (Leroy et al, 2003: 

13). Policy arrangements should be seen as the temporary stabilization of the organization and 

substance of a certain policy domain. With the analysis of the substance and organization of 

policy making on the Borssele facility, insight is provided on the stability and change of 

policy making. The other way round, an empirical work such as this thesis can contribute to 

further operationalization of the policy arrangement approach for other empirical research. 

In order to make an analysis of the arrangements of a certain policy domain, the 

approach distinguishes between four dimensions. First it will describe the different actors and 

actor coalitions in the policy field. In doing so it makes use of the insights of the network 

theory and its multi-actor analysis methods. The allocation and division of resources is the 

second dimension. The abilities of accessing and mobilizing recourses, determine the power 

of a certain group and the possibility of influencing the policy outcome of networks (Arts and 

Van Tatenhove, 2005). Thirdly, an analysis will be made of the formal and informal rules 

affecting the policy domain. The fourth dimension is discourses. The term discourse refers to 

the ways of thinking of the involved actors, their perception of the problem, stories, and the 

way in which they strive for problem solution. In my analysis of the dimensions I put a focus 

on the (in-)stability of those dimensions and the relevance of (in-)stability to policy. Due to 

constant processes of change and adaptation, the substance of parts of the arrangement may 

change and may so influence the direction of the policy domain. More on the theoretical 

framework and related literature can be found in the second chapter. 
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Research questions 

The policy arrangement approach will provide the tools for diagnosing the policy domain 

of the nuclear facility Borssele in this thesis. In order to shed light on the objective posed 

earlier in the paragraph, multiple (sub-)questions should be asked in order to come to an 

answer on the main research question. The main question is:  

 

How can the policy arrangement around the nuclear facility Borssele be 

characterized and how may its past en current characteristics, especially its (in-) 

stability determine policy on the future of the facility?  

 

In order to be able to give an answer to the main question, four sub questions can be 

asked. These sub questions will form the foundation of the following chapters. The first sub 

question has, so the say, a theoretical character. It should present the theoretical approach for 

the empirical research and analysis. 

1. What is a policy arrangement, and what means (in-)stability in a policy arrangement 

in general and in case of the KCB? 

After a theoretical position-finding, it is good to place things in perceptive. We should 

get insight in what has preceded and constructed the status quo. Thus: 

2. How can the current policy arrangement be placed in the history of the domain? 

Next, it is necessary to get a view on that status quo. The answers obtained on sub 

question 1 give guidance in ordering the real world in the light of the theoretical framework. 

3. How is the policy arrangement around KCB constructed and how stable are the 

components of the arrangement? 

Now, with all this information of the history and the characteristics of the current policy 

arrangement, we can now ask how this information can help with future policy making. So: 

4. In what way can the (in-)stability of the policy arrangement around KCB influence the 

future of the policy domain and the use, lifespan and future of the KCB? 

An answer to these sub questions should allow us to answer the main research question 

and present a thesis that sheds more light on the complex factors that determine decision 

making on, and the actual direction of, the future of the KCB. 

1.3 Methods 

The chosen research strategy for this thesis will be the case study and - to a minor degree 

- desk research. The case study is to provide in depth insight into a single or a few objects or 
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processes limited in space and time (Verschuren en Doorewaard, 2005; 169). In other words a 

case study can be used for an intensive research into a limited part of reality. This results in 

the situation that often a limited amount of data can be obtained, making the nature of the 

method more qualitative than quantitative. In this thesis the subject is narrowed down to a 

qualitative analysis of the single case of the policy arrangements around the nuclear facility 

Borssele. By going into the depths of (the stability of) the arrangement, the characteristics and 

future should be revealed. As an intensive qualitative research strategy, the case study is 

therefore a logic choice. 

The other research strategy used is desk research. The strategy can provide insight by 

qualitative research on existing material. The advantage of the method is its capability of 

collecting a broad base of material with relative ease. A lot of articles, (policy) documents and 

papers on the KCB need to be studied before being able to place the arrangement in its 

(historical) context. But also a lot of opinions and ways of thinking about nuclear fission, and 

the Borssele facility in particular are captured in documents. A lot of the work has therefore to 

be done behind the desk. 

As mentioned before, this research makes use of existing documents. These may be 

policy papers published on the field of nuclear energy or opinion forming publications by 

newspapers or NGO’s. One could also think of research reports. In general there is made use 

of documents released by any actor involved in the policy domain. But documents are not the 

only source in this thesis. There is also made use of the other qualitative sources literature, 

media and key persons. The related (theoretic) literature will provide for the framework of 

this research. In articles in newspapers and magazines, but also in discussions having place in 

the media, the opinion of a broad spectrum of stakeholders can be found and analyzed. And to 

make the picture as complete as possible, I make use of direct sources; informants or experts 

on the topic. By hearing experts one is be able to orientate oneself on the topic in a fast 

manner and getting hands on information not coming forward in documents and books. But it 

offers also the possibility to zoom into a specific subject within the case during an interview. 

More on the methodology can be found in chapter 3. 

1.4 Overview 

The structure of this thesis will be as follows. After this introduction the theoretical 

framework for analysis will be discussed in chapter 2. The four dimensions of the policy 

arrangement will be discussed and operationalized. In doing so, I will draw on the related 

literature on the different dimensions. Chapter 3 provides insight in the methods used in this 
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thesis. Objective of this chapter is to provide the reader with information on methodological 

deliberations and make the research as reproducible as possible. 

Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 presents the outcomes of that research. Chapter 4 gives an 

outline of the history of the KCB domain. Chapter 5 deals with the current policy 

arrangement. First, the structure and changes of the policy arrangement; leading discourses, 

actors, resources and so on. Second, this chapter is to provide insight in the policy on the 

future of the KCB. The last chapter, chapter 6, concludes. 
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2. Theoretical Framework 

2.1 Introduction 

As discussed in the general introduction, policy comes about as the result of the 

discussion and interaction between various stakeholders. The way in which these discussions 

and interaction takes place, is under the influence of the institutional structures and all kinds 

of boundary conditions. Structure and the climate of the policy field therefore matter. In 

analyzing the interaction and organization of the actors involved in the Borssele policy 

domain, I will make use of the policy arrangement approach. The objective of this chapter is 

to give an outline of the policy arrangement approach, to describe and define the ideas and 

theories the approach builds on and operationalize the tools it uses for analytical approaches, 

especially for the KCB case. 

In doing so, the chapter will first discuss the policy arrangement approach and the four 

dimensions the theory perceives as the pillars of arrangements in section 2.2. Plain theory, 

however, is not enough for a fruitful analysis. Section 2.3 will therefore make an attempt to 

operationalize the conceptual ideas of the theory for empirical analysis. Section 2.4 will 

present an operationalization for the practical case of the policy arrangement around Borssele 

nuclear facility. The last section will conclude. 

2.2 The theory of the policy arrangement approach 

The policy arrangement approach (see Van Tatenhove et al., 2000) will provide for the 

analytical framework for analyzing the structure and interactions of a certain policy domain, 

and will be used in this thesis. The policy arrangement approach is not a theory constructed to 

make others obsolete, but in fact draws on and slightly adjusts existing theories of the political 

sciences (Leroy et al., 2003: 10). A reason given for the development of the approach is 

because other theories and approaches perhaps emphasize the changing, and therefore 

governing, capabilities of policy too much, and, at the same time, underestimate the influence 

of structural variables. Another reason is that other theories have a too narrow and isolated 

view on either substance or organization of policy (Arts et al., 2001). The idea behind the 

policy arrangement approach, however, is to seek the balance between analyzing actor and 

structure and between substance and organization of policy. The approach argues that neither 

actor nor structure should be studied in isolation, as they are intertwined and influence each 

other constantly. The same goes for substance and organization of a policy field. It is 

therefore the dynamics of the interaction of those aspects that should be analyzed. 
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 Policy arrangements can be seen as the temporary stabilization of the organization and 

substance of a particular policy domain (Van Tatenhove et al., 2000: 54). In the everyday life 

of policy making actors are in constant interaction with each other and certain approaches of 

thinking about an issue become dominant, while others lose their attention. Those dominant 

frameworks settle down in patterns and in ways to seek solutions for problems. Those patterns 

and problem approaches make up for the structure and rules of a policy domain. Therefore, 

the structure of the arrangement may not be as stable as it looks at first sight. In related 

literature (see e.g. Arts et al., 2001; Leroy et al, 2003) the described process of stabilization of 

rules and habits, structures and patterns is often referred to as institutionalization. The 

approach therefore acknowledges two processes: it points out that a particular policy field is 

stabilizing and changing at the same time. Parts of the arrangement are (being) constructed 

and other parts are broken down. Hence, a policy arrangement is a term that should represent 

all the aspects of the content and organization of a policy domain in a dynamic way. It 

encloses both the formal and informal rules that shape interaction of actors, but also the 

resources they use in doing so. It describes the ideas of those involved in the field and the 

directions in which they seek for solutions. 

It is the objective of the policy arrangement approach to gain insight in all those aspects 

of a policy field, both structure and substance. To do so the approach categorizes the aspects 

of a certain policy field into four dimensions: 

• The actors, coalitions and oppositions of a certain policy domain. An actor 

analysis should provide insight in the players of the game and their relations. 

• The division of power and influence among the actors. Power indicates the ability 

of actors to mobilize and use certain resources in trying to realize their goals, and 

influence refers to how and by whom policy outcomes are determined. 

• The web of formal and informal rules of the game. With which is meant the 

formal rules, procedures and habits that determine the process in which policy 

comes about. 

• The current discourses of the policy field. The term discourse refers to the ways 

of thinking of the involved actors, their perception of the problem, stories, and 

the way in which there is strived for problem solution.  

It is important to stress that although there is a clear categorization of the policy field, 

taking the form of the four dimensions stated above, it is the dynamics and intertwinedness of 

those dimensions that should be studied in the approach. This means that each of the 

dimensions should not be studied as exogenous, isolated islands of the policy field, but as 
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interwoven and in constant interaction with other dimensions. The content of each of the 

dimensions are endogenous dependent on changes in other dimensions. Parts of dimensions 

are stabilizing while others disappear. To give an example: when, as a result of an increased 

awareness of the importance to protect a endangered butterfly specie (discourse), the 

parliament passes a nature protection act (formal rules), it rearranges the position and power 

(resources) of an NGO (actor) in their effort to keep a landscape secured from the 

construction of a new industrial site (policy domain). The concept of this interrelatedness of 

the dimensions is represented graphically in figure 2.1. 

 

 

Furthermore authors (Leroy et al, 2003; Liefferink, 2006) point out that policy 

arrangements should not be observed without attention for its context. Meaning that one 

should not think of a specific arrangement as something independent, but in fact inherently 

the product of other societal, political, economical and cultural influences. Changes in the 

policy arrangement may therefore often be the result of broader drivers of change. The 

process of ongoing structural developments in politics and society are referred to as political 

modernization. The concept points at the, often shock wise, changes and reshuffling of the 

positions of government, market and civil society and changes in the thinking about 

governance, as a result processes as liberalization, individualization, Europeanization, 

globalization and so on. While factors may seem stable in the short run, they may very well be 

under pressure of these longer lasting trends. It is thus a process taking place at some distance 

of the concrete policy. When doing research into the dynamics of a certain policy 

arrangements, the ideas of political modernization, or at least a changing society, should 

therefore not be neglected. 

resources/power

discourses
rules of 
the game 

actors 

figure 2.1 The tetrahedron representing the interrelateness of the four dimensions central in the 
policyarrangement approach (source: Leroy et al, 2003) 
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2.3 Operationalization of dimensions 

As stated in the section 2.2, the policy arrangement approach draws heavily on existing 

approaches and theories of the political sciences. Comparing, however, those theories with the 

ideas of the policy arrangement approach is beyond the scope of this thesis. I will therefore 

limit myself to just referring to those theories, in order to point out which origin several 

aspects of the approach have. Also, the idea came forward that the only fruitful way to look at 

a policy arrangement is to consider all its elements ánd their interrelations. In this section I 

will give an outline of the operationalization of the dimensions of the policy arrangement 

approach suitable for an empirical research. 

There have been a number of empirical studies into policy arrangements. Examples are 

studies on agriculture (Wisserhof, 2000; Arts et al., 2001), international nature policy (Arts 

and Van Der Zouwen, 1999) or infrastructure policy (Pestman, 2001). Together with 

conceptual and methodological papers on the approach, these empirical works form the basis 

of this operationalization section. Section 2.4 will present an operationalization for the KCB 

case. 

Actors 

The actors of a certain policy arrangement are those groups and/or individuals that are in 

someway involved with the policy object at stake. The first step of the analysis is to get an 

overview of the situation and thus to map all the relevant players. In doing so, it is useful to 

also distinguish between the central and peripheral actors and cluster them by means of the 

role they play in the arrangement (Arts et al., 2001; Liefferink, 2006). Actors with comparable 

resources, e.g. financial resources or expertise, and corresponding ideas on what policy should 

look like, often form coalitions. Those involved in these coalitions then, as a consequence, 

have similar goals and act in a way to realize these goals. They will do so in an attempt to 

improve their (relative) position. It is therefore also useful to state which actors form such a 

coalition and show the nature of the alliance. Those coalitions are in their turn often opposing 

to other coalitions. 

The network theory and its multi-actor approach can provide for the tools to obtain 

insight in the involved actors and their interrelations. The policy arrangement approach 

therefore draws in an important way on the research on networks (e.g. Marsh and Rhodes, 

1992; Kickert et al., 1997; Klijn, 2005). With insights obtained from these theories, one can 

then look at the strategic behavior of the players. So besides that an answer should be given to 

questions like who is involved, what their roles are and how they interact with each other, one 

should also bear in mind that actors do so for strategic reasons.  
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Power 

Having identified the actors involved in the arrangement, it is then important to identify 

how they interact. This interaction is, to an important extent, shaped by the system of power; 

the allocation and division of recourses. Power has to be regarded, on the one hand, as the 

ability of actors to mobilize resources in order to achieve certain outcomes in networks and, 

on the other, as a dispositional and a structural phenomenon of social and political systems 

(Arts and Van Tatenhove, 2005: 5), with which is meant that actors have a permanent 

capacity to intervene in policy outcomes. That influence can take all kinds of forms, for 

example influencing direct political decisions, setting the political agenda or playing a 

dominate role in the public debate. 

 With resources are meant all the means that can be, conscious or unconscious, brought 

into action to intervene the outcomes of a policy object. One can think of money, expertise, 

knowledge, information, the ability to mobilize people or political legitimacy. Although it is 

the case that all involved actors have power to some degree, it is obvious that abilities to 

mobilize recourses are unequally divided among players. The distribution of resources is 

therefore inherently asymmetrical and power should be better looked at as a relative than an 

absolute phenomenon. Some actors might very well have easy access to some kinds of 

resources, while it lacks others. This results in relations in which actors are autonomous or in 

fact dependent on each other as a result of the distribution of resources. Such dependencies 

are called ‘relational power’ and can result in ‘resource coalitions’. In a resource coalition 

actors possess a same resource and therefore, sometimes forced, act together. In an analysis of 

a policy arrangement it is important to identify these relations between actors. 

The division of power should not be regarded as fixed. The introduction or withdrawal of 

certain resources can cause shifts in the relations between actors. One could for instance think 

about the implementation of a subsidy or a tax, resulting in monetary resources for some 

players. One could also think of a campaign, influencing the public opinion about actors or 

coalitions of a policy arrangement. 

Rules 

The other important factor that influences and shapes the ways of interaction of the 

actors are the rules of a policy arrangement. Rules are the mutually agreed formal procedures 

and informal routines of interaction within institutions (Liefferink, 2006). It thus draws the 

possibilities and constraints the actor face in the policy domain. In the light of the policy 

arrangement approach the concept of rules therefore on the one hand concerns laws, 

prescriptions and regulation and, on the other hand, also habits and customs that shape the 
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political culture of the arrangement. As a whole, this determines how politics comes about, how 

politics is played, which norms are legitimate, and how policy outcomes are achieved (Arts 

and Van Tatenhove, 2005: 5). 

Because of the two sorts of rules that shape a policy arrangement, one should pay 

attention to the formal rules fixed in legal texts and documents and also describe the informal 

manners in which actors deal with each other. Examples of questions asked to identify these 

rules are: how can issues be raised? How are decisions made? How are policies formulated? 

How are measures implemented? What is part of the policy subject and what not? What is 

considered to be appropriate? etc. So in a nutshell giving a good overview of the dimension 

rules should contain all factors that drive meaningful and legitimate behavior. 

Discourses 

Where the previous discussed dimensions deal mostly with the organization of a policy 

arrangement, the last dimension that is to be discussed is the one with the focus on the 

substance of a policy arrangement. For describing the substance of a policy field, the policy 

arrangement approach draws on the theory of environmental discourses (see e.g. Dryzeck, 

1997; Hajer, 1997). Discourses should be seen as the means by which actors interpret and 

give meaning to (environmental) problems and to the way in which they seeks for solutions to 

resolve these problems. In Hajer (1997) a discourse is defined as: “A specific ensemble of 

ideas, concepts, and categorizations that are produced, reproduced and transformed in a 

particular set of practices and through which meaning is given to physical and social 

realities”. This means that discourses come forward in both formal policy documents as well 

as in the stories and beliefs of involved actors. 

In order to be able to map the discourses of a policy arrangement, answers should be 

given to questions such as: what are the leading concepts in policy programs? What are the 

foundations of the policy? How do different actors interpret the policy concepts and the ideas 

it builds on? For answering these questions one should look for example into formal policy 

documents, statements and the reasons and arguments actors come up with to support their 

opinions. One should bear in mind that, although there is often one dominant discourse, 

different discourses may very well exist next to one another. On the basis of these shared 

beliefs and interpretative schemes, actors cluster together. These groups are called ‘discourse 

coalitions’. Actors form these coalitions, although they may very well be attracted to story-

lines for different reasons. It is thus these story-lines that function as the cement in these 

coalitions (Hajer, 1997: 65). Finally, discourses may change over time. Some discursive ideas 

receive more and more attention while other story-lines lose their popularity. If such a shift 
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occurs or has occurred in the policy arrangement at issue, it is very interesting to identify what 

have been the drivers for that change. 

2.4 Policy arrangements and the KCB case 

Now insight has been obtained in how one can work with the policy arrangement 

approach, this section will present the operationalization for the research on the policy 

arrangement around KCB. I will again successively deal with the actors, power, rules and 

discourses and give a reflection on their interrelatedness. It is obvious that the objective of 

this section is to present a starting point for the analysis in the fifth chapter; the examples in 

this section are therefore not exhaustive. 

Actors 

The actors of the arrangement of the KCB are all groups interacting with and/or trying 

to influence the direction of the policy for KCB. Obvious actors are therefore the owners of 

the facility, the administration deciding on energy policy and representatives of the civil 

society, such as political parties or NGO’s. Also, because the field of nuclear energy is one on 

which quite some scientific dispute and uncertainty exists, one should also look at (the role) 

of knowledge institutes. One can think of research centers or consultancy institutes. It is then 

at the heart of the research to identify the relations those actors may have. Symmetric 

objectives may lead to strategic actor coalitions. One should therefore strive to lay bare the 

nature of these interrelations. Finally one should distinguish which actors are more important 

and which act in more peripheral positions. 

Power 

Power was earlier defined as the ability of actors to mobilize certain resources in order 

to realize their goals. Here, a resource can have a variety of meanings. In the case of nuclear 

energy scientific knowledge and/or the ability to make risk assessments seems important. 

Actors may try to use knowledge to improve the credibility of their standpoints and 

justification of their goals. A second resource can be the ability to influence the opinion of the 

civil society. Also financial resources have shown important in cases when a state may want 

to intervene in spatial planning. One should also look at the organization of the rules in the 

arrangement, and map how different actors can use these rules in their effort to realize goals. 

In doing so one should bear in mind that we deal with a dynamic situation. Actors may 

therefore very well use their resources to influence the rules. 
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Rules 

The rules were defined as the collection of formal and informal rules of the domain. An 

important first feature of this web of rules are the formal laws that shape the field. One can 

think of the way in which the energy market is organized and how law deals with nuclear 

energy. One should identify how ‘hard’ the law around the field is. Can they easily be adapted 

or not? What happens when one wants to act beyond these laws? Beyond the law, other 

examples of rules are questions on how issues on the Borssele policy can be raised or how 

measures are implemented. One should also give attention to the informal rules, another 

important driver for behavior.  

Also, within arrangements often different meetingplaces or platforms where actors meet 

and dicuss the topics in the domain. Such a platform is called an arena (Arts et al., 2001: 27) 

In these arenas different rules may aply and those rules may vary among arenas. Such an 

arena may be a psychical meetingpoint such as a courtroom, but can also be virtual. Virtual 

arenas can be for example around a policydomain or around specific policyobjects. It are the 

arenas in which the arrangement comes most clearly forward. Other dimensions can be 

observed in the arenas. As the rules shape the arena, I will deal with arenas in combination 

with the rules dimension. 

Discourses 

The discourses are the stories to which actors commit themselves. These directions for 

thinking determine behavior. Examples may be the notion that nuclear energy is the only way 

in order to meet CO2 emission standards or that the bads of nuclear energy are by no means 

compatible with sustainability objectives. Discourse may gain popularity or the other way 

round. Actors gather in many cases around these discourses, possibly empowering its 

influence. So the important questions for analysis are to identify those discourses and describe 

their storylines. Also there should be a focus on which actors follow what discourse and how 

they determine actor’s behavior.  

Interrelatedness and (in-)stability 

Finally it is important to emphasize again that the dimensions of the arrangement are 

dynamically interrelated and should therefore be studies as such. It already came forward in 

this paragraph that for instance the discourses should not be seen as isolated from actors or 

power. Actors are constantly trying to realize goals and therefore draw on rules or may use 

resources to influence rules. It is the interrelatedness that determines how the arrangement 

may develop in the future. 
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Stability of the arrangement should be seen as a factor that says something on the 

likeliness the arrangement will be under the influence of changes. An unstable arrangement 

can result in a dynamic period in which actors will take extra effort in mobilizing resource in 

order to realize discursive goals. Instability may be the result of new insights or changes in 

legislation in the arrangement. A period of instability can then be followed by a period in 

which the arrangement evolves to a new dynamic equilibrium. In the equilibrium pushing the 

arrangement towards new direction often becomes more difficult. The arrangement will then 

remain stable until a new period of instability is reached and the cycle repeats itself. 

Entering the arrangement 

Now knowing where to look for the dimensions and their possible relations, a starting 

point for analysis is needed. The multi-perspective character of the arrangement approach 

allows the researcher to take off from different angles (Liefferink, 2006). In this thesis I will 

choose the actor dimension starting point. It is argued as a good way to obtain overview on 

the arrangement. Also at first sight actors can be observed with quite different opinions on 

what the future of nuclear energy should look like. They try to use the other dimensions in 

order to realize their desired future. It therefore looks like a good starting point to first ask the 

question who is involved in KCB policy. 

Analysing a policy arrangement from an actor perspective starts by identifying the 

relevant actors and their influence in the policy process (Liefferink, 2006). I will thus order 

the actors with respect to their function and influence. Ordering to function desires 

categorizing or clustering the actors. Here are four clusters distinguished: state, market, civil 

society and expert system. The first three clusters are the known basic institutions. I extended 

the basis institutions with an expert system cluster because: (1) this thesis deals with a case in 

which a lot of technology and experts are involved and (2) experts do not fit within any of the 

basic institutions. Ordering to influence means to distinguish between central and more 

peripheral actors that fulfil similar roles in the arrangement. 

After ordering the actors one can make a map of the current actor landscape of the 

arrangement. This can be done in various ways; I will make use of the Fast Arrangement 

Mapping method, discussed in section 3.3. It is good to emphasize here that this map will be 

used as a starting point for the rest of the analysis and should explicitly not be seen as the 

final result of the analysis. The map should offer overview from which I can focus on deeper 

analytical questions. For example can coalitions be identified within clusters? What resources 

do central actors posses giving them their power position in the map? The map should also 

help to identify the dynamics of the actor and power dimension. The arrangement is dynamic 
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with respect to the actor dimension when actors enter or disappear from the map. The 

arrangement is dynamic with respect to the power dimension when actors shift in their 

position in map and become more or less influential. Hence, studying the power dimension 

next to the actor is a logic step here. With the knowledge of actors, their relations and their 

position in the arrangement I can focus on what resources they possess. This can in turn shed 

more light on the nature of the relations. 

In an actor based approach such as this, it is important what rules shape the actor 

relations and who can change those rules. Changes in rules may also influence the actor’s 

position in the map. New guidelines might provide more influence for one, while another 

loses its power. The power of the resources actors possess is dependent on the rules of the 

game. Hence, the dimension rules will be studied after the actors and (their) resources. 

The last dimension dealt with in this thesis is discourses. Why act actors the way the do? 

By describing the discourses one can get insight in the deliberations of actors. 

As the question of this thesis is also on the stability of the arrangement and the influence 

this factor may have on future policy, I want to give special focus on the dynamics of the 

dimensions. Which dimensions have recently witnessed changes or are about to change, and 

what can this mean for policy decisions? So besides dealing with dynamics when dealing with 

each of the dimensions, I will come back to dynamics and stability when all dimensions are 

discussed. 

Hence in the analysis I will deal succesively with actors, power, rules, discourses and 

stability. The dimensions are, however, strongly relate to one another and are interdependent. 

On the basis of other arguments one might choose for a different research order. My 

arguments for this order are because the dimensions follow logically from each other and 

allow me to present a good overview of the arrangement. 

2.5 Conclusions 

The policy arrangement approach is aimed at obtaining both insight in the organization 

as well as the substance of a policy object. In doing so the approach draws from other ideas of 

the political sciences, especially on the network approach and the concept of discourses. In 

order to get an overview of the characteristics of a policy arrangement, the approach 

distinguishes between four dimensions: actors, power, rules and discourses. It is, however, 

important to realize that the idea is not that those dimensions should be studied in isolation. It 

is the intertwinedness that should be analyzed in order to obtain insight in the dynamics of 

policy arrangements. 
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3. Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 

This section deals with the methodological methods used for this research. Section 1.3 

already dealt with methodological deliberations on the research strategy and the sources used 

for this thesis. I will therefore not deal with these issues here again. This section deals with 

two methodological methods used for this thesis: the interviews with experts in the field and 

the Fast Arrangement Mapping method. The used techniques should not only complement 

insights in the case study, they should also increase validity by triangulation. Reasons for 

discussing the techniques here are to increase the reliability and reproducibility of the thesis. 

3.2 Interviews 

During the research of this thesis two interviews have been done. Those interviews have 

been done with experts in the field. The experts have been selected on the basis of their 

knowledge on the subject and position in the field. By interviewing experts a quick amount of 

information is provided, which is often not possible to find in written documents. Also the 

experts have better sight on the actor positions and power relations in the field than can be 

obtained by desk research. 

During the interviews all four dimensions of the arrangement have been dealt with. An 

extra focus was on the dynamics in the arrangement, by which conclusions on stability could 

be drawn. Later these interviews have been written out in order to interpret them. A list of 

respondents and the interview guide can be found in appendix A. Also, during these 

interviews also the Fast Arrangement Mapping method has been used, which is the topic of 

the next section. The map was made during the beginning of the interview and was the used 

as a starting point for the interview questions. 

3.3 Fast Arrangement Mapping  

In this thesis the Fast Arrangement Mapping method has been used (Arts et al., 

2003:53). The objective of this method is to obtain insight in the actors involved in the 

arrangement and their power position and power relations. Because of the limited amount of 

time available for this project it was not possible to do a workshop with two different experts 

in the field. Instead I combined it with the interviews. I asked both interviewees to fill in the 

map without knowledge of how the other has done it, in order to decrease subjectivity.  
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On the basis of the literature a list has been made of actors active in the arrangement. 

The interviewed experts were asked whether they missed actors and then to place each actor 

on the map of figure 3.1. The point where an expert is placed depends on its position in the 

arrangement. Actors with the most power should be places in the core of the map. Actors with 

less power are placed in the second ring. In the third, peripheral ring are the least important 

actors. Also actors were categorized on the basis of their characteristics. Here four clusters 

were used: state, market, civil society and expert system. The reasons for the four clusters 

were given in section 2.4. Results of the used method can be found in section 5.3 

 

 
figure 3.1 map of a policy arrangement with actors and their relative positions 

 

3.4 Conclusions 

This section dealt with two used techniques: interviews and Fast Arrangement Mapping 

method. Both used techniques basically share the characteristic that they can be used to 

quickly obtain a lot of insight in the arrangement. They also provide information that can not 

be found in written documents. The use of the two methods should contribute to the validity, 

reliability and reproducibility of the thesis. 
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4. Historical Perspective 

4.1 Introduction 

The objective of this chapter is to sketch a short outline of the history of nuclear energy 

in the Netherlands and especially how the nuclear power plant Borssele (KCB) fits in that 

history. By giving such an outline it allows us to put the current policy arrangement around 

the KCB in an historical perspective. This may be useful for (at least) three reasons. First, to 

obtain insight in the reasons for construction, its functioning and the utility of the installation. 

Second, to obtain insight in the developments and debates that have existed on the facility. 

And third, to get an impression of the history of the dimensions, in order to get an overview of 

what in each of the dimensions is actually new or changing. 

As it is the primary goal of the chapter to support the presentation and analysis of the 

policy arrangement in the next chapter, this chapter will be relatively brief. For more 

extensive overviews on the history of nuclear energy, in the Netherlands or especially the 

KCB, see e.g. Leroy (1979), Verbong et al. (2001), Van Vugt (2004), Rathenau (2004) or the 

websites www.epz.nl, www.stopkernenergie.nl and www.tegenstroom.nl. 

4.2 Diversification 

When in 1956 the Egyptian leader Gamal Abdel Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal 

Company, the Suez-crisis emerged and oil supply towards Europe stagnated for a period of 

time. The event was one of the first concrete signs of the finiteness of fossil fuels. 

Subsequently the in 1957 published report of the “three wise men” stated that making use of 

nuclear energy on large scale would offer the only to the European problem of energy 

dependency. This resulted in a change in the character of nuclear energy; from the status of a 

promising technological concept, it changed into a necessary concept within energy policy 

(Van Vugt, 2004: 27). 

In the Netherlands the Suez-crisis caused the then minister of Economic Affairs (EZ) 

Zijlstra to write the Nota Inzake de Kernenergie (Document concerning the nuclear energy) in 

1957. Central goal of the document was to tackle Dutch energy problems and secure energy 

supply (and thus economic growth) in the future. The main solution that came forward in the 

document was diversification in sources of energy supply. Nuclear energy, in this plan, should 

account for as much as 50 % of Dutch electricity production within 20 years. Furthermore, 

from 1975 on all newly build electric installations should be nuclear (Zijlstra, 1957: 3). 

Although, the ambitious plans would not be realized, due to cheap oil from the Middle East 



 27

and the discovery of a large gas reserve in Slochteren, nuclear energy maintained an important 

solution to the energy issue. 

In 1960 the then minister of EZ De Pous installs the commission Tromp, with the task to 

map the possibilities for utilizing nuclear energy for the Dutch industry. In their report the 

commission pleads for direct governmental support for the industrial development of nuclear 

energy. From 1962 onwards, the industry was being supported financially by the government, 

especially in order to the construction of a Dutch reactor. The next year the legal framework 

was realized by passing a nuclear energy act (Kernenergiewet 1963) to build and exploit 

nuclear reactors. In order to obtain knowledge on the building, start up and exploitation of a 

nuclear power station, the construction of a pilot plant was initiated in 1965. The Doodewaard 

facility was officially brought into use the 26th of March 1969. 

4.3 Commercial nuclear energy 

In 1966 the French aluminum company Pechiney seeks a location for a new site and 

shows interest in the Sloehavengebied in Zeeland, the Netherlands. Due to the large quantity 

of electricity needed in the aluminum production process, the company obviously seeks for 

cheap supply of energy. At the same time, the Provinciale Zeeuwse Energie Maatschappij 

(PZEM) wanted to build a new nuclear power station in an area where it would not need to 

transport electricity over a large distance. PZEM ordered in 1969 a reactor with a capacity of 

477 MW by German consortium Siemens/KWU, when PZEM assured itself of guaranteed 

electricity demand of Pechiney at a fixed price. Nuclear power plant Borssele (KCB) was 

born. 

This decision led to quite some commotion in the Netherlands. On the one hand 

opponents of nuclear energy (among others Vereniging Milieuhygiëne Zeeland, 

Milieudefensie, Actie Strohalm and political party PPR) claimed that PZEM did not own the 

permits for constructing and exploiting a nuclear power plant. On the other hand EZ was not 

happy with the PZEMs choice of Siemens/KWU because it enormously damaged the plans 

and effort of realizing a commercial nuclear industrial sector in the Netherlands. PZEM 

defended itself by arguing that the German company could construct the site 20 % cheaper 

than the Dutch could do. Claims with respect to the permits were brought to an end when in 

1973 EZ minister Lubbers awarded the permit to start up the facility, and KCB began to 

officially produce electricity the 25th of October 1973. 
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4.4 From counter-pressure to the BMD 

From the 1970ties onward a view emerged in which nuclear energy was considered risky 

and unnecessary, and that resistance emerged not only against new facilities but also against 

the two existing plants (Van Vugt, 2004: 72). One of the most important NGO’s active against 

nuclear energy was the Werkgroep Kernenergie (WKE, workgroup nuclear energy). Founded 

in 1971, the group had members working at universities and (nuclear) energy companies and 

could so build their arguments on a scientific basis. They laid the foundation of the uprising 

opposition against nuclear energy with the (anti-)Kernenergienota, published by 

Milieudefensie in 1972 (Verbong, 2001: 47). Also due to a lecture cycle organized by 

Studium Generale Rotterdam, which was the first to gave (solely) attention to the negative 

aspects of nuclear energy, the belief in the necessity of the company among the Dutch 

decreased over the period ’73-’75. 

At the same time, the decision of PZEM to order a nuclear facility in Germany and the 

disappointment it had caused at EZ led to a new energy note by that department. In the 

Energienota (1974) EZ minister Lubbers stated that “private” parties (such as PZEM) were no 

longer allowed to make decisions concerning the construction of nuclear power plants, only 

the government had that authority. Second, it announced the construction of 3 new nuclear 

power plants with a capacity of 1000 MW each (roughly twice the capacity of KCB) which 

should be ready in 1985. 

As a reaction to the Energienota, the Bezinningsgroep Energiebeleid (group for 

rethinking energy policy) evolved out of the WKE and published the Bezinningsnota 

Kernenergie. The idea behind the group was to have people with specific knowledge (influent 

and important people coming from energy research, government, the industry, NGO’s and the 

union, etc) start and influence the discussion on Dutch energy policy. It strived for 

attainability and compromises, and was therefore by no means an action group (Verbong, 

2001: 65). The group suggested postponing the construction of the 3 new plants. In ’76 the 

group placed, analog to the Union of Concerned Scientists in the US, an advertisement in 2 

Dutch newspapers, signed by 1200 prominent scientists, asking the parliament for “the benefit 

of the doubt”. The construction of the nuclear power plants was postponed. 

In this period the “attitude against nuclear energy” changed from something radical into 

a normal standpoint, and was adapted by unions, the church and political organizations. The 

opponents of nuclear energy obtained the majority in the Netherlands (Daamen and Kips, 

1993). The administration, and especially EZ, and the industry, however, did want the three 

new facilities. This led to polarization on the subject, and eventually to the proposal of a 
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Brede Maatschappelijke Discussie (BMD, broad social discussion) in 1977. The polarization 

came to a climax with the incidents at the Three Miles Island facility in Harrisburg, US in 

1979, when 65 % of the Dutch population was negative with respect to nuclear energy (Van 

Vugt, 2004: 46). 

The BMD (1981-1984) is the largest public consult ever held on the energy subject in the 

Netherlands. The objective was to register and evaluate the opinions on the energy domain in 

general and nuclear energy in particular and to describe and judge the social discussion 

(Verbong, 2000: 105). But for the financer, the administration, the discussion had also a tactic 

purpose: the breaking of the resistance against and the creation of a basis for their plan of 

three new plants was also an important goal (Verbong, 2001: 109). The conclusion of the 

BMD was that a majority opposed nuclear energy and the construction of new plants, but the 

Borssele facility could remain opened. The administration, however, persisted in their idea of 

the construction and thus laid the most important conclusion of the BMD aside. Finally, the 

accident at Tsjernobyl, Ukraine in 1986 put an end to the plans and the Lubbers-II 

administration announced the rethinking of the nuclear option. 

4.5 The post Tsjernobyl period 

As a result of the events at the Tsjernobyl nuclear plant the Dutch administration wanted 

to have security checks carried out for its nuclear facilities, resulting in a check up of KCB by 

the IAEA in 1986. The IAEA concludes that KCB should be modernized. The NV 

Samenwerkende Electriciteitsbedrijven (SEP, cooperating energy companies), the 

organization to which PZEM belongs, proposed in its Electriciteitsplan 1987–1996 (electricity 

policy plan) a plan to take security measures and the shutting down of the plant in 2003. In an 

earlier Electriciteitsplan the SEP assumed to close down the plant in 1998, so the five years 

longer lifespan of the facility would compensate for the investments. In 1987 the Dutch 

parliament accepted the plans and an extended lifespan was a fact. 

In 1990 the Bezinningsgroep Energiebeleid reported that it could not be excluded that in 

the Dutch nuclear power plants an accident like the one in Tsjernobyl could occur. This 

caused a lot of commotion and the left wing parties demanded the closure of KCB. The 

administration and SEP, however, wanted a modernization of the plant, as they said it would 

be the best and cheapest alternative. SEP calculated that the modernization would cost 

between 350 and 400 mln guilders and received a construction permit for the operation in 

1993. By then the SEP said that, as a result of the delay, costs increased up to 467 mln 

guilders and the earn back time had decreased with 3 years. SEP was only prepared to take the 
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costs if the facility could remain opened until 2007, and that desire was included in the 

Electriciteitsplan 1993–2004. 

The Dutch parliament was very divided about an extended lifespan of 3 years. On the 

23rd of November 1994 the Motie-Vos (Vos (Member of Parliament) motion) was accepted 78 

pro and 73 con by which the parliament demanded the administration not to approve the 

extension of the lifespan (Vos, 1994). In the end of ’94 SEP, representing the Elektriciteits-

Productiemaatschappij Zuid-Nederland (EPZ) (the new PZEM), and the ministry of EZ came 

to the agreement to close KCB 31st of December 2003 and that the state would compensate 70 

mln guilders of the modernization costs that could not be written of. 

In order to obtain “maximum clearness” for EPZ, its employees and the state, EZ 

minister Wijers changed the permission of KCB and added the closing date in 2003. The 

board of EPZ said not to appeal the change in court, but the employees of KCB, united in 

Borssele 2004+, did. In 2000 the Raad van State (RvS) awarded the appeal and decided a 

nullification of the permission with the closing data. RvS also stated that as a result of the 

liberalization of the energy market (Electriciteitswet ’98), the government was possibly not 

allowed the close a plant. In spite of the verdict, the administration kept its point of view that 

KCB should be closed in 2003, as a result of the ‘agreement’ in ’94. The RvS judged in 2002, 

however, that there is no proof for a binding agreement. The permission for KCB was, again, 

for an indefinite length of time. The Board of EPZ responded that it would now wanted to 

keep the plant opened until after 2003 and names a closing date of 2013. The Balkenende-I 

administration did not appeal against the verdict. In the Hoofdlijnenakkoord (coalition 

agreement) of the Balkenende-II administration the intention was included to keep KCB open 

until 2013 (Balkenende, 2003). The next chapter will analyze the events resulting in the 

covenant between state and market signed in 2006 agreeing on a closing date in 2033. 

4.6 Conclusions 

Since the launch of the plans for the construction, KCB has been disputed. The history of 

the nuclear option in general has been one of turbulence, especially around the accidents of 

TMI and Tsjernobyl. Several (pressure) groups have tried to influence the debate and policy 

domain around nuclear energy and the KCB. Groups have tried to force the facility to close 

down, in ’94 a majority of the Dutch parliament wanted to do so. The objective of this chapter 

has been to give an outline of the events, opinions and debates that have taken place around 

the KCB. Now we have taken notice of the history of the facility and its arrangement, the 

current policy arrangement is the topic of the next chapter. 
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5. Analysis 

5.1 Introduction 

In this chapter an analysis will be presented of the policy arrangement around nuclear 

power plant Borssele (KCB). The previous chapter described the history of the arrangement. 

This chapter will present the factors that try to influence the direction of policy and the 

relations excisting within the domain. There will be a focus on the dynamics of the 

arrangement and its influence on policy on the future of the domain. 

The analysis will be presented by the hand of the four dimensions. Actors and coalitions 

will be the topic of section 5.2, resources and power will be dealt with in section 5.3, rules in 

section 5.4 and discourses in section 5.5. These dimension sections all first describe the 

dimension and then deal with its dynamics. For the sake of remaining sight on the overall 

picture, they end with concluding remarks to summarize insights as the analysis continues. 

Section 5.6 will deal with the (in-)stability of the domain and how this relates to the coming 

about of policy on the future of the facility. Section 5.7 will conclude. The arguments for this 

research order were presented in section 2.4 “entering the arrangement”. One should, 

however, realize that the dimensions interrelate. In some dimensions I deal with aspects of 

other dimensions following later. This is sometimes inevitable for the sake of clearity, but I 

realize that it may also be confusing. I will do so only when I feel it provides neccesary 

insights on the situation for the reader. 

5.2 Actors and coalitions 

As point of entry for the analysis the dimension actors has been chosen. An ‘actor’ is an 

organisation involved in the arrangement KCB. As discussed earlier, actors may be 

governments, companies, consultancies, etcetera. Mapping the involved actors can be seen as 

a logic startpoint of the analysis. When one has knowledge of those active in the domain, one 

can give attention which resources and discourses they use and what rules of the game they 

are supposed to follow. Other dimensions come forward through the actor dimension. 

Actors involved in arrangement KCB 

By studying the domain and through speaking with experts in the field, a list of actors 

has been made. Those actors all have different functions in the arrangement. One thus deals 

with different kinds of actors. I want to get a good overview on the actor landscape and in 

order to distinguish between actors they can be clustered. Here four categories are 

distinguished: state, market, civil society and expert system. One recognizes the three basic 
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institutions. I added the expert system for two reasons presented earlier in section 2.4: the 

arrangment around a technical object and experts do not fit well in the other three categories. 

Some actors may be active in more than one category. They are clustered on the basis of their 

primary activities. The results are presented in table 5.1. 

 

Civil society State Market Expert system 
Greenpeace Min. VROM EPZ CE 
WISE Min. EZ Essent ECN 
Stichting Natuur en 
Milieu (SNM) 

Province Zeeland Delta Bezinningsgroep 
Energie 

Stichting Borssele 
2004+ 

Municipality 
Borsele 

 Reactor Instituut 
Delft (RID) 

Milieudefensie EU  Clingendael  
Groen Links   Rathenau 
D66   NRG 
ZMF   Laka 
CDA   RIVM 
VVD   MNP 
SP   IAEA 
LPF   Landsadvocaat 
CU    
SGP    
PvdA    
table 5.1. List of actors 

 

This overview does not pretend to be exhaustive, even though it has been tested by the 

interviewed experts. Also one should take notice that this list includes actors involved in the 

KCB domain and not in the nuclear energy domain in general. I have not included news 

media and citizens as actors. Although media may have goals of their own and can influence 

they way in which there is, or should be, spoken, I could not identify any of them as an active 

actor in the arrangement. I also did not include citizens in general in my analysis. Although 

actors may have to keep the public into account when dealing with such a sensitive topic as 

nuclear energy and the public opinion can often be decisive for policy, an individual citizen is 

hardly able to mix in the debate. I therefore only took representative actors into account. 

Finally, I included political parties in the civil society cluster. I did so because they represent 

the stakes of the civil society. When join an admininstration the parties’ ministers and state 

secretaries and  become part of the state. 

Coalitions 

Often actors do not stand alone. They try to work together in order to help them realize 

their objectives. These cooperations can have different characters; one can distinguish 
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between an incidental and structural character. In order to speak of a ‘coalition’, the relation 

should be structural (Arts et al, 2001: 14). Insight is obtained from the literature, but 

especially from interviews. I deal with coalitions within clusters and then with coalitions that 

cross the clusters’ borders. 

Coalitions between state actors 

On the state level not as much cooperation takes place as one might possibly expect. 

One can only observe a horizontal relation, a relation between ministries. The ministry of 

Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment (VROM) and the ministry of Economic 

Affairs (EZ) form a coalition on the state level. Although the responsibility for the nuclear 

energy act has been passed on from EZ to VROM in 1999, the ‘Borssele-file’ has also been 

handled by EZ. The relation also comes forward in the joint action with respect to reaching 

agreements with EPZ and its shareholders Essent and Delta. The nature of this relation with 

respect to KCB can be seen as structural. Structural vertical relations, however, do not exist. 

The responsibility for Borssele lies at the state level; the lower levels are involved to a limited 

degree. Lower levels are consulted in the process, but are not actively worked together with in 

order to design policy. Both respondents ascribe to both the municipality Borsele, province 

Zeeland as well as the EU a small role in the KCB arrangement. 

Coalitions between market actors 

In the market sphere an obvious coalition exists between all market parties EPZ, Essent 

and Delta. Essent and Delta both have a 50 % share in EPZ. The three parties have an interest 

in keeping the facility open; the shareholders earn direct profits by extending the lifespan and 

the facility itself want to keep producing. Because all market actors are in control and 

gathered around the same important resource, namely the KCB itself, this relation can be 

identified as a ‘resource coalition’ (see also Liefferink, 2006: 10). Because they all possess 

the same resource, they are dependent on each other and therefore more or less forced to act 

together.  

Coalitions between civil society actors 

In the civil society category Greenpeace and WISE have actively cooperated with each 

other. This can be seen as a natural relation as the actors strive for the same goals in the KCB 

arrangement, namely closing down the facility. Both parties try to synchronize actions and the 

relation can therefore be defined as a structural ‘discourse coalition’ (see also Liefferink, 

2006: 14), although they also undertake individual actions. March 2005 they publish the 

brochure “Kernenergie. Niet doen” (De Vries and De Rijk, 2005) together with 

Milieudefensie, Stichting Natuur en Milieu (SNM) and the 12 milieufederaties. Although both 
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Greenpeace as well as WISE tried to extend the discursive coalition and get Milieudefensie, 

SNM and the Zeeuwse Milieufederatie (ZMF) involved more, they did not succeed. The 

coalition resulting in the joint brochure could therefore be seen as incidental. 

About the political parties and their coalitions can be said that during the Balkenende II 

administration (2003-2006) CDA, VVD and D66 formed a coalition. In the light of the 

administration they made agreements, also on the lifespan of KCB. This comes forward most 

clearly in the Hoofdlijnenakkoord (Balkenende, 2003). However in the specific arrangement 

around KCB, the relation lies more complicated. Not every administration party has the same 

ideas on the specific topic and it is not quite easy to tell in advance whether certain 

agreements should be seen as breaking points or not. Other factors may influence the 

decisions on KCB policy. Taken together one can say that these parties act as a coalition with 

a collective goal, but within the coalition partners might have to make concessions to other 

partners. The VVD is in support of keeping the KCB longer open while D66 wants to hold on 

to the agreement of closing it down in 2013. 

Coalitions between expert actors 

When looking at the field of experts, one should bear in mind that the group of people 

involved is quite small. Although both interviewed experts point at a lot of connections 

between different expert groups, these relations can mostly not be seen as coalitions. Only the 

Reactor Instituut Delft (RID) and NRG might be seen as a coalition as they both support 

nuclear energy in general. The other parties do not have specific goals. Although they consult 

with each other en work together on projects, one could not speak of real coalitions. 

Coalitions between actors of different categories 

Between clusters only one clear coalition exists. The civil society actor stichting 

Borssele 2004+ represents of the staff of KCB and therefore basically consists of the same 

people as EPZ. They successfully did a legal appeal at the RvS in order to prevent an early 

closure in 2003 (see also paragraph 4.5). In the discussion on the future of the plant they acted 

as a employee stakeholder that wanted extend lifespan in order to maintain the jobs at the 

facility. They actively cooperated with the three market parties and are part of the resource 

coalition of EPZ, Essent and Delta mentioned earlier. 

Between other actors of different clusters, no coalition exists. Actors from the expert are 

asked by other parties to do research and scenario studies, but this can not be seen as coalition 

behaviour. Also the expert parties that are pro-nuclear, RID and NRG, do not actively or 

publicely work together with the production companies to speak of a coalition. 
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Dynamics of the actor dimension 

When it comes to the actor dimension the arrangement has been quite stable, especially 

when taking the most recent period into account in which current policy has been made on the 

future of KCB. There have, however, been some mutations, mainly before the referred period. 

The most important mutation dates back to 1998 when the Samenwerkende 

Electriciteitsbedrijven (SEP) stopped to exist. The SEP was responsible for the planning of 

production and import of electricity for The Netherlands, the production companies solely 

took care of production. The SEP therefore had the legal monopoly for the production of 

energy, with which the state dealt directly. Due to the acceptance of the Liberaliseringswet in 

1998 the energy market liberalised and there was no longer place for an organisation centrally 

steering the production of electricity (CE, 2005: 6-7). The decision for the way by which 

electricity is generated lies at the production companies, for instance Essent or Delta. More on 

these rules can be found in the section 5.4. 

The first responsible ministry for the nuclear energy act is VROM, which it took over 

from EZ in 1999. The role of the actor VROM therefore increased. EZ’s role, however, 

declined, although this decline can be seen as moderate as EZ kept responsibility on the 

Borssele-file. Also in the expert system a few actors entered. Rathenau, Clingendael and MNP 

are new. The first two are new as the were basically not invloved in (nuclear) energy research. 

The second because it simply does not exist very long. 

What could be seen as remarkable is the fact that over the last years SNM and 

Milieudefensie are barely active involved when it comes to KCB policy. This is especially 

striking considering the fact that during the BMD (1981-1984) both groups were noticeable 

present. So they are not absent, but do not play such an import role. 

Concluding remarks 

Hence, when looking at the actor dimension a few things come forward. First is that the 

arrangement is quite small. Actors know each other and lines are short. Those who try to 

influence or make policy form coalitions in order to realize goals. The (market) parties around 

Borssele that want to extend the lifespan stick together in a resource coalition. The civil 

society groups striving for closure act in a discourse coalition, although they fail to extend 

their coalition with more NGO’s. About the state can be said that the ministries responsible 

act together. A second aspect is that the arrangement is quite stable when it comes to the actor 

dimension. The major changes took place before the period in which policy has been made on 

the future of the plant. 
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5.3 Resources and power 

The focal point of this section is power and existence and nature of power relations. 

Power relations are dependent on the resources an actor can use and whether they can do so to 

‘influence’ the arrangement. Between actors that try to ‘influence’ the direction of the policy I 

shall make a distinction between those striving for extended lifespan of KCB and those that 

want an early closure. This is a very simple, easy to observe difference, which requires no 

solid knowledge about the discourses, dealt with in section 5.5. Reason for the distinction is 

that it allows for a better view on the power dimension.  

In order to get a quick and good overview influence of the different actors, an 

arrangement map, introduced in figure 3.1, has been made of table 5.1 using the Fast 

Arrangement Mapping method introduced in 3.3. The map can be found in appendix B. The 

diagram consists of three rings. In the core one can find the actors with the most influence, the 

actors with the least influence can be found in the peripherical ring. The diagram has been 

filled in during the interviews with the experts, without knowing how others have filled it in. 

The resulting maps are very much equal. Based on the interviews and literature I decided 

combining the maps to the final map of appendix B. The map was used as a stepping stone for 

the analysis of resources and power. When it was known who supposed to have power, it 

provided guidance where to start looking. 

Early closure or extended lifespan 

Early closure 

There are several actors wanting a closure at least in 2013 and some would prefer even 

earlier. To not all actors the desire for closure is equally strong and they do not have that 

desire regardless of everything. There are three actors which are the most persistent in their 

effort to close down KCB, Greenpeace, WISE and Groen Links. It is not to say which of the 

three was most or less important. 

The main resource Greenpeace and WISE used is the one of communication and 

influencing the public opinion. Both NGO’s try to influence the public opinion by reaching 

them with publications on the negative aspects of nuclear energy. They also try to do so 

through interviews in the media. Because both NGO’s are seen as competent representatives 

of the anti-nuclear movement well informed in the KCB case, they are asked to do interviews. 

This less the case with others like Milieudefensie or SNM, which were seen by news media as 

less involved. It is therefore necessary to be seen as experts in the field to make use of media. 

Greenpeace also makes an effort in direct lobby work. They were however not able to extend 

their early mentioned discourse coalition with other NGO’s. When they had succeeded, this 
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might very well increased their position. The fact that both Greenpeace and WISE are fierce 

opposers against a longer lifespan caused the other actors in the arrangement to mind their 

steps carefully. 

The political party Groen Links (GL) opposes nuclear energy and wants to close down 

Borssele immediately. Although GL is not the only party opposing nuclear energy, it has been 

the most active. As the party is represented in parliament, they can directly influence 

democratic decisions. They are also in the position to ask questions in the parliament and try 

to adjust policy and laws. In 1994 the party succeeded to mobilise a majority of 78 pro and 73 

con to accept the Motie-Vos (Vos, 1994), by which the parliament demanded not to extend 

the lifespan of KCB and close it down in 2003. Although this motion has less important for 

more recent policy, the interviewed experts argue that the motion comes back in discussions 

about the future of KCB. Another more recent example of GL trying to use its position of 

power is the attempt to persuade lower governmental levels, municipalities and provinces 

which are the only shareholders of Essent and Delta, to force Essent and Delta to abandon a 

demand for compensation when KCB has to close down. GL argues that lower levels should 

cooperate with a closure and compensation would just be a transfer of public money 

(Groenlinks, 2005).  

Coalition partner D66 has power as it is part of the Balkenende II administration. D66 

opposed nuclear energy and it was due to the effort of this party the Hoofdlijnenakkoord 

contained an agreement to close down the facility in 2013 (Balkenende, 2003). So the way in 

which D66 can use its power is by their actions in parliament, just as GL, but also by their 

position within the administration. 

Extended lifespan 

There are a few parties that have a clear objective to extend the lifespan of the facility. 

This is the facility itself in the form of EPZ and its shareholders Essent and Delta. Also the 

staff organization stichting Borssele 2004+ has that goal. As mentioned earlier these actors 

form a resource coalition. The most important resource is that these parties own the facility 

and have a permit for an indefinite length of time to exploit KCB, based on the old nuclear 

energy act of 1963. The way actors used this resource is in legal procedures. Stichting 

Borssele 2004+ did the appeal at the RvS against the agreement between the state and the SEP 

mentioned in section 4.5. On the basis of the liberalization of the energy market, the state was 

not able to force closure against the will of the owner. Then EPZ declared to be willing to 

keep the facility longer in use (Profundo, 2005: 9). By having a permit for an indefinite time, 

the market parties had the power to demand compensation for the expected profits it would 
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not make. So the power of the resource of the facility strongly relates to the rules discussed in 

section 5.4. The market parties also tried to influence the public opinion through the media 

arguing an early closure was a destruction of capital and would result in a loss of jobs. 

A few of the consultancies are pro nuclear energy in general. RID and NRG therefore 

have a desire to keep the single commercial facility within the Dutch border opened. Closing 

down the facility would mean a higher burden to make use of the technology in the future. 

These actors can mainly use knowledge about the technology as a resource. 

VROM and state secretary of environmental affairs Van Geel at first planned on closing 

down the facility in 2013 as was agreed on by the administration. When it was discovered, 

however, that the state was not able to do so without compensating EPZ, VROM ordered the 

Landsadvocaat to investigate whether it was legally certain that a claim was unavoidable and 

ECN what such a deal was going to cost. Those reports were secret and not given to the 

parliament, as it would damage the legal position of the state. In a letter to the tweede kamer 

Van Geel stated that a claim was inevitable and the height of the claim would be “somewhere 

between a few hundreds of millions up to over a billion euros (2013 price level)” (Van Geel, 

2005). It then gave Jan Paul van Soest the task to investigate whether involved groups were 

likely to agree on a longer lifespan when there were extra funds for sustainability. This paved 

the path for the covenant discussed in the next section. The resources state actors control are 

the large public financial resources and the access to experts and the classified reports these 

experts made in the Borssele case. 

Dynamics of the power dimension 

In order to give an indication of the dynamics of arrangement consider again the map of 

appendix B. Dynamics in the arrangement come forward in shifts in the position of actors in 

the map. VROM has entered the arrangement from the periphery to the core, as it obtained the 

responsibility of the nuclear energy act in 1999. It thus became an important player. 

When it became clear by the RvS verdict that the state was not able to able to hold on to 

its intention to close KCB in 2003 the position of EPZ and its owners Essent and Delta 

strengthened. The position increased further when the Landsadvocaat reported to VROM that 

a closure in 2013 without compensation was also not possible. In that light it is remarkable 

that the initiator of the legal procedure against closure in 2003, stichting Borssele 2004+, lost 

some of its power after the verdict. Although it succeeded in preventing closure, when the 

legal procedure was over their position ‘decreased’ in the policy arrangement to only a 

stakeholder of the KCB staff. 
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The fact that not all parties had access to the classified reports of ECN and 

Landsadvocaat decreased the position of those opposing a lifespan beyond 2013. The attempt 

of Greenpeace to counter VROMs knowledge by also having a scenario research on the costs 

of closing KCB (Profundo, 2005) been done did not succeed. Van Limborg (interview 29-11-

2005) argues that this source was not as reliable and credible as the one possessed by VROM, 

and could therefore not use it too well in the media to counter the ECN report. 

Concluding remarks 

Taken together a few things come forward when looking at the power dimension. The 

most important resource in the arrangement is the KCB itself and the legal framework to 

exploit it for an indefinite length of time. Forced closure by the state is therefore only possible 

with a compensation for the owners. Therefore the market parties have a very strong position 

in the arrangement. Also, there was noticed that the arrangement is quite stable with respect to 

new resources. Behaviour and use of resource by actors, however, influence the power other 

actors can extract from their resources. When looking at the power of actors, we have seen 

that VROM became an import player and the position of the market parties strengthened 

through legal judgements. 

5.4 Rules 

With the rules of the arrangement are meant not only formal, but also informal rules. 

This section will deal with the guidelines, legal framework and other rules of the game the 

actors have to deal with. Some of the rules are already mentioned in previous sections, when 

actors could use them to extend or improve their resources and power. I will start by 

explaining where decisions are made: the arenas. As argued earlier in section 2.4, the other 

dimensions can be observed in these arenas. But as it are the rules that shape the arena, I will 

deal with arenas in combination with the rules dimension. 

Arenas 

When looking at where the decisions on the future of KCB are made, this is very much 

dependent on the period and quite some arenas exist. In the period around 1994 the arena is 

the parliament. In this arena political parties play a role and other organisations can only give 

their opinion. In this period the Motie-Vos is accepted and decided to close the facility in 

2003. The administration took over the motion and made agreements with the SEP/EPZ about 

the closure. At that time the idea really existed by political parties as well as environmental 

organisations that the facility would close down (Van Vugt, 2004: 86).  
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When in 1999 the Stichting Borssele 2004+ made an appeal at the RvS about the ending 

date of the exploitation permit, decisions in the arrangement are made in a juridical arena. 

After the judgement in 2000 the permit was again for an indefinite length of time. When EZ 

did not succeeded to make an agreement with EPZ for a voluntary closure in 2003, it tried to 

force it at RvS. A claim of a legal agreement between EZ and SEP/EPZ was rejected in 2002. 

The involved actors in the juridical arena are besides the Stichting Borssele 2004+, the market 

parties behind it, also the responsible ministries. They decide whether to appeal against the 

judgement. Other parties are not involved. Although others tried to let the state continue the 

legal procedure it was up to the ministries whether they wanted to do so. 

During the decisions on the Hoofdlijnenakkoord in 2003, the arena is the one of 

coalition bargaining between CDA, VVD and D66. In this arena the decision is made to 

include the objective to close KCB in 2013. Here only the three political parties have access 

to the arena. 

In the period after the formation of the Balkenende II administration the arena is mainly 

around VROM. VROM is in charge of carrying out the policy of the administration and sees 

no easy solution in this complicated matter. It involves the Commission Enthoven and 

ECN/NRG to write a report on the consequences of closure or extended lifespan (ECN/NRG, 

2005), consults the landsadvocaat and asks ECN to make an estimate on the height of the 

compensation for EPZ. These actors are involved in the KCB arrangement by VROM that 

otherwise would not have been. Later on in the Bezinningsgroep is spoken about the topic and 

Jan Paul van Soest gets the assignment to seek whether there was room for a deal; financial 

resources for sustainability in exchange for a longer lifespan. Involved parties are consulted 

whether they want to cooperate with the deal. On the other hand there is the tweede kamer, 

especially GL, which tries to put pressure on the state secretary. So the political arena is 

extensive. 

The criteria for a party to join an arena are basically its competence and the position the 

actor has build in the past. When a one has proven to be a reliable actor in the past and it puts 

effort to be well informed in the topic, it can join. The fact that SNM and Milieudefensie were 

not really involved in the Borssele case is due to the fact that they were not so much into it. 

Also, due to the fact that the amount of actors and people involved is limited, a lot of 

deliberation takes place without it being that visible from the outside. It helps for actors to 

‘speak with the right people at the right time’. The interviewed experts do not think barriers 

exist in the arrangement in the sense of actors trying to exclude others from the decision 
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processes. One can only not enter when one is formally not allowed to, such as to the juridical 

arena or the parliament. 

Formal rules 

Exploitation permits and the nuclear energy act are the most important formal rule. As 

earlier mentioned KCB has a permit to exploit the nuclear facility for an indefinite length of 

time. In short this means that the owner of the facility can keep it in use as long as it wants, 

unless the installation is been found unsafe. As seen before this permit is very strong as it 

holds in court. It thus makes the physical resource, the KCB itself, very powerful for the 

owners. 

Another important rule shaping the arrangement is the liberalization of the energy 

market. Due to the liberalisation act of 1998 the state can no longer decide on how electricity 

should be produced. “Since the liberalization older plants are kept open longer. […] the SEP-

guideline is not being followed anymore, as every producer is now free to decide on its own 

policy. In the current liberalised market (lowering) cost price is the dominant driving force.” 

(CE, 2005: 10) In short the government is not in the position to decide on production, and if it 

wants to do so it has to compensate for it. 

On the 16th of June 2006 the covenant Borssele (VROM, 2006) is signed. In this 

agreement between the state and the owners of KCB there is made an agreement of a closure 

in 2033 followed by the direct dismantlement. Part of the covenant is that both parties invest 

250 mln euros each in sustainable projects improving air quality. The funds should realise a 

reduction in CO2 emissions of 1,4 Mton a year. Also the facility should belong to the 25% 

safest in the western world. The covenant offered a compromise to persuade D66 and other 

parties and it should provide for clarity on the closing date. An early closure is now only 

possible by paying a compensation, when the facility is not safe anymore or when the owners 

do not see the facility as profitable anymore. How “hard” the end date of 2033 is, is hard to 

tell. A covenant is an agreement between parties, but not a hard legal contract. 

Dynamics of the rules dimension 

The just discussed covenant is the most important set of rules that has entered the 

arrangement. Another rule that is under change at the moment is the nuclear energy act. Some 

changes will be made with respect to the permits, among other changes. Permits will be 

provided for a limited time span under the new law. This allows the state for some 

intervention in a liberalised market. The law is still to pass the tweede kamer. 
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With respect to the rules dimension, the arrangement has not been too dynamic. 

Although a number of arenas can be observed, rules in general have not changed very much. 

It is the interpretation of (legal) rules by actors that resulted in changes in the arrangement.  

Concluding remarks 

Taken together, about the rules can be said that policy is made in different arenas. Some 

of those arenas have been active only for a short time. An actor may enter the arena when it is 

well informed and the formal rules of an arena allow it. Formal laws have not changed, 

although interpretation resulted in different (percepted) outcomes. The nuclear energy act will 

change in the short future, offering the state more instruments in the nuclear energy field than 

it has now. The covenant is the most recent addition to the rules of the arrangement. The 

covenant is the outcome of a long period of deliberation on the future of KCB and should 

offer a satisfactory result, at least to the political parties in the administration. 

5.5 Discourses 

The dimension discours refers to the story lines actors use in defining the problems and 

to the way there is looked after solutions in the KCB arrangement. When dealing with power 

in section 5.3 a distinction has been made on those wanting early closure and those wanting 

an extended lifespan. As we will see, this distinction strongly relates to the discourses 

discussed in this section. As the KCB arrangement stands within a broader arrangement of 

nuclear energy in general, general ideas on nuclear energy influence the storylines in the KCB 

arrangement. In the more general discussion three discourses can be distinguished; optimist, 

nuclear energy as means for transition and anti-nuclear. This paragraph deals with discourses 

in the KCB arrangement and will therefore only deal with before mentioned discourses for as 

far as they are relevant to this research project. 

The owners of the facility have the storyline that they can make high profits exploiting a 

facility that is economically written off. This is a very, probably the most, important 

motivation for the actions of the market coalition. This is a very specific argument for a very 

specific group and I therefore not included it in the discourses of those in favour of KCB. It 

does explicitely not mean it is not important for the outcomes of the KCB arrangement.  

Nuclear opposition  

The opposers of KCB especially use the so to say traditional arguments used in the anti-

nuclear storyline in what I shall here call ‘opposition’ discourse. Those arguments are safety, 

waste, proliferation, transports and uranium mining. More recently the arguments on climate, 
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supply certainty and terrorism are added to that list. The storyline is basically gathered around 

the central idea that nuclear energy bears risks not worth taken. 

In the process of nuclear electricity generation accidents may accur causing a meltdown 

in the facility. Images of accidents at Tsjernobyl and Harrisburg are used to strenthen the 

argument. Also the problem of nuclear waste has not been solved. The production process 

yields nuclear waste which remains radioactive for hundreds of thousands of years. 

Transporting it to other countries is no solution. The arguments on proliferation, the use of 

nuclear technologie for the production of weapons, are not used much in the specific Borssele 

case. This argument is used for the storyline on nuclear energy in general. The argument that 

the transportation of nuclear waste yields risks is used in the KCB arrangement as well as the 

mining for the raw material uranium. The mining for uranium is a dirty process that needs a 

lot of energy en generates waste in the form of contaminated silt. Also uranium is a non-

renewable source.  

In the KCB case opposers also argue that the size of KCB is so small, The Netherlands 

can do easily without it. It is argued that The Netherlands does not need KCB in its energymix 

to make it more or less dependent on other, instable, countries. Also, the gains in CO2 

emissions are moderate for such a relative small facility. And however there are no emmisions 

at the plant, the total supply chain generates emissions (Rathenau, 2004: 56-58, WISE, 2005). 

More recently opposers make use of the argument of terrorism. A nuclear instalation is 

vulnarable for a terrorist attack. 

KCB as instrument in energytransition 

Opposite to the ant-nuclear and anti-Borssele discourse are those who see nuclear 

energy as a way to bridge a transition gap towards a society using sustainable energy; here 

called ‘transition’ discourse. The KCB can thus play a role in this transition period. Besides a 

transition instrument, it is argued that the generation of electricity is free of greenhouse gas 

emissions and emissions are also small considering the entire cycle (Rathenau, 2004: 56-58). 

This argument, however, relates more to the discourse of nuclear energy in general, for KCB 

the effects are admitted to be relatively small. Other mentioned objections about the use of 

KCB are countered by the claim that the facility and nuclear energy are safe enough, there is a 

solution for the waste by putting it deep under the ground and that proliferation and terrorism 

should not be confused with the peaceful use of the technology. Also the argument can be 

heared that KCB can contribute to the supply certainty of electricity in the netherland. This, 

however, can be seen as a less important argument with less power in the case of KCB. 
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Optimist 

The discourse named ‘optimist’ here, is a storyline around the idea that nuclear energy 

can be the solution for energy problems. Most of the used arguments in this discourse also 

come forward in the previous ‘transition’ discourse. I will not discuss the discours in detail 

here as it has more relation to the discussion on nuclear energy in general. Extra argument can 

be found in the claim that the stock of uranium is eternal, as it can be won out of water (see 

e.g. Croc et al., 2006). According to this discourse closing down KCB makes it more difficult 

to make use of nuclear energy in large, and is therefore not desirable. 

Dynamics in the discourse dimension 

In the discours dimension some dynamics can be observed. Especially the arguments on 

the contribution of nuclear energy solution to climate problems have entered the arrangements 

of both nuclear energy in general and the arrangement around KCB. This resulted that those 

following the ‘opposing’ discourse had to add arguments on climate to their storyline. It is 

sometimes been seen as if one should choose between either air quality and nuclear risks. It is 

any case the dilemma D66 felt it had to face: 
 

“In the deliberation between the short term improvement of air quality and the problem of nuclear waste, 

D66 favours air quality. Meaning that in the transition period from polluting to clean energy sources nuclear 

energy can play a limited and temporary role. Netherlands’ only nuclear power plant Borssele can be closed 

later, under the condition of extra investments in the development of sustainable energy, of a European 

discussion on nuclear energy and of extra measures for energy saving” 

translated from D66 (2005) p 22. 

 

And D66 is not the only actor that during the discussion on the the future of the KCB 

made a shift in its discursive position. State secretary Van Geel stated in an interview in 

Trouw (2003) that he “on the basis of environmental deliberations comes to the conclusion 

that it is not responsible to give room to nuclear energy”. He further states that nuclear energy 

has at least three large disadvantages: uranium mining is dirty and ending, nuclear waste and 

terrorism. In Dutch television programme Buitenhof of 13th februari 2006 Van Geel stated 

that the construction of a second nuclear power plant could not be excluded. Later he declares 

that the construction could start 2016 with main argument that nuclear energy would not 

contribute to the greenhouse effect (NRC, 2006). The deal written down in the Borssele 

covenant helped to convince key players to accept a lifespan until 2033. 

It is however not the case that there was giant shift in the discursive landscape. The 

Rathenau report (2004:16) states that the current opinions on nuclear seem to be just as 
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devided as they were in the past. New arguments are mainly used by actors to in an attempt to 

strengthen the own position. As of now they have not led to any breakthrough on either side. 

Concluding remarks 

With respect to the discourse dimension three discourses can be distinguished: the 

opposing, transition and optimist discourse. With respect to the arrangement KCB the first 

two are the most important and the most heared. The owners of the facility follow a discourse, 

but have an extra, for them very important, argument to keep the facility in use: it yields high 

profits. The arguments relating global warming increased attention over the last years. The 

fact that KCB can help meet CO2 emmision standards helps those in favour of keeping it 

open. Some of the actors have made shifts in their discursive position. However their position 

may not have changed dramatically, it created the room that was needed to extend the 

lifespan. 

5.6 Stability in relation to policy 

In a relative short period of time, the policyarrangement around KCB witnissed three 

major changes. During the paarse kabinetten period (1994-2002) the facilty was to be closed 

in 2003. After the Motie-Vos was passed there was a concensus in at least a large part of the 

arrangement that KCB would close at the age of 30 years. Even after the state suffered losses 

in court, the admistration still expected it would realise closure. A new government era, the 

Balkenende period, however meant a different state. It realised it dealt with a difficult case 

and didn’t feel the urge to close KCB as soon as possible. Instead a closing date in 2013 was 

agreed on. Since then the policyarrangement witnissed its third change, in june 2006 VROM 

and the owners agreed on a closing date in 2033, written down in the covenant Borssele. 

In the previous sections we dealt with the four dimensions of the arrangement and their 

dynamics. Those dimensions give insight on the stability of the domain. How does the 

stability of the policy arrangement relate to shifts in policy on the future of KCB change in a 

relative short period of time? I think that the main answer is that, although the arrangement 

may seem to be went through a lot of dynamic events, the main driver for the change in policy 

has been the very stable rule of the exploitation permit for indefinite length of time. It are the 

interpretations of this rule that caused assumptions on the percepted position of actors to 

change. When the Kok II administration around 2000 wanted to close KCB in 2003 it had the 

perception it was in the position to do so. When the Balkenende II administration in 2003 

wanted to close KCB in 2013 it had the perception it was in the position to do so. Based on 

the very powerful recource the owners possess, the exploitation permit which has been a 
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stable factor in the rules dimension, those perceptions on the state’s position turned out to be 

false. When actors became fully aware of the consequences of the resource, the arrangement 

began to change and it became instable. Parties realized it was unclear what the position of the 

state was. VROM tried to get that insight by involving the Landsadvocaat en ECN, and started 

to doubted whether it could realize the closure in 2013. Different actors tried to influence the 

arrangement to push the state towards their goals. The NGOs trying to keep the state and D66 

to its closing intentions and market coalition towards the clearness of an agreement on closing 

in 2033. It was at that time not clear direction policy was going to get and the arrangement 

could therefore be charactarized as unstable. 

This instability combined with the increasing attention for the discourse on climate 

change and sustainable energy supply resulted in the climate in which a deal between the 

owners and the state could be made for closure in 2033. When it was found out that closing 

down KCB was going to cost a large amount of money and an extended lifespan offered 

investment sustainable energy sources and a ‘hard’ closing date, it helped to persuade 

(especially) the key actors of the state and D66. 

How stable is the arrangement now? Policy is now that KCB wil be closed in 2033. 

Agreements are written down in the Borssele covenant. Important to notice is that the 

covenant does not change the exploitation permit, and a covenant should be seen as a 

voluntary agreement instead of a legal contract. And although the deal has been closed, 

invloved actors move their attention to topics elsewhere and given that the facility can indeed 

produce according to safety guidelines, it should not be the case that the facility will actually 

close down in 2033. When there will be no changes in legislation, it is the question whether 

the state has the legal instruments to force closure in 2033 based on the covenant, if EPZ will 

indicate it wants to keep its facility in use beyond 2033. According to the interviewed experts 

a closure before 2033 will only happen if either the facility will fail to meet safety standards, 

the owners do not see KCB as a profitable object anymore or a future adminstration is willing 

to pay a lot of money for it. Hence, the arrangement seems quite stable for at least the coming 

period and policy is to close KCB in 2033. Only unexpeced events may result in new 

instability. 

5.7 Conclusions 

In this chapter the current policy arrangement has been presented around KCB. From the 

analysis it followed that the arrangement has witnissed some dynamics. The expected 

percepted closing date has been changed three times. This is mainly the result of insights on 
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the strong bargaining position of the KCB owners. This made the arrangement under 

Balkenende II instable. Increased attention for the climate change discourse made actors 

(slightly) shift in their discursive position on the future of KCB. Together with the proposed 

deal, written down in the covenant, this created the climate to persuade actors to agree on a 

closing date in 2033 instead of 2013. 
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6. Conclusions and reflection 

6.1 Conclusions 

This thesis has dealt with the policy arrangement around the nuclear power plant in 

Borssele. The central question this thesis has tried to answer was: How can the policy 

arrangement around the nuclear facility Borssele be characterized and how may its past en 

current characteristics, especially its (in-) stability determine policy on the future of the 

facility? In order to be able to answer the question, the literature on policy arrangements has 

been reviewed. From the literature followed that arrangements should not be studied as 

objects with isolated characteristics. Instead it is the interrelateness and the dynamics of 

dimensions of the arrangement that result in (changes in) policy. 

With respect to the first part of the research question we have seen that the percepted 

future of KCB has changed a few times over the last years. First KCB was supposed to close 

in 2003, then an agreement was made to close in 2013 and it now looks quite stable that the 

facility will remain in production until 2033. The KCB has been the center of a lot of debate 

in which the supporters and opposition of nuclear energy and of KCB have very different 

viewpoints. Some new arguments have entered the arrangement, especially the relation of 

nuclear energy with the global warming discussion, but the traditional arguments kept actual 

and kept the arrangement as divided as during the BMD in the 1980ties. 

When looking at the arrangement we have seen that the resource coalition formed by the 

owners of the facility have a very strong position. The rule of the exploitation permit for 

indefinite length of time combined with the possession of the physical resource KCB itself, 

offered them a lot of power. Due to legislation it was not up to the state actors to decide 

whether to close the facility or not and they could only do so by compensation for lost profits. 

This combined with a climate in which nuclear energy and climate change are placed in a 

dilemma, paved the path in which a deal on an extended lifespan of KCB could be made. The 

opposing discursive coalition failed to mobilise both enough partners and enough resources to 

keep state actors to their intention of closing KCB in 2013. 

With respect to the stability of the arrangement can be said that the arrangement 

witnissed a period of instability when actors became fully aware of the legal position of the 

KCB owners. Then the arrangemt went through a dynamic period in which finally a covenant 

was signed in which KCB could remain open until 2033 and investments will be made in 

sustainable energy projects. The fact that the arrangement became instable created the space 
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for a change in policy arrangement went through. At that time actors did an extra effort to 

mobilise resource in order to realise goals. Now the covenant has been signed the arrangement 

is stable again. It is however the question whether the date of closing in 2033 will prove to be 

‘hard’. Unexpected events may occur such as the facility will prove not to be safe or a 

administration will be willing to pay a high fee for closing KCB. Also, given that legislation 

will be such that the owners can keep their exploitation permit of indefinite length of time, it 

is the question whether the facility will be closed in 2033 based on a covenant, being a 

voluntary agreement and no binding legal contract. Such a situation may again result in an 

unstable arrangement.  

6.2 Reflection 

Looking back at this bachelor thesis I think I succeeded to describe what the most 

important factors are shaping the policy on the future of KCB. I described quite extensively 

the dimensions of the arrangement and what factors have been so to say dynamic and which 

not. That provided insight in what can cause instability in an arrangement and the role of that 

stability in the coming about of policy on the future of KCB. It may also succeeded to 

operationalize some of the concepts of the policy arrangement aproach that can be used in 

future research. 

Due to the limited amount of time available for this project I interviewed two experts. 

This is a limited amount and may have let me miss details I could have observed doing more 

interviews. It would also allowed me to review the case from more perspectives. Also, this 

thesis may contain some bad English. I am, unfortunately, not a native speaker. I wrote this 

thesis in English, because I have the opinion acedemic theses should be written in a uniform 

language to increase accesibility of readers. Although it may have influenced the text, I am 

quite confident it had no influence on the analysis. 

This was also my first real analytical use of the policy arrangement approach. Although 

I found the approach especially interesting for combining other approaches and stressing the 

importance of interrelateness of the diferent dimensions, the approach can be developed 

further especially on practical use aspects. The approach does not present an 

operationalisation for all practical problems one faces during use of the approach. Some of the 

concepts it builds on are difficult to measure. I especially did not find much on the importance 

of stability in the approach.  

The small role of quite some NGOs in the arrangement I found remarkable. Especially 

compared to the more active role during the BMD. Although it was not within the scope of 
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this thesis, it would be interesting to find out the exact reasons for this role. Also, I questioned 

in this thesis whether the covenant proves to be a “hard deal”. It would be interesting for 

future research to make an analysis like the one that has been done in this thesis on the KCB 

arrangement again and combine it with the conclusions of this thesis. 
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GL. Groen Links, Dutch green party 
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LPF. Lijst Pim Fortuyn, Dutch populist party 

NGO. Non-Govenmental Organisation 
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PvdA. Partij van de Arbeid, Dutch labour party 

PZEM. Provinciale Zeeuwse Energie Maatschappij 

RID. Reactor Instituut Delft, reactor institute Delft 

RvS. Raad van State, council of state 

SEP. NV Samenwerkende Electriciteitsbedrijven, cooperating energy companies 

SGP. Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij, Dutch reformed party 

SNM. Stichting Natuur en Milieu 

SP. Socialistische Partij, Dutch socialist party 

TMI. Three Miles Island – Harrisburg nuclear power plant 

VROM. Ministerie van Volkshuisvesting, Ruimtelijke Ordening en Milieu, ministry of 

Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment 

VVD. Volkspartij Voor Vrijheid en Democratie, Dutch liberal party  

WISE. World Information Service on Energy 

WKE. Werkgroep Kernenergie, workgroup nuclear energy 

ZMF. Zeeuwse Milieu Federatie 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: respondents and interview guide 

List of respondents 

Name Function date 
Peer de Rijk Director of WISE 27-11-2006 
Anneke van Limborg Head of the radiation protection/nuclear and biosafety 

division (VROM) 
29-11-2006 

Interview guide 

Introductie 
• Wat is uw functie? 
• Welke rol vervult uw organisatie in discussie over kernenergie en met name  wat betreft de toekomst van 
Kerncentrale Borssele? 
 
Actoren en coalities 
Voorleggen van lijst met actoren die uit documenten actief blijken in arrangement Borssele. 
 
• Zijn er actoren die u mist? 
• Is er sprake van coalitievorming tussen sommige van de actoren? (Zo ja, welke groepen zijn er?) 
• Bestaan er conflicten tussen actoren? (Zo ja, tussen welke?) 
• Zijn er recent nieuwe organisaties actief geworden het domein KCB? 
Zijn er recent organisaties gestopt zich te mengen in het domein KCB? 
 
Discours 
• wat zijn de belangrijkste denkrichtingen in het veld van KCB en welke argumenten worden daarin gebruikt? 
• Hoe staan verschillende groepen tegenover de toekomst van KCB? 
• Wat vindt u van het beleid wat betreft KCB tot nu toe? 
• Zij er de laatste jaren/tijd nieuwe denkrichtingen of argumentatielijnen bij gekomen? 
 
Bronnen & invloed 
• Welke actoren bevorderen het langer openhouden van KCB? (top3) 
• Op welke manier proberen zij hun doel te realiseren? 
• Welke actoren bevorderen sluiting van KCB op korte termijn? (top3) 
• Op welke manier proberen zij hun doel te realiseren? 
• Welke actoren zijn de laatste tijd sterk in opkomst? (waarom?) 
• Van welke actoren is de invloed tanende? (waarom?) 
 
Regels (formeel & procedureel) 
• Op welke plaats(en) of arena’s vindt belangrijke besluitvorming rond KCB plaats? 
• Op grond waarvan kan een organisatie deelnemen aan besluitvorming rond KCB? 
• Worden sommige actoren stelselmatig buiten het besluitvormingsproces gehouden? 
• Op grond waarvan worden deze actoren buiten het proces gehouden? 
• Welke regelgeving werkt belemmerend/biedt kansen voor het openhouden van KCB? 
• Is de regelgeving met betrekking op KCB onlangs veranderd? 
• Voorziet u in de toekomst veranderingen in het domein rond KCB? 
 
Ontwikkelingen 
• Welke lange termijn ontwikkelingen hebben invloed op de KCB? 
 
Afsluiting 
• Heeft u zelf nog vragen of opmerkingen? 
• Heeft u nog relevante informatie over de Borssele in boeken of documenten? 
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Appendix B: Map of arrangement KCB 
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