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Article

Partnership Research: A Pathway to Realize
Multistakeholder Participation

Wilma Numans1 , Tine Van Regenmortel1,2, and René Schalk1,3

Abstract
Partnership research projects between academic researchers, service providers, policy makers, and persons from vulnerable
populations are increasingly promoted as a means to inform and improve research and practice. Key elements in partnership
research are the participation of multiple stakeholders and a shared responsibility and control over ideas, processes, and out-
comes. This sounds clear, yet it is susceptible to various interpretations and coloring, creating the risk of unbalanced power
between stakeholders and researcher. In this article, we present a case study in which partnership research is applied in the form
of multistakeholder participation. In combination with theoretical concepts, we provide insight into how a partnership based on a
nonhierarchical relationship between stakeholders and researcher is developed. We highlight three issues, being the reach, the
depth of participation, and the power dynamics between stakeholders and researcher. The findings presented here focus on the
partnership research process and the participation of multiple stakeholders as partners. Further research is needed to gain insight
in the effectiveness of partnership research, that is, in how a partnership succeeds or fails to reach research goals, for example,
improvement of practice, impact, and empowerment of stakeholders.
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action research, participatory action research, community-based research, emancipatory research, social justice

Introduction

Participation in research is increasingly popular in academic,

policy, and practice environments (Banks, Herrington, &

Carter, 2017; Garretsen, van de Goor, & van de Meehn,

2018; G. Jacobs, 2010; Natland & Hansen, 2017; Van Regen-

mortel, Hermans, & Steens, 2013; Van de Meehn, 2019). In

partnership research, participation is characterized by an

emphasis on shared responsibility and control of ideas, pro-

cesses, and outcomes between academic researchers and stake-

holders (Frankham, 2009).

Despite the ongoing interest in participation, it has not yet

become standard practice in research to elaborate on an actual

shared responsibility and control between academic research-

ers and stakeholders in the research process (Abma, Nierse, &

Widdershoven, 2009; Frankham, 2009; G. Jacobs, 2010; Nat-

land & Hansen, 2017). This may be caused by the difficulty of

maintaining an unambiguous definition and interpretation of

relevant concepts among all stakeholders during the whole

research process (Abma, Bos, & Meininger, 2011; G. Jacobs,

2010; Van Regenmortel, Steenssens, & Steens, 2016). What is

participation in a partnership? And which stakeholders are to

be considered partners? This relates to the issue of the reach of

participation (Huntjens, Termeer, Eshuis, & van Buuren,

2011). It is typical that in research practices partnerships usu-

ally are formed by involving stakeholders from the so-called

supply side (professionals as policy makers, policy implemen-

ters, and/or social professionals) in the research process, but

that the involvement of stakeholders from the “demand side”

(“silenced voices,” vulnerable populations) is not yet evident

(Siesling & Garretsen, 2014; Van Regenmortel et al., 2013).

There is also the issue of the depth of the partnership: What

exactly is the content of the partnership? What is the role and

function of stakeholders in the research project? (Huntjens et al.,
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2011). And a third issue related to this: How are power dynamics

addressed? Who is really in control? (Abma et al., 2009; Nierse,

Schipper, Zadelhoff, van de Griendt, & Abma, 2011).

This article presents suggestions for the application of part-

nership research and the participation of multiple stakeholders

as research partners. Specific attention is being paid to the

issues mentioned above: reach, depth, and power dynamics in

partnership research. We start with a brief review of literature

on participatory action-oriented research (PAR), resulting in a

focus on partnership research and the meaning of participation

in this type of research. This is followed by a reflection frame-

work for participation, using the participation ladders of Arn-

stein (1969), Abma and Broerse (2007), and Pretty, Guijt,

Thompson, and Scoones (1995). Insights of Ray (2007), who

distinguishes various participatory approaches, are included

here. Subsequently, we focus on the research practice itself and

discuss the issues stated above. We describe how we applied

partnership research in a concrete social work research prac-

tice, how we translated the theoretical concepts and insights in

our approach and the further insights we gained. The final

section reflects on the findings from practice to theory, provid-

ing a practical pathway for the implementation of multistake-

holder participation in partnership research practices.

Partnership Research

Partnership research is a research approach within participatory

action–oriented research (PAR). PAR has been defined as “a

philosophical approach to research that recognizes the need for

persons being studied to participate in the design and conduct

of all phases (e.g., design, execution, and dissemination) of any

research that affects them” (Vollman, Anderson, & McFarlane,

2004, p. 129).

Typical for all PAR is the double objective: “to prove” and

“to improve.” The research aims not only to develop both

practically relevant and academically founded knowledge, but

it also aims to contribute to real improvement of a concrete

practice or living situation of a specific population in a specific

context (Abma & Widdershoven, 2006; Fals-Borda & Rah-

mann, 1991; Huntjens et al., 2011; Migchelbrink, 2016; Reason

& Bradbury, 2001; VanderPlaat, 1999; Van Regenmortel et al.,

2016, 2013). Cooperation between researcher and partici-

pants—the so-called stakeholders, meaning the people whose

interests are at stake and whose contribution is important for

the research (Abma et al., 2011)—is necessary in order to

realize this 2-fold ambition (Bergold & Thomas, 2012; Heron

& Reason, 2001; S. Jacobs, 2016).

In partnership research, cooperation takes on a specific

form. Here, the participants are considered as partners in

research (Abma & Broerse, 2007). The emphasis is on shared

responsibility and control over ideas, processes, and outcomes

(Frankham, 2009). With this emphasis, a nonhierarchical rela-

tionship between academic researcher and stakeholders takes

central position.

The key issue in partnership research is striving toward

more social equality and justice (Abma et al., 2011, 2009;

Abma & Widdershoven, 2006; Siesling & Garretsen, 2014;

Van Regenmortel et al., 2013, 2016). In order to realize more

social equality and justice, all those whose interests are touched

upon by the research should actively be given a voice, multiple

stakeholders (Abma et al., 2011).

Usually, this concerns a plurality of voices that may even be

in conflict with each other. Instead of assuming consensus,

partnership research acknowledges the plurality of interests,

values, and perspectives in order to avoid the exclusion of a

particular issue (Brown, Bammer, Baltiwala, & Kunreuther,

2003). This concerns in particular the issues of the so-called

silenced voices; vulnerable and marginalized populations

whose participation in research are not yet evident (Abma

et al., 2011, 2009; Van Regenmortel et al., 2013). Dialogue

between stakeholders is then used to reach a consensus or a

shared understanding of a phenomenon between various stake-

holder groups (Abma et al., 2009; Snoeren, Niessen, & Abma,

2011; Van Regenmortel et al., 2013). In partnership research,

stakeholders ideally are involved in all phases of the research

process and work together on a basis of equality with academic

researchers in a continuing process of dialogue and interaction

(Abma et al., 2009; Nierse et al., 2011).

From a methodological perspective, this type of research

cannot be a linear process. The striving for partnership inevi-

tably requires continuous inclusion of a plurality of voices and

adjustments in the research process in response to these

voices. The research design and the research process are not

predetermined but develop gradually in dialogue with stake-

holders. Abma et al. (2011, 2006) call this an “emergent

design.”

With respect to power dynamics, the dialogical perspective

distinguishes partnership research from other approaches

within PAR, that is, participatory research and user-

controlled research, which build on a monological perspective

(Abma et al., 2009). Partnership research is not typified by the

one-way traffic of either the researcher taking control or the

researcher handing over control. All involved, both stake-

holders and researcher, are seen as partners: Stakeholders share

the decision-making power with the researcher.

Participation in Partnership Research

Characteristic for partnership research is the participation of

multiple stakeholders. However, participation is a foggy con-

cept. G. Jacobs (2010) speaks of a buzzword that is frequently

used in varying contexts, but without an interpretation. This

threatens to turn it into a hollow concept. The concept of par-

ticipation demands clarification, especially when it concerns

the participation of multiple stakeholders who cooperate as

partners in a partnership. This must be clear for managing the

expectations of all partners involved.

In order to clear away the fog around the concept of partic-

ipation, use can be made of insights and tools that have been

developed to distinguish between the various levels and forms

of participation. Examples are Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of
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participation, which has been elaborated on and tailored toward

research practices by Abma and Broerse (2007).

While Arnstein’s ladder of participation focuses on the

level of involvement and control, it does not relate to the

quality of the interaction and the relationships. The limitation

of Arnstein’s ladder lies in the one-way traffic of the partici-

pant in relation to others. The relation is presented as mono-

logical instead of as dialogical. This limitation led Abma and

Broerse to further develop the ladder of participation (Abma

et al., 2009). Other examples are the ladder of Pretty et al.

(1995) and the classification of three participatory approaches

by Ray (2007).

Considering these insights as complementary to each

other provides a broader insight in the concept of participa-

tion and offers a framework for reflection to screen research

projects on participatory characteristics (see Table 1). More-

over, by applying Pretty’s ladder to the role of research

partner as outlined in the ladders of Arnstein and Abma &

Broerse, it becomes possible to look at the interpretation of

the role of research partners in a more nuanced way. Pretty

does not classify clearly defined roles as Arnstein and Abma

& Broerse do but distinguishes various forms of participa-

tion. This allows for attribution of various ways of partici-

pation to one and the same role. In this way, pluriform

grades of participation can be distinguished in the same

role. It may, for instance, be conceivable that the role of

research partner, derived from the ladders of Arnstein and

Abma & Broerse, which presupposes a high level of partic-

ipation, can be taken up in more ways than suggested by

Arnstein and Abma & Broerse. For depending on the pro-

cess in which the research is situated, research partners may

participate in different ways and thereby take up different

and/or changing roles, without derogating from the concept

of “partner” and the nonhierarchical relationship between

stakeholders and researcher. The key is the existence of

an experienced partnership that may be taken up in different

ways (over time). This could also take away the existing

criticism of the ladders, that is, their linear or hierarchic and

static character, and their valuation of the lower levels of

participation as inferior, even though these may be very

reinforcing for the stakeholders involved and may contribute

to the research objectives (Shier, 2001).

Multistakeholder Participation in Practice:
A Concrete Case

The following paragraphs present a concrete case in which the

partnership approach is applied with multistakeholder partici-

pation at its core. It concerns a review of the perspective of the

researcher on the basis of her journal notes and reports (thick

descriptions) with regard to the initial stage of the research

process, during which a multistakeholder defined research

agenda and design were developed together with stakeholders,

that is, the research partners. We use the insights described here

and the framework for reflection presented above to take up the

issues described earlier in the partnership approach, being (1)

the reach of participation, (2) the depth of the participation, and

(3) power dynamics.

Table 1. Reflection Framework Participation, Based on Participation Ladders Arnstein (1969), Abma and Broerse (2007), Pretty, Guijt,
Thompson, and Scoones (1995), and Ray (2007).

le
ve

l

Classifica-
tion level 
of 
influence
(Arnstein)

Roles
(Arnstein; 
Abma & Broerse)

Classification
participation / way of 
participating (Pretty)

Tasks
(Abma & Broerse)

Task description (Pretty) Classifi-
cation
partici-
patory
approach 
(Ray)

7 Commissioner, 
initiator, owner, 
research principal

Self-mobilization Initiating research; developing and maintaining
a knowledge base; joining established research 
networks

Stakeholders set their own agenda and
organize for action. Researchers have a role in 
the background, are facilitating and supportive
but only when asked

6 Research partner,
collaborative partner

Interactive participation Jointly developing a design; gathering data; 
writing publications; evaluating articles and
research proposals; participating in scientific
congresses

Researchers and stakeholders work as equal
partners in defining problems or needs and the
strategies for change. There is a sharing of 
knowledge and valuing of ‘local’, ‘lay’ or 
‘expertiental’ knowledge. Researchers facilitate
and support the process

5 Co-decider and co-
implementer (such as 
interviewer / 
moderator)

Functional participation Jointly composing surveys and topic lists; 
conducting interviews; preparing and/or leading
a focus group

Stakeholders are involved in decision-making 
and the development and execution of 
programmes or activities. Researchers are in 
control and take responsibility for the process

4 Consultative adviser, 
(adviser, respondent, 
referent)

Participation by
consultation

Bringing experience; discussing new 
developments; evaluating scientific articles and
research proposals (as referent); advising; 
managing research projects as member of 
scientific commision

Stakeholders are asked to give their opinions
on the programme plans. Researchers decide
what to do

3 Informant
(information provider, 
respondent)

Participation by
information

Sharing information in interview or survey Stakeholders are informed in an early stage 
about the programme plans and are given the
opportunity to ask questions

2 Audience, receiver of 
information 

Passive participation - Researchers are in control of the programme; 
stakeholders are informed about the
programme

1 Object
(test person)

No participation Cooperating in clinical trial Stakeholders are not informed about the
programme, only about the activities for which
they have been recruited
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/ 
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(‘to im
prove’)
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erist / 
instrum

ental; 
utilitarian ’
(‘to prove’)

‘Traditional /
instrum

ental ; 
utilitarian’
(‘to prove’)
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Project Background

Recently, the Dutch government made significant changes in

the social welfare system. Nowadays, in Dutch society, self-

management and participation of citizens are the main goals of

social policy (Bredewold, Duyvendak, Kampen, Tonkens, &

Verplanke, 2018; Duyvendak & van der Veer, 2014; Oude

Vrielink, 2015; Tonkens, 2014; Vereniging van Nederlandse

Gemeenten, 2013). This also applies to vulnerable populations,

for whom self-management and participation are not so obvi-

ous. As a result of reducing social security and professional

care, the number of vulnerable populations is growing (Coalitie

Erbij, 2015; Sociaal & Cultureel Planbureau/Centraal Bureau

voor de Statistiek, 2014).

These findings led to a PhD research project with societal

vulnerability as its central theme. The purpose of the study is to

obtain a better understanding of the concept of societal vulner-

ability and its underlying mechanisms—“to prove” (scientific

knowledge building)—and especially to contribute to more

social inclusion of vulnerable people—“to improve.” The

research project started in 2015 as part of the multi-annual

research program of Tranzo/Academic Collaborative Center

Social Work of Tilburg University, commissioned by a social

work organization in the city of Tilburg in the Netherlands.

Issue 1: Who Are Participating? The Reach
of Participation

Interaction, multi-actor, and multilevel perspectives. Within this

research project, multistakeholder participation is character-

ized by two key elements: the use of a multi-actor perspective

and a multilevel perspective. In this way, a more specific inter-

pretation of the concept of “stakeholders” is provided. It con-

cerns (groups of) selected stakeholders that represent the

perspectives at micro (individual), meso (organization), and

macro (policy) levels. The respective stakeholders are persons

with experience regarding vulnerability (vulnerable popula-

tions), social professionals, policy implementers, and policy

makers. This also means that both the so-called demand side

and the supply side are involved in the research project. More-

over, the distinct perspectives of (groups of) stakeholders are

related to one another. This does not only concern the micro-,

meso-, and macroperspectives but also the perspectives of var-

ious forms of knowledge such as experiential knowledge, prac-

tice knowledge, policy knowledge, and scientific knowledge.

The inclusion and mixing of these perspectives allows a third

element of this interpretation of multistakeholder participation

to emerge: interaction.

This specific interpretation of “multistakeholder

participation” is chosen based on the ideological (democratic)

argument of empowerment (at individual and organizational

levels) and the aim to achieve improved practice (“to

improve”). It assumes that in order to achieve real improved

practice (impact) the commitment of several stakeholders is

needed from the start. In particular, those stakeholders who are

able and willing to contribute to improved practice, the so-

called supply side (social professionals, policy implementers,

and policy makers). But involving the “supply side” does not

suffice. The so-called demand side (vulnerable populations)

also has to be involved in research in order to decide whether

the improved practice that is aimed for is also relevant: Does it

really help them? Participation is aimed primarily at hearing

and bringing out the voices of vulnerable populations

(“silenced voices”). Interaction between “demand and supply

sides” has to be encouraged in order to cross the various per-

spectives and gain a wider and more in-depth understanding of

the issues at play and how they might be addressed.

It is also assumed that commitment is created by starting

with the stakeholders themselves by taking what matters to

them as a starting point. This interpretation of

“multistakeholder participation” is closely related to the trans-

formational participatory approach (see Table 1), that empha-

sizes the empowering potential of collaboration and collective

action, in order to change or improve the practice and/or policy

in favor of those at whom it is directed (vulnerable popula-

tions). Connecting to G. Jacobs (2010, with reference to Ray

[2007]; Holstein and Minkler [2007]), this approach may also

be qualified as a form of democratic participatory action

research, the difference being that the research theme is not

solely derived from stakeholders themselves, but that the theme

is decided by means of a dialogic and iterative process between

researcher and stakeholders, that the theme is relevant for all,

and that stakeholders are involved in the research process.

Vehicle for the reach of participation: The project structure. Key

elements of the partnership approach led to the development of

a project structure in which stakeholder groups are involved in

the research process on a basis of equality and shared respon-

sibility and that allows for participation of stakeholder groups.

The project structure ensures that interaction between various

groups of stakeholders and their perspectives is initiated and

continued. Marsh (2007) uses the term “partnership practice.”

In this “partnership practice,” findings (related to content,

methodology, and process) are verified from multiple stake-

holders’ perspectives through dialogues (Westhues et al.,

2008). In the research project, the project structure has been

designed as follows (Figure 1).

The selection of these groups is also grounded in the pre-

mises that relate to the selected reach of participation. Premise

1: in the research project, priority attention is given to the voice

of vulnerable populations and to achieving relevant improve-

ments for vulnerable populations. The mixed research team is

established to bring out this voice, for which often “deafness”

exists. To bring out is one thing. Once it is brought out, this

voice also needs to be listened to. In order to be listened to, an

advisory board group is established, consisting of stakeholders

who themselves are able to contribute to relevant improve-

ments, who are in a position to implement changes and/or to

mediate the voice of vulnerable populations toward other rel-

evant parties that are able to realize improvements. Premise 2:

the perspective of the researcher is colored and limited. In order

to broaden this perspective, firstly, supervisors are involved.
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These supervisors are professors working at the university. In

addition to the involvement of supervisors, there is collabora-

tion with coresearchers in a mixed research team, consisting

of persons from vulnerable populations with experiential

knowledge and social workers with practice knowledge; all

of them with a perspective on vulnerability. This allows for

the weighing in of relevant perspectives and allows the

research to become more valuable. An additional group acts

as a sounding board and allows for additional focus and

enrichment. This group consists of selected persons for whom

the research theme is relevant, with knowledge of and/or

experiences regarding the research theme and/or experiences

in conducting scientific research.

A total number of 47 unique persons are actively involved in

the research project. They are all considered as research part-

ners because they are committed to the research project and are

involved in the research process in some way. This project

structure aims to contribute to providing both coresearchers

and other stakeholders with shared authority and control of the

entire research process.

Realizing reach: How to achieve multistakeholder participation?.
The project structure and the separate stakeholder groups were

designed at the drawing board. But how to eventually find 47

participants? Figure 2 presents in a schematic way the activities

that have been undertaken during the initial stage of the

research project in order to concretely flesh out multistake-

holder participation and a multistakeholder defined research

agenda and design.

Issue 2: How Does Participation Take Place? The Depth
of Participation

The people who are participating—the reach—are no indica-

tion for the depth of participation. The depth of participation

concerns the question: In which way do stakeholders partici-

pate, to which extent, in which shape and role?

Depth has not proven to be a fixed phenomenon in the

research project. Although the nature of the separate stake-

holder groups remained unchanged (the composition of mem-

bers per group however did change over time, for instance, due

to change of job or illness), the depth of participation has

proved to be less static. The depth shows a more fluid character

as Figure 3 and Table 2 illustrate.

Although all stakeholders in the research project are con-

sidered as research partners, the character of the partnership

differs per stakeholder group. In other words, all stake-

holders have shared authority and control over the complete

research process, but the level of authority and control dif-

fers per stakeholder group. The level of authority and con-

trol depends on the manner of participating per stakeholder

group. Moreover, the level of participation depends on the

phase of the research and the consequent activities taking

place (see Table 2). As the whole research is emergent—a

consequence of the choice in favor of a partnership

approach—so the depth of participation is also emergent.

The research process shows openness and flexibility: differ-

ent ways, levels, and shapes of participation of the stake-

holders are possible in the various phases of the research.

Advisory board 
group
(N=14)

Sounding board 
group
(N=20)

Mixed research team 
(N=9)

Steering group
(N=5)

Who: 2 supervisors, execu�ve director and manager prac�ce organisa�on, researcher
Level: Not relevant
Knowledge form:   Scien�fic and prac�ce knowledge
Func�on: Guard quality of research and progress of research process

Who:

Representa�ves ofsocial work
organisa�ons and local social policy, who
work with and/or are in touch with
vulnerable popula�ons and/or have access 
to them

Researcher, 4 persons with experien�al knowledge
(‘vulnerable popula�ons’), 4 social workers

Selected persons for whom the research theme is 
relevant, with knowledge of and/or experiences
regarding theme and/or research. 

Level: Meso and macro Micro and meso Micro

Knowled-
ge form:

Prac�ce and policy knowledge from supply
side

Experien�al knowledge (ci�zens), prac�ce knowledge
(social workers),  scien�fic knowledge (researcher) 

Experien�al knowledge and prac�ce knowledge
from demand side

Goal:

Consulta�on design and course of research 
project. Dialogue with research team on 
insights/results gained. Contribute to 
implementa�on research project and
where possible to prac�ce improvement.

Mixing knowledge forms to bridge gap science – prac�ce –
vulnerable popula�ons and enrichment research. Manage 
research on basis of equality. Co-designing, co-deciding and
co-implemen�ng during the whole process.  

Thinking along cri�cally to keep the research team 
alert and to enrich the research. Indirectly voicing
and contribu�ng the voice of vulnerable
popula�ons to research. 

Figure 1. Project structure research project and participation reach of participation.
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This also means that stakeholders may carry different

(shared) responsibilities.

When making use of the participation reflection framework

presented earlier (Table 1), the depth of participation during the

initial stage of the research project can be found in Table 2.

The way in which advisory board group and sounding

board group participate may seem identical. However, they

each contribute not only different forms of knowledge and

different perspectives (see Figure 1), but their functions as

partner in the research project also differ. It is exactly because

of those differences that both stakeholder groups are consid-

ered important.

The advisory board group is “in a position” to actually

implement changes, which is needed to eventually achieve

change and/or improvement (“to improve”). The sounding

board group is not. It primarily contributes to thinking about

the content. In other words, the prime function of the advisory

board group is to create as much impact as possible.

Banks, Herrington, and Carter (2017) discuss “co-impact,”

an umbrella concept referring to realizing changes as a result of

the collaboration of individuals, groups, and organizations.

Banks et al. (2017) distinguish three types of co-impact,

namely, “participatory impact,” “collaborative impact,” and

“collective impact.” When those three types are matched with

the functions of the various stakeholder groups in the research

project, it leads to the following Table 3.

Issue 3: Power Dynamics. Who Is in Control?

Different (impact) functions and depth of participation of sta-

keholder groups may suggest the existence of a hierarchy of

power between the various stakeholder groups and researcher.

Yet this is not the case. A nonhierarchical relationship between

stakeholder groups and researcher takes central position in the

research project. All—stakeholders and researcher—share

decision-making power.

In the research project, power is continuously balanced by

dialogue. From the outset, ground rules in participating were

discussed with and agreed upon by the different stakeholder

groups. This led to common ground for the involvement and

engagement of the various stakeholder groups and the way in

which they participate in the research project and interact with

each other. These ground rules are (1) all stakeholders, includ-

ing the researcher, participate on an equal basis in all phases

of the research project; (2) all bring in a unique perspective

and all perspectives are respected and considered valuable;

(3) each stakeholder group serves a certain goal (see Figure 1)

and thereby fulfills a different task(s) and role(s) (see Tables 1

and 2). All goals, tasks, and roles are considered valuable; and

(4) all share authority and control, and dialogue is used to

reach a shared understanding or a consensus over ideas, pro-

cesses, and outcomes.

Stakeholder 
as research 

partner

Interac�ve 
par�cipa�on

Func�onal
par�cipa�on

Par�cipa�on
by

consulta�on

Par�cipa�on
by

informa�on

Passive
par�cipa�on

Figure 3. Research partner in different modes of participation.

Theme
explora�on:

Broad
consulta�on
selected actors.

Theme
defini�on:

General research 
design and
project structure. 

Realisa�on
project structure:

Iden�fy, recruit
and select 
stakeholders for
stakeholder 
groups.

Kick off mixed 
research team & 
frequent mee�ngs. 
Elabora�on
research design 
and start of 
research ac�vi�es. 

Kick off dialogue
sessions
stakeholder 
groups ‘Advisory
board group’ & 
‘Sounding board 
group’.
Test design.

Revise direc�on:   
workshops 
research team to
formulate right 
research 
ques�on, adjust
design and
prepara�on
empirical phase. 

Dialogue sessions
stakeholder 
groups ‘Advisory
board group’ & 
‘Sounding board 
group’  for
support adjusted
research design .

Start empirical
phase. 
Founda�on: 
support 
stakeholder 
groups and
approved
design/proposal
ethical commi�ee
(PETC).

Member check global
design at selec�on actors

Input developed by mixed research team

Input stakeholder groups

Year 0
(2015)

Year 1.5 
(July 2016)

Year 2
(Dec 2016/Jan 2017)

Year 2.5
(June 2017)

Literature study and bilateral mee�ngs steering group members 

Figure 2. Time line activities initial phase research project on behalf of realization multistakeholder participation and research agenda and
design.
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However, this does not mean that “anything goes.” The

leading principle in this kind of collaboration with stakeholder

groups is the double research objective, which is realized by

answering the research question in a systematic way, that is, “to

prove” and subsequently “to improve.” In other words, with

respect to the power balance, it is the research question with its

underlying double research objective which dictates the

research process. By consequence, the contributions of the

partners are always weighed against the relevance of it in

answering the research question. Decisive in this assessment

Table 2. Depth of Participation Using the Participation Reflection Framework (see Table 1).

Stakeholder
group

Form of Participation
Classification: Pretty, Guijt, Thompson,
and Scoones (1995)

Task Emphasis/Role
Abma and Broerse (2007)/
Pretty et al. (1995) Frequency and Form of Participation

Coresearchers in
mixed research
team

Line of approach: Researcher and
coresearchers work as equal partners
during the research project.

Coresearchers are uniquely involved:
Based on individual specific qualities,
interests, strengths, and less strong
qualities and availability (Abma et al.,
2009).

When recruiting: Participation by
information

All coresearchers were new and not
involved in the consultation of actors.

From kickoff: Interactive participation, with
strong elements of participation by
consultation and functional participation.

Coresearchers need a more leading role
of the researcher in steering the
process and activities that
coresearchers can undertake
themselves. The aspect of “self-
mobilization”/taking the initiative
receives little attention.

At the outset of the empirical phase:
functional participation.

When recruiting: Coresearchers are
informed about the research and are
given the opportunity to ask questions
and give their opinion (“informant”
and “consultative adviser”).

From kickoff: Coresearchers are bringing
experience, discussing new
developments, are involved in
decision-making and the development
of a design, and execution of activities.
Researcher is in control and takes
responsibility for the process
(“consultative adviser” and
“codecider/co-implementer”). Later
on: jointly developing a design
(“research partner”).

At the outset of the empirical phase: Jointly
composing a topic list and preparing
for gathering data, that is, conducting
interviews (“codecider/co-
implementer”).

Frequency: Once every 3 weeks and
occasional meetings, such as
brainstorm sessions. Taking part in
conferences and the like.

Form: Interactive sessions research
team, contact by e-mail,
WhatsApp, group app, telephone,
and one to one.

Advisory board
group

Line of approach: Are involved on the
basis of equality and complementarity.

When recruiting: Participation by
information.

The majority of advisory board members
are actors consulted during thematic
exploration and thematic focusing.
This is considered “participation by
consultation.”

At kickoff: Participation by consultation with
elements of interactive participation and
functional participation.

Participation on basis of equality, dealing
with clearer focus on the approach,
sharing professional knowledge, and
contributing points of attention.

Meanwhile/dialogue session: Participation by
consultation with elements of
interactive participation and functional
participation.

At the outset of the empirical phase:
“Functional participation” by some
advisory board members.

When recruiting: Stakeholders are
informed about the research at an
early stage and are given the
opportunity to ask questions and give
their opinions (“informant”).

At kickoff: Bringing experience, discussing
new developments, advising,
stakeholders are asked to give their
opinions on plans (“consultative
adviser”); there is a sharing of
knowledge (“research partner”);
stakeholders are involved in the
development of the design
(“codecider”). The mixed research
team decides what to do.

Meanwhile/dialogue session: Similar to
kickoff.

At the outset of the empirical phase:
Some advisory board members
contribute to recruitment and
selection process of respondents.

Frequency: 1–2 times per year,
depending on the course of the
process and (interim) findings.

Form: Interactive sessions, sometimes
one to one (in case of “functional
participation”), and regular
information by e-mail (updates).

Sounding board
group

Similar to advisory board group. Similar to advisory board group, except
for “functional participation” at the
outset of the empirical phase.

Frequency: On demand.
Form: Similar to advisory board group.
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is the researcher. However, not without substantiating, the deci-

sions made to the partners in stakeholder group dialogue ses-

sions. A last ground rule (5) about the decision-making power

which is also agreed upon. In this respect, the researcher fulfills

the role of gatekeeper and guide in guarding the research pro-

cess and outcomes, aiming at realizing the 2-fold objective of

the research project. Decisions about whether or not contribu-

tions of partners are integrated in the research project are jus-

tified by the researcher to the partners in stakeholder group

dialogue sessions. This continuous transparency is an instru-

ment to harmonize the power dynamics.

To demonstrate, how authority and control are shared in the

research project two examples of research decisions are pre-

sented here. Both examples show how the various stakeholder

groups contribute to the decision-making. An example of a

research decision that was made in this research project that

shows how the different boards contributed to the decision-

making is when an initial research design was presented to both

the advisory board group and the sounding board group. In a

dialogue session, both groups raised the following question:

Whose perspective actually has priority? We agreed that the

perspective of vulnerable populations is the starting point of

research. However, according to the partners, this starting point

was not visible in the initial research design. Due to the initial

research question, the research tended to focus on vulnerable

populations instead of with vulnerable populations. From the

outset, we all agreed to avoid this pitfall and therefore the

research team (coesearchers and researcher) was strongly

advised to revise the research question in order to ensure that

the voices of vulnerable people themselves are heard. After

intensive but constructive deliberation within the research

team, consensus was reached on a revised research question

and subsequently a revised design. This was presented to discus

with and finally agreed upon by both groups. The original

research question was formulated as follows: Which factors

and actors influence the development, continuation, and reduc-

tion of societal vulnerability? The revised and final version of

the (double objective) research question is: What is the percep-

tion of people from vulnerable populations of the concept of

societal vulnerability (“to prove”), of the factors and actors

influencing it (“to prove”), and what are their suggestions for

reducing perceived vulnerability (“to improve”)? Hence, the

perspective of people from vulnerable populations became the

starting point of research instead of the perspective of theory

and policy.

An example of a research decision that was made that shows

how the coresearchers contributed to the decision-making is

when the research team was preparing for the phase of data

collection. All coresearchers wanted to conduct interviews with

persons from vulnerable populations. In preparing the inter-

view questions, some of the coresearchers found the term

“vulnerability” stigmatizing and refused to use this term during

the interviews with the participants. The researcher however

found it very important to use the term since it is the central

theme of the research. In this case, friction was embraced and a

great deal of time has been spent discussing whether or not to

include the term “vulnerability.” Discussing proved to be fruit-

ful. All coresearchers, including the researcher, gained a shar-

per and more nuanced understanding. We concluded that

vulnerability is a sociopolitical construct in Dutch society and

not our subjective judgment. With this in mind, the coresearch-

ers felt more confident in avoiding the potential risk of stigma-

tizing participants during the interviews. They also felt

confident to use the term “vulnerability” during the interviews

with the participants because they were well prepared in how to

explain this concept to the participants, for example,. by exten-

sive discussing and role-playing. In addition, it created more

profound awareness of the complexity of the concept of vulner-

ability. From a methodological point of view, this contributed

to the quality of the research.

Conclusion and Discussion

This article elaborates on the concept of “partnership research”

as a form of participatory action–oriented research and with a

focus on multistakeholder participation. It is based on both

existing theoretical insights from scientific literature and the

description of a practical case in which partnership research is

being implemented. In the case description, three issues are

being discussed: the reach, the depth of participation, and

power dynamics. In this way, we try to lift the fog surrounding

“participation,” the key concept in partnership research. In this

article, this concept is elucidated and has proved helpful in the

description of the practical case to reach a more nuanced under-

standing of the umbrella concept of “multistakeholder

Table 3. Impact Function of Participation Stakeholder Groups.

Combined Action of
Stakeholder Groups Leads to Expected Type of Co-Impact (Banks, Herrington, & Carter, 2017)

Advisory board group
Sounding board group
Mixed research team

Participatory impact Refers to the change in the thinking, emotions, and practice of researchers and core partner
organizations, which happens as a result of their involvement in the process of conducting
PAR.

Advisory board group
Sounding board group
Mixed research team

Collaborative impact Is based on the take-up and use of the findings of collaborative research by individuals and
organizations to change practice and policy and influence attitudes and culture.

Advisory board group
Mixed research team

Collective impact Involves a deliberate strategy of the research partners (and sometimes others) to achieve a
specific, targeted change in practice, and/or policy based on issues highlighted via the research.
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participation.” This is particularly so in the case of the partic-

ipation reflection framework developed on the basis of insights

of Abma, Nierse, and Widdershoven (2009), Pretty, Guijt,

Thompson, and Scoones (1995), Ray (2007), and Shier

(2001) supplemented with earlier experiences from the practice

case. This reflection framework allows us to further interpret

the way of participating and the roles of various stakeholders/

groups—the depth of participation. It also allows for more

conscious choices regarding the desired and/or suitable way

of participating of various stakeholders/groups, depending on

the research phase, the chosen reach of participation, and with a

view to impact realization. All this without derogating the role

of the research partner.

If equality is the point of departure and a characteristic of

partnership research, it should allow for differences in the

ways of participation. In order to do justice to participation,

stakeholders ought to be able to fulfill various roles over time

and pluriform roles at the same time. In this way, the issue of

depth of participation also encompasses the issue of width of

participation.

Reach, depth, and width of participation should all be con-

sidered elements that affect the realization of impact. The

reach, depth, and width of participation selected in the practice

case seem to increase its opportunity to create impact. The

practice case currently shows “participatory impact.” This is

illustrated by the adjustments in the original research design as

a result of the exchange of perceptions between stakeholder

groups. The follow-up will demonstrate whether “participatory

impact” remains the case or that other forms of co-impact as

distinguished by Banks et al. (2017)—“collaborative impact”

and “collective impact”—will also become prevalent. An inter-

esting question in this respect is which type of impact still

allows one to relate to partnership research and what the sup-

posedly “higher” forms of impact (collaborative and collective

impact) would signify for the way in which the role of research

partner is interpreted.

Another element of participation seems essential for the

type of impact, namely dialogue. The choice of dialogue, and

correspondingly a nonhierarchical relationship between stake-

holders and researcher, as point of departure for the research

project has created commitment among stakeholders. This

commitment seems to continue to exist whether the dialogue

with and between stakeholders are continued. This dovetails

with what Brouwer, Woodwill, Hemmati, Verhoosel, and Vugt

(2016) classify as one of the most important characteristics of

effective multistakeholder partnerships, namely that everyone

who affects the situation that led to the process or is being

affected by it, should be involved from the very beginning.

In the practice case, therefore, commitment is not considered

a one-off thing but something that needs to be carefully main-

tained throughout the process. Dialogue is the vehicle to use. In

the current research process, this seems to bear fruit so far:

Stakeholder groups are still actively involved.

With the elements of participation—reach, depth, width,

and dialogue—participation can be considered a process. Par-

ticipation is a process that contains value in itself, regardless of

the outcomes of the research. By continuously exchanging and

crossing various perspectives and intermediate findings, it is as

if a “learning partnership” is created, aiming at improving

practice. This takes place gradually during the process. Partic-

ipation enriches, deepens, inspires, and teaches. The vehicle for

the research project’s “learning partnership” is the set of

ground rules to which all partners agreed from the outset, and

the designed project structure in which the collaboration with

stakeholder groups was embedded from the start.

Until now, this way of working has been successful in the

research project: the contribution of stakeholder perspectives,

and reflection and dialogue around these, has deepened and

enriched. It has led to what Kunneman (2017) calls “instructive

friction,” which is caused by the confrontation of different

perspectives and creates turning points. The presented cases

regarding power dynamics are examples of this instructive fric-

tion. Moreover, the multistakeholder defined research agenda

and design in the research project have gradually developed on

this basis.

The most essential turning point in the initial stage was the

question stakeholders raised: whose perspective actually has

priority? And thereby reminding the research team of a possi-

ble pitfall: that of conducting research “on” vulnerable popula-

tions instead of “with” vulnerable populations, although the

research is fully aimed at this. Therefore, the research design

was adapted to accommodate this toward the end of the initial

stage of the research process. It is also the reason that this

article, which describes the initial stage, does not discuss the

stakeholder group of vulnerable populations in detail. Starting

from the data-gathering phase, the perspective of vulnerable

populations is the point of departure and dialogue will be used

to make the connection between stakeholder groups, including

the stakeholder group of vulnerable populations.

This all sounds positive, but there are some drawbacks to

be mentioned. First of all continuous attention is needed to

keep the commitment of stakeholder groups in the research-

er’s thinking and in the researcher’s actions. Thinking ahead

and timing activities are essential. This is all the more com-

plicated when dealing with a variety and diversity of stake-

holders/groups, in acknowledging the pluriform roles of

research partners (stakeholders), and in uniquely involving

those research partners.

Also according to Brouwer et al. (2016), multistakeholder

participation can be regarded as a form of governance (a way of

governing). This calls for a different interpretation of the role

of the academic researcher than that of a “classical” academic

researcher. Brouwer et al. (2016) state that the success of a

multistakeholder partnership depends to a large extent on the

“facilitator” who embodies three important roles: (1) convenor

brings relevant actors together and promotes interaction; (2)

moderator facilitates so that stakeholders collaborate through

dialogue and support for mutual learning processes; and (3)

catalyst stimulates stakeholders to think out of the box and to

develop and implement new and daring solutions. This means

that academic researchers need to have strong facilitation skills

in order to fulfill these roles.
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The three roles are recognizable in the research project. The

academic researcher is not just a partner—not “the” expert, but

“an” expert or a “critical friend”—who is actively involved in

the dialogical process (Abma et al., 2009; Van Regenmortel

et al., 2013, 2016) but also a facilitator along the lines described

by Brouwer et al. (2016). Experiences so far also show the

possibility of a fourth role for the researcher as “facilitator,”

namely that of process manager. This concerns organizing the

conditions, providing and guarding direction (gatekeeper and

guide), and coaching and being accountable (financially and

contentwise). The researcher needs to manage the playing field

with its multiple players. Managing multistakeholder partici-

pation in research has in this way proved to be a time-

consuming affair.

Although the “facilitating” role of the researcher thus far

turns out to be conducive and effective for the participative

process, this role does not always compare easily to the role

of “classical researcher” and the scientific standards that need

to be met. These two roles need to be continually balanced

while also taking into account the time frame of the research

project. This balancing is continually challenged by the char-

acteristics of the partnership approach. Where the more classi-

cal research approaches are characterized by conforming to

models, linearity, sequentiality, control, and rationality, part-

nership research as implemented in the research project demon-

strates different characteristics: relational, cyclic, iterative,

coinciding, reflexive, and emergent. In her lectures, Abma

relates to “messiness”: Participation causes the research pro-

cess to be untidy, frayed, and chaotic, but at the same time, this

participation provides educational moments of friction that

enrich the research process.

“Messiness” also does not make it easier to manage the role

of “classical researcher” and to comply with scientific stan-

dards and output criteria that often are founded on the charac-

teristics of more classical scientific research approaches. Issues

related to this are safeguarding the scientific quality, maintain-

ing the purity of the critical aspect of the research position and

the way in which the complexity of the process can be

expressed in outputs.

Finally, partnership automatically includes participation,

but not the other way around. A shared responsibility to reach

practice improvements is characteristic for partnership

research. The responsibility differs depending on the way in

which participation of research partners takes place or changes

during the research process.

Any form of partnership research is unique and follows its

own path and logic. There is no blueprint for the design of

multistakeholder participation in research (Brouwer, Wood-

will, Hemmati, Verhoosel, & Vugt, 2016). Such a blueprint

would be impossible. For emergence is inherent in this form

of participation. It is precisely in the dialogue with stakeholders

that the research process takes shape and a research design

gradually emerges that will eventually lead to outcomes. There

is a significant saying by the Chinese philosopher and sage Lao

Tse: “a path is created by walking on it.” As Bindels, Baur,

Cox, Heijings, and Abma (2013) also state, there is not just a

single perfect method that may be applied everywhere and on

everyone. The criterion of suitability is important: is it suitable

in this context, given these circumstances. The form of partic-

ipation should always start from the context and the conditions

and assignments that are incorporated in it and should relate

closely to the people who are involved. This article describes a

path that others may find useful to learn from in order to follow

their own path in their own research context.

The case study presented here focuses on the research pro-

cess. Further research is needed to gain insight in the effective-

ness of multistakeholder participation and how this partnership

succeeds or fails in achieving its goals, namely, improvement

of practice, impact, and empowerment of stakeholders.
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patiëntenparticipatie in theorie en praktijk [Governance in sci-

ence, patient participation in theory and practice]. Den Haag, the

Netherlands: Uitgeverij Lemma.

Abma, T., Nierse, C., & Widdershoven, G. (2009). Patients as partners

in responsive research: Methodological notions for collaborations

in mixed research teams. Qualitative Health Research, 19,

401–415.

Arnstein, S. (1969). A ladder of citizen participation. American Insti-

tute of Planners Journal, 35, 216–224.

Banks, S., Herrington, T., & Carter, K. (2017). Pathways to co-impact:

Action research and community organizing. Educational Action

Research, 25, 541–559.

Bergold, J., & Thomas, S. (2012). Participatory research methods: A

methodological approach in motion. Forum: Qualitative Social

Research, 13, 191–222.

Bindels, J., Baur, V., Cox, K., Heijings, S., & Abma, T. (2013). Older

people as co-researchers: A collaborative journey. Ageing & Soci-

ety, 34, 951–973.

Bredewold, F. H., Duyvendak, J. W., Kampen, T. G., Tonkens, E. H.,

& Verplanke, L. H. (2018). De verhuizing van de verzorgingsstaat.

Hoe de overheid nabij komt [The relocation of the welfare state.

How the government comes close]. Amsterdam, the Netherlands:

Van Gennep.

10 International Journal of Qualitative Methods

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8832-7256
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8832-7256
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8832-7256


Brouwer, H., Woodhill, J., Hemmati, M., Verhoosel, K., & Vugt, S.

(2016). The MSP guide. How to design and facilitate multi-

stakeholder partnerships. Wageningen, the Netherlands: Centre

for Development Innovation, Wageningen University and

Research.

Brown, L. D., Bammer, G., Batliwala, S., & Kunreuther, F. (2003).

Framing practice-research engagement for democratizing knowl-

edge. Action Research, 1, 81–102.

Coalitie Erbij. (2015). Eenzaamheid feiten en cijfers. Geraadpleegd

op 12 oktober 2015 [Loneliness facts and figures. Consulted on

October 12, 2015]. Retrieved from http://www.eenzaam.nl/beleid-

en-eenzaamheid/feiten-en-cijfers

Duyvendak, J. W., & van der Veen, M. (2014). Bakfietsburgers en

gebrekkige solidariteit. Geraadpleegd op 2 oktober 2014 [Cargo

bike citizens and lack of solidarity. Consulted on 2 October 2014].

Retrieved from http://www.socialevraagstukken.nl/site/2014/08/

29/bakfietsburgers-en-gebrekkige-solidariteit

Fals-Borda, O., & Rahman, M. A. (Eds.) (1991). Action and knowl-

edge: Breaking the monopoly with participatory action research.

London, England: Intermediate Technology.

Frankham, J. (2009). Partnership research: A review of approaches

and challenges in conducting research in partnership with service

users (Unpublished discussion paper). Southampton, England:

National Centre for Research Methods.

Garretsen, H., van de Goor, I. A., & van de Mheen, D. (2018). Dutch

experiences in new partnerships between science and practice:

Towards a fourth generation university (Submitted for

publication).

Heron, J., & Reason, P. (2001). The practice of cooperative inquiry:

Research ‘with’ rather than ‘on’ people. In P. Reason & H. Brad-

bury (Eds.), Handbook of action and research. Participative

inquiry and practice (pp. 179–188). London, England: Sage.

Holstein, M. B., & Minkler, M. (2007). Critical gerontology: Reflec-

tions for the 21st century. In M. Bernard & T. Scharf (Eds.), Crit-

ical perspectives on ageing societies (pp. 13–26). Bristol, England:

Policy Press.

Huntjens, P., Termeer, C., Eshuis, J., & van Buuren, M. W. (2011).

Collaborative action research for the governance of climate adap-

tation—Foundations, conditions and pitfalls (Key Deliverable 1A,

Theme 7). Governance of Adaptation. Dutch National Research

Programme Knowledge for Climate. Utrecht, the Netherlands:

Knowledge for Climate Programme Office.

Jacobs, G. (2010). Conflicting demands and the power of defensive

routines in participatory action research. Action Research, 8,

367–386.

Jacobs, S. (2016). The use of participatory action research within

education-benefits to stakeholders. World Journal of Education,

6, 48–55.

Kunneman, H. (2017). Amor complexitatis. Bouwstenen voor een kri-

tisch humanisme—deel 2 [Amor complexitatis. Building blocks for

a critical humanism—Part 2]. Amsterdam, the Netherlands: Uitge-

verij SWP B.V.

Marsh, P. (2007). Developing an enquiring social work practice.

Practitioners, researchers and users as scientific partners. Marie

kamphuis-lezing 2007, marie kamphuis stichting. Houten, the

Netherlands: Bohn Stafleu van Loghum.

Migchelbrink, F. (2016). De kern van participatief actieonderzoek

[The core of participatory action research]. Amsterdam, the Neth-

erlands: Uitgeverij SWP B.V.

Natland, S., & Hansen, R. (2017). Conflicts and empowerment—

A processual perspective on the development of a partnership.

European Journal of Social Work, 20, 497–508.

Nierse, C., Schipper, K., van Zadelhoff, E., van de Griendt, J., &

Abma, T. A. (2011). Collaboration and co-ownership in research:

Dynamics and dialogues between patient research partners and

professional researches in a research team. Health Expectations,

15, 242–254.

Oude Vrielink, M. (2015). Bouwen aan burgerkracht in het sociale

domein [Building civilian power in the social domain]. Den Haag,

the Netherlands: Platform 31.

Pretty, J., Guijt, I., Thompson, J., & Scoones, I. (1995). Participatory

learning and action. A trainers’ guide. London, England: Institute

for Environment and Development.

Ray, M. (2007). Redressing the balance? The participation of older

people in research. In M. Bernard & T. Scharf (Eds.), Critical

perspectives on ageing societies (pp. 73–87). Bristol, England:

Policy Press.

Reason, P., & Bradbury, H. (2001). Introduction: Inquiry and partic-

ipation in search of a world worthy of human aspiration. In P.

Reason & H. Bradbury (Eds.), Handbook of action research. Par-

ticipative inquiry and practice (pp. 1–14). Thousand Oaks, CA:

Sage.

Shier, H. (2001). Pathways to participation: Openings, opportunities

and obligations. Children & Society, 15, 107–117.

Siesling, M., & Garretsen, H. (2014). De cocreatie van wetenschap en

praktijk: Twaalf jaar tranzo [Cocreation of science and practice:

Twelve years Tranzo]. Tijdschift voor Gezondheidswetenschap-

pen, 92, 150–153.

Snoeren, M., Niessen, T., & Abma, T. (2011). Engagement enacted:

Essentials of initiating an action research project. Action Research,

10, 189–204.

Sociaal & Cultureel Planbureau/Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek.

(2014). Armoedesignalement 2014 [Poverty description]. Den

Haag, the Netherlands: Author.

Tonkens, E. (2014). Misverstanden over de participatiesamenleving.

Geraadpleegd op 2 oktober 2014 [Misunderstandings about the

participation society. Consulted on October 2, 2014]. Retrieved

from http://www.socialevraagstukken.nl/site/2014/07/24/misver

standen-over-de-participatiesamenleving

Van de Meehn, D. (2019). “The art of co-creation”: Knowledge that

matters! (Inaugural lecture). Tilburg, the Netherlands: Tilburg

University.

VanderPlaat, M. (1999). Locating the feminist scholar: Relational

empowerment and social activism. Qualitative Health Research,

9, 773–785.

Van Regenmortel, T., Hermans, K., & Steens, R. (2013). Het concept

‘empowerende academische werkplaats.’ Een innovatieve vorm

van samenwerken aan werkzame kennis [The concept of ‘Empow-

ering academic collaborative centre.’ An innovative form of col-

laboration on effective knowledge]. Tijdschrift voor Welzijnswerk,

37, 36–48.

Numans et al. 11

http://www.eenzaam.nl/beleid-en-eenzaamheid/feiten-en-cijfers
http://www.eenzaam.nl/beleid-en-eenzaamheid/feiten-en-cijfers
http://www.socialevraagstukken.nl/site/2014/08/29/bakfietsburgers-en-gebrekkige-solidariteit
http://www.socialevraagstukken.nl/site/2014/08/29/bakfietsburgers-en-gebrekkige-solidariteit
http://www.socialevraagstukken.nl/site/2014/07/24/misverstanden-over-de-participatiesamenleving
http://www.socialevraagstukken.nl/site/2014/07/24/misverstanden-over-de-participatiesamenleving


Van Regenmortel, T., Steenssens, K., & Steens, R. (2016). Empower-

ment onderzoek: Een kritische vriend voor sociaal werkers

[Empowerment research: A critical friend for social workers.]

Journal of Social Intervention: Theory and Practice, 25, 4–23.

Vereniging van Nederlandse Gemeenten. (2013). Sociale wijkteams in

ontwikkeling. Inrichting, aansturing en bekostiging [Social teams

in development. Design, management and financing.] Den Haag,

the Netherlands: KPMG Plexus, in opdracht van Transitiebureau

Wmo, Transitiebureau Jeugd en de Vereniging van Nederlandse

Gemeenten.

Vollman, A. R., Anderson, E. T., & McFarlane, J. (2004). Canadian com-

munity as partner. Philadelphia, PA: Lippincott Williams & Wilkins.

Westhues, A., Ochocka, J., Jacobson, N., Simich, L., Maiter, S., Jan-

zen, R., & Fleras, A. (2008). Developing theory from complexity:

Reflections on a collaborative mixed method participatory action

research study. Qualitative Health Research, 18, 701–717.

12 International Journal of Qualitative Methods



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


