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Abstract
The last couple of years, many churches in the Netherlands have become empty. Processes
such as secularization, individualization, and exemplary for the Dutch case, de‐pillarization
have shaped a religious climate in which it is very hard to thrive for churches. Estimated is
that about 2 churches are forced out of their religious use per week in the Netherlands,
leading to many ‘empty’ or abandoned churches.
How to deal with this problem differs between religious denominations, but also
within denominations. Traditionally, most religions want to demolish their building when
they are no longer used for religious means. However, due to the declining power of the
church, increased regulations by the government and a renewed interest in different forms
of heritage and monuments, it quickly becomes clear that demolition is not always a feasible
option.
As a result, the last couple of years have seen a dramatic increase of the adaptive re‐
use of religious buildings and churches in particular. Adaptive re‐use is concerned with “[the]
process of preserving part of a building's historical fabric, while updating it for modern uses”
(Hein & Houck, 2008). This means that churches around the country are being restored,
while at the same time making them suitable for new, different uses.
This thesis aims to explore some of the dimensions that are involved with these
inherently difficult projects. One specific case is studied in more detail, which is the Eusebius
parish in Arnhem, which had to re‐use five of their nine churches. Through interviews with
important actors, insight is gained in how the different actors work together and what
tensions might arise. Another focus is on the different aspects or factors (economical,
physical, social and religious) that influence the re‐use. These two aspects are examined in
the framework of opportunities and constraints: what kind of benefits does it give to have a
certain actor involved, or which physical factor provides the greatest constraints to the re‐
use process.
In the literature as well as this research, it is shown that that are many actors that
each have their own roles and can sometimes provides opportunities, but mostly
constraints. Some actors can even provide both, such as the local government, whilst others
like the neighbours generally only tend to provide constraints. The same holds true for
different factors. The physical factor for instance is very constraining, because churches are
extremely difficult to adapt when it comes to heating, lighting and other building challenges.
On top of that, if they have monument status, it becomes even more difficult.
Ultimately, this thesis should be a useful addition to the already existing literature on
this subject. Much of the literature only examines certain aspects, but do not examine the
interplay between the actors and factors in great detail. This thesis is aimed to clarify some
of these different relations and their consequences for the process of adaptive re‐use and
ultimately, even provide some useful tips or guidelines that can be kept into account during
the re‐use process by various actors.
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Introduction
The Netherlands are becoming full. That is one of the interesting results of various research
that has studied the urban density in the Netherlands over the last couple of years (for
instance, see v.d Heijde, 2006). But also semi‐scientific media, such as the TV‐programme ‘de
Slag om Nederland’ (the battle for the Netherlands), have caught up to the subject in their
documentaries: “Everywhere there are new offices being built, but yet the vacancy rates
keep increasing. Everybody has identified the problem, but no‐one is taking any action”
(Excerpt from de Slag om Nederland, 2012). It is this statement that shows one of the
fundamental problems the Netherlands faces today. There are more buildings built, then
there are people to use them. Office space is perhaps the most prime example, but there are
also other buildings that are increasingly becoming ‘vacant’, or rather, ‘empty’.
Over the last couple of years, about two churches per week in the Netherlands have
stopped functioning as a church due to various reasons. Some are geographical in nature
and have to do with the increase of said urban sprawl, or the moving from more remote
areas to the larger cities. Others have to do with more religious arguments such as a general
decline in religiosity or various scandals that have befallen the church lately. But the result is
the same: parishes can no longer keep their churches open.
This leads to the fact that several churches are being abandoned each year. Whilst
originally most parishes and dioceses wanted their churches to be demolished, in recent
years the (local) government has stepped in to prevent this through various forms of
legislation. By either being a monument or simply having historic value for the city, it is often
not as easy to demolish a church as it has been in the years before. In turn, this has lead to
churches having to find other solutions. The main reaction to this trend, is the process of
adaptive re‐use.
Adaptive re‐use means the “Rehabilitation or renovation of existing buildings or
structures for any uses other than the present uses” (Dolnick and Davidson, 1999, in Bullen,
2007). Nowadays, this is common practice for many parishes, whose churches have fallen
into disuse. The city council, dioceses and parishes face a very real task of providing solutions
for this problem. There has been a whole array of different new uses, ranging from complete
deconstruction, to the housing of people and even the opening of businesses. One of the
most striking examples can be found in Arnhem, where one former church now houses a
complete skating park (Sk8hal Arnhem, 2012).
Several cities are facing problems with empty churches head on. For instance, in the
city of Amsterdam, there has been a lot of debate on how to deal with the empty churches
(RKK, 2007). Whereas the diocese tends to favour the destruction of the building to open up
space for new projects, various organisations such as the Taskforce Toekomst Kerkgebouwen
(‘Taskforce Future of Churches’), and increasingly local governments, tend to promote re‐use
of the buildings instead (Task Force Toekomst Kerkgebouwen, 2012). Points can be made on
both sides and include for instance difficulties with regards to certain religious beliefs
(Catholics can not use their church for other religious groups, such as Hindus or Muslims) or
downright practical issues (it is very difficult to adapt the building).
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It should be clear by now that these issues form a very real problem to various actors,
including city councils, dioceses, church attendees, neighbours and many more. The aim will
thus be to thoroughly identify which factors are important with regards to adaptive re‐use. It
is therefore important to map out these factors that influence adaptive re‐use of churches in
specific, because churches are (potentially) very different from other forms of buildings. For
instance, the age and shape of the buildings is often very distinct and difficult to adjust –
when dealing with heritage for example, it is not possible to modify the building extensively.
The location can also be a crucial factor: most churches are located outside the city centre
and in certain neighbourhoods take a prominent place. But also churches take a special part
in (religious) communities: there are a lot of emotions involved if a church ceases to exist as
a church.
The reason why this is such an important topic is twofold. The first reason is that
there isn’t a large amount of literature written about adaptive re‐use of churches. In fact,
the amount is very small. Most literature involves either very specific cases or are master
theses (for instance Lueng, Johnson, Kiley, Nagel), examine more general aspects of re‐use
and/or focus only on the Netherlands (for instance Bisseling, Velthuis & Spenneman,
Wijnekus) or are not specifically scientific in nature (Bisdom Haarlem, CIO‐K). But most
importantly, as of yet, there is no literature that examines to what extent important factors
such as economic and social factors positively or negatively impact the adaptive re‐use
process.
Therefore, the main focus of this research is to identify which factors are important in
adaptive re‐use in general, and to what extent they are applicable to churches as well. Since
churches know a very different background than offices or schools, it is likely that some
factors are much more (or less) important when it comes to the adaptive re‐use of churches.
As such, this research can be seen as an evaluation of the adaptive re‐use of churches and as
an investigation towards identifying the factors that influence this adaptive re‐use.
Hopefully, this research can add to the existing body of literature by providing more clear
insight into the importance of these factors
The second reason why this is such an important topic is because adaptive re‐use in
general has started to figure much more prominently in today’s society. It has positive
effects on sustainability, and when executed well, also several economic and social benefits
(Langston et al, 2007). On the topic of adaptive re‐use of churches in particular, not much is
known to most parishes or dioceses. Only in recent years, people have tried to create
guidelines or handbooks for parishes and the like to allow them to move through the
adaptive re‐use process more smoothly.
This research will also contribute to this debate, by expanding on this subject through
identifying common opportunities and constrains. By gaining more insight in this subject, it
can help society as a whole, because everyone can benefit from re‐use: the parish, the
public, the government and even former churchgoers. As such, the research also has a
strong societal relevance. Because when adaptive re‐use of churches is performed well,
society benefits. This research will thus aim to assist people involved in the adaptive re‐use,
to ensure that a project can be performed with which every party is ultimately satisfied.
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Research questions
The central research question will be: “What are the factors that provide the largest
opportunities and constraints, with regard to adaptive re‐use of religious buildings?”. The
aim is then to identify which factors make adaptive re‐use more difficult, or can help to
smooth the process. This question can then be split in two main subquestions; which can in
turn be split as well. These questions will be the following.
1. How do different actors provide opportunities and constraints during the re‐use process?
‐ Who are the main actors taking part in the adaptive re‐use and what are their roles?
‐ How can a parish 'create' opportunities for itself and evade constraints?
2. What are the main factors that provide opportunities and constraints, and how do they
provide them?
‐ Economic factors
‐ Physical factors
‐ Societal/social factors
‐ Cultural/religious factors
Answers to the research questions will be obtained by the use of qualitative methods. With
regards to who is being interviewed, some different methods may apply. When interviewing
city council members, or members of different dioceses, basic one‐on‐one interviews will be
applied. When interviewing neighbours and/or (former) members of the church, focus
groups can be a viable alternative. When the interview data has eventually been gathered, it
will be analyzed with nVivo to extract common factors and identify which factors are
mentioned often, or which factors are mentioned not at all. This will be discussed in more
detail in the methodology chapter
To do this, a research area was identified in the region of Arnhem. Recently, one of
the parishes (the Eusebiusparish) has had to sell several of their churches. This created a
situation in which many of the churches became available for adaptive re‐use. This had led
to a large variety of actors and people involved, which provides an excellent area for study.
By then talking to the relevant actors involved, it should be possible to paint a picture why
some churches are still empty and while others have been more ‘successful’ in bringing
adaptive re‐uses into their churches. The most important factors should then be possible to
address. The reason why several churches in the same area should be studied is because
they will probably have similar backgrounds and communities involved. If the churches are
somewhat similar (in a more geographical than religious sense), it is much easier to pinpoint
which specific factors have the most influence, than when the churches involved are widely
different.
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Structure
The first chapter of this thesis will discuss several aspects of adaptive re‐use. First, adaptive
re‐use in general will be discussed, to show which factors are commonly involved and why.
This is done to create an understanding of what adaptive re‐use is and what is entails.
Second, a more detailed part of adaptive re‐use will be discussed, that is the adaptive re‐use
of churches. On basis of the literature, what differences can be expected between adaptive
re‐use of churches and other, ‘normal’ forms of adaptive re‐use. Third, the case of ‘heritage’
will be examined in a bit more detail, because churches are sometimes marked as heritage
to save the building from destruction. However, being marked as heritage has several
consequences, some of which affect adaptive re‐use, and therefore should also be discussed.
The second chapter will discuss several different aspects that are known to influence
adaptive re‐use and adaptive re‐use in general. Each factor will get its own paragraph,
discussing economic, social, political/religious and physical factors. These factors will
ultimately be used during the interviews to serve as a guiding line through the questions, to
find out which of the factors and which parts of them are most important.
The third chapter will deal with some of the ‘governance’ aspects of adaptive re‐use.
Because there are many actors involved in adaptive re‐use, it is important to have a
preliminary idea of who interacts with whom and for what reasons.
The third chapter will explain a little bit more about the religious climate in the
Netherlands. This is done to illustrate how the current situation in the Netherlands came
into existence. It will deal with various (historical) processes that have led to a current
society, in which religiousness keeps taken a more marginal role. As a consequence,
churches become empty and (possibly) available for re‐use. As such, this chapter should
serve to illustrate some of the causes of the re‐use.
The fifth chapter is concerned with methodology and will answer the question with
regard to who and what is going to be studied and why. Some of the factors discussed earlier
will be linked together in a conceptual model used to frame the adaptive re‐use of churches.
Eventually, the empirical chapter will prove whether the conceptual model was accurate, or
some of the links have turned out to be non‐existing or even the other way around.
The fifth chapter will be the empirical chapter. In this chapter, the interviews done
with various actors involved will be discussed. This chapter should prove whether or not
assumptions made about the different relationships between factors prove right or wrong.
But most importantly, it should clarify which factors are decisive whether are not adaptive
re‐use is in fact implemented.
The sixth chapter will then be dedicated to a conclusion and a discussion of the
results. It is not likely that, due to the method of research, there will be a straightforward
answer to the research question, so this will also have to be addressed. The discussion will
be about how the information that has been gathered can be used by different parties
involved in the adaptive re‐use of churches, and how might the information be used to give
way to more, easier, and earlier adaptive re‐use in churches everywhere.
The seventh chapter will consist of some hints and tips that came up during the
research. Parishes often face difficulties when they are performing adaptive re‐use, so these
‘commandments’ should prove some simple tips and points of interest for every parish that
has to re‐use their church and have had little experience in said matters.
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Adaptive re‐use:
As stated before, this research is focussed on the adaptive research of churches. However,
adaptive re‐use of churches, is fundamentally not that different from ‘normal’ adaptive re‐
use. As such, some more general knowledge about re‐use is required. Adaptive re‐use is a
term that has been used to describe a specific kind of (urban) redevelopment. Basically, it
means “[the] process of preserving part of a building's historical fabric, while updating it for
modern uses” (Hein & Houck, 2008). As such, it is regarded as playing a vital role within
environmental sustainability, sustainable development and revitalization of existing
buildings (Langston, 2008). It is concerned with putting already existing buildings to new use,
instead of older slash‐and‐burn techniques, where older buildings are razed to the ground to
give rise to new projects. Some would even argue that “In fact, adaptive re‐use is the future
of the construction industry” (Langston, 2008, p. 1).
According to Langston: “Buildings, like other assets, can become obsolete over time
(...) A building’s service life, which may be interpreted as its structural adequacy (i.e.
structural safety), is effectively reduced by obsolescence, resulting in a useful life somewhat
less than its expected physical life” (Langston, 2008, p.3). This holds especially true for
churches. Churches are generally quite old and have known a long ‘physical’ life. Of course
not all the churches are empty, but the ones that are empty, are now losing their ‘useful’
functions, and thus becoming obsolete. A possible way of solving this problem is through
adaptive re‐use.
Adaptive re‐use has been shown to have several economic as well as social benefits,
is good for the environment and has its impact in the global construction industry (Langston,
2008). However, there are several processes that exert an influence on the possible adaptive
re‐use. There are economic factors, such as, real estate values, government incentives, land
use of the immediate surroundings, tax credits etc. (Johnson, 2004, Choi, 2010). Social and
political factors are constituted by community commitment, political goodwill,
neighbourhood involvement, laws etc. (Johnson, 2004). Finally there are practical factors
such as age, soil condition, feasibility of the project (with regards to the condition of the
buildings), general quality of the building and other architectural traits (Rabun & Kelso, 2009,
Langston, 2008, Hein & Houck, 2008).
This thesis is focussed on the adaptive re‐use of churches. However, to thoroughly
grasp the concepts of adaptive re‐use of churches, it is important to gain an understanding
of some of the basic principles of adaptive re‐use. But apart from that, there is almost no
amount of literature available on the adaptive re‐use of churches or religious buildings in
general. Therefore, a model has to be based on the ‘general’ literature about adaptive re‐use
and then will be tested on the specific cases of churches. This chapter will serve as a
preliminary chapter, to first introduce literature about adaptive re‐use in general and
second, review the limited amount of literature (surprisingly mostly master theses) that is
available on the subject.
Adaptive re‐use in general
Over the last couple of years, there has been a worldwide general trend of adaptive re‐use
(Bullen, 2007). Countries such as Australia, adaptive re‐use has in fact started to become
more popular than creating new buildings. It has several benefits, such as that it is cheaper
and easier than creating a new building from scratch, as well as that it provides a lot more
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sustainability to the environment. In comparison: only 1,5 to 2% of the total amount of
existing buildings is constructed each year. This would mean that, if one would want to
replace all the building, this would require at least 50 to almost 100 years to completely
rebuild the entire stock of buildings. This means that the majority of the building stock is
around us for several decades. As such, some people advocate that this kind of ‘valuable
resource’ should not be simply let go to waste, but rather be re‐used.
In practise, these kinds of practises aren’t implemented that easily. For instance, for
some buildings it is very difficult to adapt, because they were designed in a way that is not
suitable for re‐use. According to Bullen (2007,) many office buildings in recent years have in
fact been designed to have short life spans. This leads to that these kinds of buildings are
obsolete and outdated after a few years and not suitable for re‐use: cost‐wise and utility‐
wise. Apart from that but also closely related to the other constraint, some buildings simply
do not posses enough quality to be suitable for adaptive re‐use. It might require simply too
much investment on the part of building developers and others, that it will never be feasible
to re‐use the building. Or in other words: when it is cheaper to demolish and build a new
building, re‐use will not take place.
Whether or not a building is fit for adaptive re‐use has a lot do with costs and
benefits. It sometimes takes significant effort to successfully find investors willing to take
part in the project. Project investors aren’t keen to invest money if there’s no guarantee the
net profits will be larger than the amount of money invested in the project (Figure 2.1).
Therefore, when making a decision with regards to whether or not investing money is a good
strategy, cost and benefits are always taken into account. As shown in the figure, there has
to be an amount of savings of costs necessary for adaptive re‐use to be profitable. Saving in
this case will be the costs of demolishing and rebuilding. The re‐use investments can be all
sorts of different investments, concerned with several related occupational, environmental
and structural factors of the building.
Figure 2.1: balancing costs and benefits of adaptive re‐use.

Source: Barnes & Bollinger, 1991
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Some of these re‐use investments will have to do with building factors: it is much cheaper to
re‐use the building if it doesn’t require much actual rebuilding. Important building factors in
this sense are, amongst others, the amount of open space available, e.g. floor space (Shipley
et al., 2006), but also other very much architectural traits such as the age of the building, the
building structure, the soil condition, etcetera. An attempt at a useful way to determine if it
is feasible to re‐use building is the model proposed by Langston (2008). The model assesses
to what extent the building has become obsolete and whether or not it is fit for adaptive re‐
use. According to Langston, by examining specific building‐related criteria (listed in figure
2.2), it is possible to determine whether or not, on physical grounds, it is feasible to pursue
adaptive re‐use for a specific building. For instance, some buildings may require firm
investments with regards to certain physical features, which can be highly relevant for some
new uses (a bank might have different requirements than a grocery store for example), while
others require investments in the foundations of the building (when the soil condition is
worse than in other cases).
However, when deciding which factors are the most important, it is important to
make a clear distinction between what kind of adaptive re‐use is being performed. Bullen
provides us with a clear distinction between different kinds of adaptive re‐use and
specifically the adjusting of buildings, namely ‘the Three R’s’:
Restoration: “[restoration] returns a building to the condition it was when originally
constructed” (Bullen, 2007, p. 21). This is one of the most basic types of reusing the building.
It is often used for historic purposes to make sure all the facets and details are restored to its
original condition. When used for such purposes, it is also known as ‘Historic Preservation’.
This can include the repainting of walls, partial rebuilding or upgrading the foundations of
the building. Restoration is rarely applied before adaptive re‐use, but if buildings like these
are re‐used, very often little to no modifications to the building itself are being made.
Examples of these buildings can be old churches, museums and national heritage.
Renovation: “[renovation] modifies a building so that it meets current standards and codes”
(Bullen, 2007, p. 21). This happens when older buildings are ‘upgraded’ to better fit today’s
needs of a building. It is often used with older buildings that lack for example central
heating, gas, water and/or electricity, thus improving the building. In practise, this is a more
important aspect of adaptive re‐use than simple restoration, because it allows buildings to
be more extensively modified. Examples of these buildings can the earlier named churches,
but maybe more so houses, offices, abandoned train stations or otherwise abandoned large
buildings.
Rehabilitation: “The recycling of buildings involving restoration and new construction”
(Bullen, 2007, p. 21). This basically involves both restoration as well as renovation, to both
extend the lifespan, as well as improve the buildings to better suit the needs of the new use.
Or as Bullen states: “It can therefore be reasonably argued that adaptation is a method of
extending the useful life of buildings and hence their sustainability by a combination of
improvement and conversion” (Bullen, 2007, p. 21).
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Figure 2.2: Checklist for possible costs involving adaptive re‐use

Source: Langston, 2008. Note: # means double weighted.
Adaptive re‐use is mostly concerned with getting the buildings ‘up to speed’, especially when
old buildings such as churches are concerned. Rehabilitation is also often performed, since
more often than not; the church does require actual building as well. Following on that, it
involves the idea that there is an ‘original building’ which undergoes transformations of
some sort, to create a new (kind of) building. Second, the ‘new’ building gives opportunities
for new practises to take place in the building. As such, the definition of adaptive re‐use in
this work is the “Rehabilitation or renovation of existing buildings or structures for any uses
other than the present uses” (Dolnick and Davidson, 1999, in Bullen, 2007).
So why should adaptive re‐use be implemented? Bullen shows in his work that there
are various possible positive consequences through adaptive re‐use, of which he claims the
sustainability argument is the most prominent one. The arguments can roughly be divided in
three classes.
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Sustainability
The sustainability argument is concerned with preserving the environment and sustaining
the current one. Such arguments include:
‐
Reducing resource consumption, energy use and emissions;
‐
Reclaiming embodied energy over a greater time frame;
‐
Revitalizing existing neighbourhoods;
‐
Creating valuable community resources from unproductive property;
‐
Reducing land consumption and urban sprawl.
By re‐using buildings, no energy and resources are wasted on building new building, which
could have housed in already existing structures. Every city knows a certain percentage of
buildings that are not used: why should cities then expand and build new structures?
Therefore, it is an efficient way to deal with problems such as urban sprawl and land
consumption. Also when said buildings are re‐used, it can help the neighbourhood in which
is located to sustain itself. Degradation of buildings can lead to whole neighbourhoods
degrading as a result. Therefore investing in the re‐use of certain buildings is not only
helping ‘the building’, but rather the whole neighbourhood and thus can be seen as a
valuable ‘community resource’ (Bullen, 2007, Heath, 2001).
Economics
The economics argument is concerned with the economic side of re‐use and involves cost‐
efficiency and profits:
‐
Being more cost effective than demolition and rebuilding;
‐
Extending the useful life of buildings;
‐
Increasing the demand for retained existing buildings;
The re‐use of buildings also has several economic benefits: construction costs are often
limited especially when the original structure has to be broken down – which in practise is
often very expensive. Also, be re‐using the building, the useful lifespan is expanded and the
depreciation of the building is relatively a lot lower. Well‐performed re‐use are also
attractive for other developers, as they serve to set an example, whilst also creating more
demand. This means more re‐use is viable, and can probably sell for higher prices (Bullen,
2007, Heath, 2001).
Aesthetic
The aesthetics argument is concerned with the appeal and visual aspects of the building and
the value these have:
‐
Retaining streetscapes that maintain sense of place;
‐
Retaining visual amenity and cultural heritage;
‐
Enhancing the aesthetic appeal of the built environment.
By retaining buildings instead of destroying them or letting them fall into disuse, much of the
visual landscape can be left intact. Often these buildings are very much part of a place, or a
‘place identity’. By removing such elements from the landscape, much of the value of the
environment is lost, especially when these buildings are seen as part of the nation’s cultural
heritage. On a final note, some view these buildings as very aesthetically pleasing. Whilst
surely there are different opinions on whether or not a warehouse in a neighbourhood is
visually attractive, when buildings such as churches or other impressive feats of architecture
are concerned, the general consensus is usually that they do add an aesthetic appeal and it
would be a waste if they were to disappear completely (Bullen, 2007, Steinberg, 1997).
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Although there are several reasons why adaptive re‐use can be a good idea (or can be seen
as opportunities), there are also a lot of reasons to search for other options instead
(constraints). Most of these reasons are very simple and have to do with only one aspect:
the economic aspect. Some of these reasons might include that it’s simply cheaper to build a
new building, maintenance costs may be very high or the costs of acquiring matching
materials might be very steep. Next to these economic reasons, there are only two other
reasons: one is that the building might never meet existing sustainability standards, whilst
the other is a more practical consideration that maintaining the structural integrity of older
buildings is sometimes difficult (Bullen, 2007, Heath, 2001).
In short, the adaptive re‐use of building is concerned with restoration, rehabilitation
and renovation of buildings, to make them suitable to be re‐used for purposed that weren’t
intended when the building was originally built. However, it is not simply a case of buying a
building and by making a few modifications so it will become a huge success. Economic
feasibility as well as the general condition of the building can prove very important, for
example, for commercial buildings. Especially when commercial re‐use is involved, costs and
benefits should always be considered. This is less the case when studying adaptive re‐use of
certain types of buildings, such as religious buildings. In these scenarios, where next to
economic variables, socio‐economic and political factors also play a large role, will be
discussed in the next chapter.
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Adaptive re‐use and national heritage
A very specific way of adaptive re‐use is concerned with the preservation of historic
buildings. This preservation of ‘heritage’ is concerned with issues such as the designation of
national monuments as well as conservation areas (Henderson, 2011). They differ from
commercial buildings in the sense that not only economic factors are largely taken into
account, but also socio‐cultural and political motives play a strong part here. They also differ
on physical grounds with commercial buildings: especially historic buildings, suffer from
certain problems such as lack of electricity, as well as worse conditions with regards to fire
safety, air conditioning and floor space (Luk Wai Biu, 2003).
The reason why national heritage plays an important role in the adaptive re‐use
process, is that in itself, heritage can prove a powerful incentive to (re‐)use the building in
the first place. When a building has become marked as heritage, it is the responsibility of the
owner to take care of the building. In other words: it cannot simply be demolished. More
often than not, the building can no longer (or at least economically viable) serve the same
purpose as before. One way then to turn the building into a profitable one is to find new
uses for the building. This is one of the main reason why many (monumental) churches are
often re‐used instead of demolished: they are protected and thus have to find other ways to
be used in an economically feasible way.
The central ideas behind declaring buildings national heritage, is the fact that almost
every city has a large, older core in which said buildings are located. In the words of
Steinberg, often they represent a “unique historical link with the past, a physical
manifestation of the social and cultural traditions which have developed to give the modem
city and society its meaning and character” (Steinberg, 1996, p. 465). When such important
remnants of the past remain, it would be considered a loss for society to have them torn
down and replaced by newer, more modern buildings.
Most old cities have such buildings that are representative of political, religious,
economic and military powers of the past. However, the condition in which the buildings are
in varies a lot and is largely determined by its current function. For instance, buildings that
have lost their use are prone to more rapid decay due to not being used at all. Buildings that
are still being used also decay but at a much smaller rate since they are still being
maintained. In fact the best way to maintain the buildings is through adaptive re‐use: “There
is a good chance that monuments which have a new function through adaptive re‐use are
even better maintained. In fact, the strategy of conversion of monuments for adaptive re‐
use appears to be the most effective approach for a self‐financing and sustainable form of
conservation” (Steinberg, 1996, p. 465).
However, even when a building has been marked as heritage, it isn’t always easy to
find solutions to preserve the buildings (Gleye, 1988). In some of these cases, adaptive re‐
use can lead to remarkably creative and sensitive solutions, whilst in other cases they have
failed to do so. The use of tax incentives by the government can prove very rewarding in
finding the right developers for the job, but when incentives and expectations aren’t closely
matched, it may lead to less desired outcomes (such as displacement of the poor as a social
consequence for example).
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Even so, Gleye argues that “Historic preservation subsidies are worth the cost because there
is usually only one opportunity to protect a historic resource” (Gleye, 1988, p. 487). In his
eyes, the goal of historic preservation should always be “to rescue our irreplaceable
architectural resources” (Gleye, 1988, p. 488). In this perspective, as long as a building is
preserved, it is ‘rescued’, which means in the case of adaptive re‐use, it is rescued from
(possible) destruction or deterioration. Due to the building being preserved, society already
benefits, whatever the new use of the building may be. A short overview of standards
regarding the preservation of heritage in the United States can be found in figure 2.3.
As a result, preserving older buildings is usually in the best interest of everyone.
Because of the aesthetic values these buildings represent, local governments are usually
inclined to preserve and protect their heritage. Whilst it is the responsibility of the owner of
the building to take care of said heritage, tax cuts and subsidies can be obtained to benefit
the owners. But also the environment and the public benefit, in the sense that their
immediate surroundings become more aesthetically pleasing and thus more livable.
Figure 2.3: Guidelines for the preservation of Historic Buildings

Source: Gleye, 1988.
In the Netherlands, almost somewhere between 3500 and 4500 religious buildings are
considered ‘Rijksmonument’, or ‘national monument’, depending on the source
(Monumentenregister, 2012, Rijksmonumenten, 2012). However this number might be
slightly off, since multiple apartments within the same church also count individually as a
monument, meaning one church with eight apartments in it, counts as eight monuments on
the list. However, this figure remains very high, showing that churches are widely regarded
as important parts of national heritage, and this status does not necessarily mean that the
buildings are unfit for re‐use.
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In short, the preservation of (national) heritage can be a strong argument for the promotion
of adaptive re‐use. By marking buildings as heritage, it opens op new opportunities for the
buildings in the forms of adaptive re‐use. However, various considerations should be made
with regards to economic, political, cultural and social effects. Especially when government
funding is involved, these contexts should be strongly taken into account, for they can
completely change the expected outcome when not attended to. However, even if the
outcome of the project isn’t as intended, still points can be made about the value of
preserving the original architecture, or the national heritage in itself, as a positive
consequence of the actions taken.

Figure 2.4: National heritage doesn’t have to be any barrier for re‐use, judging from this
prime example in Maastricht, the Netherlands

Source: Nationale Renovatie Prijs, 2012
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Adaptive re‐use of churches
A very specific part of adaptive re‐use is concerned with the adaptive re‐use of churches. In
the previous chapter, an exploration of the causes for the declining number of churches has
been made. Additionally, in the previous paragraphs, adaptive re‐use in general and the role
of national heritage has been explained. This paragraph will focus specifically on the
adaptive re‐use of churches and what this means for the churches itself.
To start off, several churches become redundant (or obsolete) annually in the
Netherlands. In the early 1990’s, almost 40 churches became redundant and closed down as
a result. In the late 1990’s, this figure had already risen to 70 churches a year. In the time
period between 1993 and 2003, a total of 623 churches became redundant, and it is
estimated that an additional 650 churches have closed since then, amounting to a total of
almost 1300 churches closing down since the early 1990’s, which amounts to 8% and 17% of
respectively all Protestant and Catholic churches in the Netherlands (Velthuis & Spenneman,
2003).
What happens when a church becomes redundant is different for each church. About
60% of all church are demolished, others either stay ‘empty’ or become re‐used in the
Netherlands (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007). However, in other countries, such as in the US,
churches are more often re‐used by different denominations than that they are destroyed
(Lueng, 2011). Other countries have specific laws and regulations. For instance, in France, it
is prohibited by law to close down churches, even though in the more remote locations
there are churches that get only a handful of visitors per week. In Sweden there are
regulations that provide a few millions worth of money to keep churches open. In Belgium,
most priests and members of the clergy are even paid by the national government. And
countries such as Switzerland are often too conservative for re‐use to take place, thus often
opting for the demolishing of buildings instead (Trouw, 2012).
Demolition is usually the first option when it is financially unattractive to maintain
the building. This can be for instance, when land use values have risen, so that the ground on
which the church is located can be sold to ease possible debts of the religious community
that owns the land and church. Therefore, demolition is seen by some as a solution to
financial problems. On the other hand, there have often already been made investments in
the church, meaning that the destruction of a building would be considered a waste. This
leads to a situation in which some might see destroying the church as simply destroying
capital. However, the motivation of parishes to demolish their buildings is also very different
from country to country, as Lueng shows that in Germany, demolition is often seen as a last
resort, only when no uses can be found and the building holds no architectural value (Lueng,
2011).
Next to financial reason to destroy a church, there are also strong religious
arguments made. Over the last couple of years, there has been a strong feeling within the
religious sector that a church should only be used for what it is meant for: a church. This
dates back to the middle ages, whereas churches were often used in a wider sense, such as a
community centre. After the Reformation and Counter‐Reformation however, this idea of
the church as a community centre changed to a more conservative view that of ‘the church
is a church’, especially in Catholic spheres (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007). This means that
even when re‐use is performed, “All guidelines stress the importance of retaining a religious
use whenever possible” (Lueng, 2011, p. 51).
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Over the last couple of years the idea of demolition as a solution has begun to fade. There
are strong lobbies that aim to protect the churches from deconstruction and rather advocate
different uses of the church instead. Especially from a ‘heritage’ point of view, it is more
important to preserve historic buildings, than to sell the land to give rise to new freeways or
houses. But more important than these preservation arguments are the emotional
arguments. Or as Velthuis & Spenneman put it: “Church demolition also affects the former
church congregation and local church ministers. The congregation has emotional
attachments to the place where they have been experienced such major personal events as
baptisms, weddings and funerals. The closure and demolition of their church has been
described as painful, traumatic and an extremely precarious process, bordering on robbery
and mourning“ (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007, pp. 53, Steinberg, 1996, Gleye, 1988).
When there are such strong arguments against demolition, another option would be
to simply leave the church ‘empty’ or unattended. This is often the case when a building is
simply preserved for its historic purposes or value. Deteriorated churches have even
appeared to show “great touristic appeal”, whilst others rather see their church demolished
than (literally) turning into ruins (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007). But apart from the touristic
appeal, churches in ruin serve very little function and are thus largely regarded as an
unsatisfactory development, especially when issues such as a shortage of space and
buildings codes come into play.
The general consensus on empty churches in the Netherlands is thus that an empty
church is undesirable. For some people, it may serve as a form of nostalgic appeal, but in a
country with lots of densely populated cities, there simply isn’t enough room to let churches
decay in such a fashion. People generally feel that it is better to use a building in one way or
the other than to simply leave it unattended. The only acceptable form of churches being
empty is when the church is in a transition from moving to one use to another (Velthuis &
Spenneman, 2007). In other words, when the church has lost its original function and it has
yet to be decided what the next function is going to be. Then, the church is not simply
empty, but rather in state of moving towards the most important way of preserving the
church: adaptive re‐use.
However, in Dutch society, the adaptive re‐use of churches is often seen as the most
desirable outcome when the church itself becomes obsolete. However, this sometimes
conflicts with the church authorities, who’d rather see the church demolished for financial
reasons. This is when the emotional and financial arguments come into play described
earlier. Nonetheless, over the last couple of years, the public opinion has changed from
seeing adaptive re‐use as a “solely practical solution” to “an increasingly ideological
solution” (De Vries, 1990).
Causes
Where some general trends have been described earlier that have shaped a climate in which
more and more churches become redundant, the practical reasons are often quite more
specific than ‘secularization’. There are four main practical causes within the literature that
churches have to face. But they are also extremely important to heed when new uses for the
church are being sought, because different causes of the church becoming redundant
require different methods to counter.
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Reduction of church attendance
This can be partially attributed to secularization, but also geographical factors can appear to
have an impact. For instance, town planning can have a strong impact when a new neigh‐
bourhood is built with a new church, it can draw away churchgoers form another church
which is more remotely located. Other geographical reasons may include a population shift
from the country to the city, leaving small towns with too few people to attend church. The
same holds true for moving from the inner city to suburbs, leaving churches in the inner city
with smaller amounts of people willing to visit the church. Such changes in urban density can
have severe consequences for church attendance (Johnson, 2004, Kiley, 2004, Velthuis &
Spenneman, 2003).
Financial problems
In most of these situations, a decline in congregation means a decline in income and money
for the church itself. This means that it is much more difficult to sustain the church, make
renovations, or otherwise put investments in the church itself. There are also instances in
which government policy can cause extra trouble for churches in this regard, for instance
when they want to use the land the church is built on for different purpose, and they can
stop giving tax cuts or grants of any kind. In these situations, parishes have to choose how to
allocate their limited funds: to the church as a ‘church’ or as a community? (Kiley, 2004,
Velthuis & Spenneman, 2003).
Reduction in usability
Buildings age and deteriorate over time. Especially churches that have been around for years
may experience a strong reduction in usability as a result. Standards with regard to comfort,
heating, electricity, lighting and the like have all increased over the years and often require
firm investments to perform or maintain. In cases like these churches are sometimes seen as
non‐user friendly and either require a great deal of upgrading, or in some extreme cases,
replacement (Luk Wai Bu, 2003, Kiley, 2004, Velthuis & Spenneman, 2003, Bullen, 2007).
Re‐organization
There are instances in which re‐organization of the church community that have
consequences for church attendance. For instance, combining congregations, dioceses or in
some cases, even complete denominations may leave whole churches obsolete in a single
decision. This holds especially true for the Dutch case, where since the original verzuiling
caused every small denomination to have its own church. However, recent ecumenism
movements have aimed to unify smaller Christian religions that have split off during the
verzuiling: “The coming together of three Protestant denominations in 2004 is one example
of a re‐organization that is likely to have a large impact on the amount of church redundancy
in the Netherlands” (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2003, p. 51).
Other
There are a couple of smaller reasons as well, that combine to form some issues with regard
to ‘religiousness’ in general. For instance, with declining interest in religiousness overall,
there has been a shortage of priests for the last couple of years. Also, recent scandals about
abusive priests have lead to a small exodus of people from their faith as well, leading to both
making it increasingly difficult to keep churches open in the first place, even while there are
less people attending church (Kiley, 2004).
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The reason why a church has become empty has strong impacts on the adaptive re‐use. For
instance, if there’s simply a reduction of church attendance, it is possible that former
churchgoers still have a strong bond with their church, thus being very concerned about the
new functions the church might (or might not) take. When there are financial problems,
congregations are more probable to accept developers plans since they can provide the
money that is so much needed by the diocese. When a reduction of usability is the cause, it
may require firm investments in the church to actually be able to perform adaptive re‐use at
all. These different kinds of causes demonstrate that each case can come across different
problems might that arise when adaptive re‐use is being considered. These problems (or
rather, factors) will be discussed more in‐depth in the next chapter.
Concluding remarks
The adaptive re‐use of churches is part of a larger tradition of adaptive re‐use. Several
buildings have changed functions, from train stations to office spaces. There are some
similarities to be drawn between the re‐use of churches and other buildings, but there are
also many differences. There are also many reasons why adaptive re‐use is a good idea: it is
good for the environment and it is often cheaper than demolishing and rebuilding. Especially
in the case of churches, it could be an excellent, if not the best way of preserving the church.
However, there are also arguments against re‐use, which could stem from an architects
point of view (it is unoriginal) to a religious point of view (it is unholy).
The fact remains that almost 40% of disused churches ultimately become re‐used.
Sometimes this is done voluntarily, other times the local church authorities are forces due to
heritage rules and monument statuses. Especially Catholics prefer to demolish the church
over adaptive re‐use. When the church is ultimately re‐used, the functions they obtain are
vastly different. The most common and preferred re‐use is that of religious re‐use, whilst
commercial activities are generally shunned. Everything in between is possible, from
theatres, office space, residential areas to skate halls. Each case is different and unique,
leading to a wide variety of re‐used churches.
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Factors influencing adaptive re‐use
As shown throughout this paper so far, there are some important factors that keep returning
when discussing adaptive re‐use of churches. Most of these factors are smaller parts of a few
larger ones. In the literature, there have been identified four main factors, which are each
discussed individually in this chapter. These include economic factors, physical/monumental
factors, social/societal factors and religious/cultural factors.
Economical factors
The first and perhaps most important factor that comes to mind when discussing any form of
adaptive re‐use is in fact very plain: money. Monetary issues are often the reason for
developers to perform adaptive re‐use, since it’s not in their interest to simply give money to
the church, but rather, profit themselves from their investments. On the other hand, the
reason why adaptive re‐use is performed is mostly also concerned with money, as we have
seen in the previous chapter. When parishes or congregations are in need of money, they
need to look for alternatives other than contributions by churchgoers.
Therefore, it is almost unthinkable that monetary issues do not play a role in adaptive
re‐use of churches. However, the amount of money involved can range to very little (merely
costs of usage, rent, maintaining the building etc.) to very much (when upgrading of the
original structure is required). First of all, the decision needs to be made if it is more
profitable for the parish to re‐use the building, or to destroy it and build something new
instead. Some of the other costs that need to be consider are building costs, costs of future
managing of the business, tax cuts, etc. (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
Costs tend to differ from church to church, but across different denominations, about
40% of all spending are made on maintaining their religious buildings (Bisdom Haarlem,
2008). Because of the ageing of these structures, it is expected that these costs only will
increase in the next couple of year. If not attended to, this will eventually lead to either
badly, or not maintaining the buildings at all, more dependency on subsidies or restructuring
of the congregations etc. It is thus usually in the best interest of the church to compensate
these costs by finding developers willing to invest money in the re‐use (and also
maintenance etc.) of the churches.
Monument status
One of the first things to consider when churches are being re‐used is if they posses the
status of a monument. This status means that in certain cases, the selling party will ask a
lower price for the building, since it requires more investments on the buyers part, because
of the costs involved with maintaining a monumental buildings, as well as to compensate for
the fact that the structure cannot be physically altered too much (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
Additionally, the selling party can make demands about the future uses of the church, to
keep out non‐durable, unclear or otherwise unwanted projects.
Related to this are questions such as in how far the new uses of the church are
durable and expected to create a constant stream of revenue for the church, and if financial
independence is guaranteed. In most cases it is highly preferred to look at the long‐term
consequences of the re‐use and the implications that holds. Is it likely that the project is
going to pay for itself or not? Annual maintenance costs should be considered as well as the
depreciation of the building. Such questions are basic questions whenever a business wants
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to open in any location, but there are also questions which are more or less unique to
churches. Over the last years, the general idea has been that the new function of these
churches should serve a ‘fitting’ and preferably public function (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008, p.
63). The question is then, do such fitting and public projects actually pay for themselves? Do
they need investments by the government or other third parties? In practise, this means that
sometimes commercial functions are preferred over more public functions because they are
simply not feasible.
The monument status of the church has an important impact on the value of the
church. It turns out that the taxation value of houses increases by 10% when the house is
marked as a monument. However, when churches are involved, this has a different drastic
impact. Often, the parishes want to keep use for the building, no matter the costs. In
practise, this leads to the buildings varying very much in price, as it is often up to the buyer
how much money he actually wants to spend on the project. If one would examine the
Dutch cases, there is the instance of the H Pius X church in Alkmaar and the Chassékerk in
Amsterdam, which greatly dropped in price after their monument status, dropping the price
for up to 66% (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
These drastic price changes are often only happening when the monument status is
granted while the church hasn’t been sold yet. When during negotiations the building is
marked as a monument, the selling price of the churched tended to drop drastically. This has
a simple reason, because when a building is marked as a monument, it leaves very little
options open with regards to modifying the building and possible new uses. This is usually
such a large difference in price that subsidies almost never outweigh the negative effect the
status has on the selling price.
Assigning monument status to a church is thus a double‐edged sword. On the one
hand, it is very hard to destroy or remove the church from the map on the one hand, but it
also becomes increasingly difficult to actually find developers willing to find new uses for the
church on the other hand. The large drop in selling price of the church is explained because
it is no longer interesting for developers, as they can’t make excessive changes to the
original structure. Therefore, governments should be very careful when assigning monument
status to churches because in practise this might actually obstruct finding new uses for the
church, ultimately harming the original intents of assigning monument stays: to preserve the
building in the first place.
Location and function
Next to monument status, there have proven to bee several other factors to influence the
amount of money spent on and in the church. One of these other factors is the location of
the church. The idea is fairly straightforward: the churches in the better locations are able to
ask more money for their church than those in remote locations. A better location equals
more visitors and a higher consumer market or area of distribution. This can pose a problem
for more remote, rural churches because there are instances known of churches in remote
locations in which the adaptive re‐use failed, because there simply weren’t enough people
making use of the new functions for the church to sustain itself. In these cases the type of
re‐use was usually non‐commercial, while commercial uses tended to prove more successful
in these cases (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008, Kiley, 2004).
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When in such situations the re‐use fails, eventually the church has to stop the new use. This
can ultimately result in the closing of the church after all, not managing the goal of
preserving the church. Areas in high‐end locations have proven to be more successful, even
when non‐commercial uses are applied. There are great success stories of churches in worse
locations, such as the neighbourhood centre in the Julianakerk, Transvaal, The Hague or the
Oranjekerk in Oud‐Zuid, Amsterdam. But there are also indications that the re‐use of certain
monumental buildings can actually serve to increase the land value as well (Steinberg, 1996)
This means that location matters, but as long as the right function is given to the church, it is
still possible to preserve the churches in more remote locations (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
One useful way to conceptualise whether or not adaptive re‐use would be viable with
regards to the location of the church is to picture it in terms of value. At the one hand, there
is the value of the location, or the area that the church is located on. On the other hand,
there is the value of the building itself, which can be both monetary as well as sentimental. A
simple table devised by Kiley (2004) can help to illustrate the point (Figure 3.1).
Figure 3.1: Location and structure considerations with regard to adaptive re‐use.
Determinant
Location value low
Location value High
Building value
Unlikely to be re‐used, or only
Might prove to be more financially
low
with engaged stakeholders and/or desirable to demolish to developers.
heavy subsidies.
Building value
Attractive for re‐use solutions that Most attractive to developers for
high
involve a community or public
adaptive re‐use purposes.
aspect.
Source: Kiley, 2004
What this shows is that the best location and best building combined have the greatest
potential to succeed as an adaptive re‐use process. This is because it basically ensures that a
lot of people (potentially) will use the building, as well as that the building itself has a lot of
potential for interesting redevelopment. When only the location has a high value, it might be
more profitable to destroy the original building and simply sell the high‐value land, or build a
new building instead which can generate more revenue. When only the building value is
high, it usually serves a public function, because a low location value knows less potential
customers. This means that usually, only public functions thrive in these locations. When
both of the values are low, it is very unlikely for buildings to be re‐used, since it will costs
large amounts of money to make it viable and neither developers nor governments are
usually willing to make these investments. As such, when the location value is high, mostly
developers will be interested and/or the main source of money, whilst when the building
value is high, usually governments are the main source of money.
Next to location, the function is also very important and has been addressed earlier.
The general idea is that non‐commercial functions are preferable, but when it proves not
feasible (such as is the case with some remote locations), non‐commercial functions mixed
with commercial functions are preferable. In practise, it turns out that completely
commercial functions of churches are usually not that successful, whereas mixed functions
provide the highest returns. But even when the returns aren’t as high as they could be,
because of the function the church fulfils in society, usually the key actors involved are
happy to take slightly lower returns, because the new function has more societal relevance
than a commercial building (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
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Costs and subsidies
When deciding whether or not the adaptive re‐use of a church is a viable options, many
economic factors have to be considered (Figure 3.2). The assessment of the costs should
always be done first. These include the costs of either acquiring the building, or the rent of
the building (‘ervingskosten’). Then there are the costs of (re)decorating or upgrading the
building (‘inrichtingskosten’) and other costs (‘bijkomende kosten’). Then there are the costs
of creating a foundation (‘stichtingkosten’) and the costs of maintaining the building
(‘onderhoudskosten’).
After the possible costs have been assessed, the possible incomes also have to be
examined. These are basically the total amount of money gained from renting the building to
third parties (‘huuropbrengsten’) and the subsidies received from governments or other
third parties (‘subsidies en bijdragen’). When such an assessment is complete, it is possible
to gauge how much money the church will lose or gain from the possible re‐uses. For each
use, a different estimation can be made, for the importance of different functions and
locations has been proved. An optimal situation would be where the income from rent is at
least 5% higher than the costs of managing and maintaining the building. In the investigation
done by the Bisdom Haarlem, out of 14 churches examined, 4 were successful (with up to a
rate of 8,2%), 8 were less successful (with rates from 2,0 to 4,0) and 2 were very
unsuccessful (with rates of below 0%, and thus actually losing money) (Bisdom Haarlem,
2008).
However, in some cases the costs need to be covered by more than just income from
rents. There are cases in which the city council or other instances provide additional money
to cover some of the costs. For instance, in the case of the Chassékerk in Amsterdam, a
investment by a private company of at least 2,8 million Euros was required to created a
positive balance, whilst the H. Joseph church in Arnhem, sold some disused religious
buildings to increase the rate from ‐0.2% to 4.0% (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
In short, there are a lot of different economical factors involved when the re‐use of a
church is being decided on. The three main points of interest are first of all the costs of using
and maintaining the building. These costs are often higher than other, ‘normal’ buildings,
due to their age and structure. Next, the gains from renting the building to third parties are
important, because they make up a large part of the total revenue the church is going to
make. The third important aspect is the subsidies and additional sources of income,
including gifts and grants. These can be used by the church to help with the restoration of
the building, or to aid in (the search of) a new function, and differ largely per project,
monument status, governments and third parties (such as the foundation for the
preservation of national heritage) involved.
Next to simple cost/benefits, other economic aspects that influence the use of the
building are the location of the church as well as the function it is going to take. Remote
locations are more difficult to find a suitable use for, especially when societal relevance is
sought. Usually, there are simply not enough people to make these projects viable and a
commercial use is applied instead. Out of all different functions, a mixed use between
societal and commercial uses is usually the most profitable for the church. Out of non‐
commercial functions, the community centre seems rather popular, whilst commercially;
office spaces tend to create large revenues, provided that there already is a demand for
office space in said location.
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Figure 3.2: an example of cost/benefit assessments made of three different churches.

Source: Bisdom Haarlem, 2008
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Differences with economic factors of other adaptive re‐use projects
Economically speaking, the adaptive re‐use of churches isn’t that different from adaptive re‐
use of other (for instance, commercial) buildings. For starters, they both share the concept
of obsolesce. However, they differ on the causes for the obsolesce. Buildings such as offices
are often economically obsolete, because the offices simply do not meet the current
demands or standards, or it is cheaper or more economically viable to relocate to a different
building instead (Bullen, 2007). In other cases, office buildings are sometimes designed to
have only a short lifespan, increasing the speed at which it becomes obsolete. In contrasts,
churches are and were most often built to last, while simultaneously maintaining their
functionality over the years. Additionally, due to the specific nature of the church, it is very
difficult for them to relocate to a different building or location.
Another difference is related to the status sometimes assigned to obsolete churches.
Earlier, it was stated that churches are sometimes assigned monument status to stop them
from being destroyed. With commercial buildings, this is rarely the case. This means two
things. First, churches are forced to apply adaptive re‐use, because it is generally seen as a
waste to leave buildings empty, whilst commercial buildings generally do not face this kind
of pressure (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2003). Second, it means that a building becomes eligible
for funding by any form of government, since the property becomes protected. This result in
getting subsidies to maintain the building, or even restore it, whilst commercial buildings are
almost always purely reliant on private investment.
One of the prime examples of this re‐use of non‐commercial buildings can be found
in Hong Kong. In Hong Kong, it is often practise to preserve historic buildings by assigning a
new use to it, that suits with the original status of the building. This means that in practise,
they are often converted to museums or similar buildings (Luk Wai Bu, 2003). However,
revenues are usually too low to sustain even the operational costs of the building. This is one
of the key differences, because when a commercial building cannot provide its own
operation costs, it is highly likely to go bankrupt and shut down completely.
As a result such buildings often have to result to additional measures, such as renting
space for businesses, parties, seminars and conferences (Hong Kong Museum of Medical
Science, 2012). Government involvement is often the only way that makes the project viable,
since the government sustains the project with government money and subsidies. However,
privately owned re‐use is sometimes successful as well, as was the case of the conversion of
a fortress to a 5‐star hotel. First, by paying for itself there is was need for government
involvement. Second, part of the revenue made by the hotel is spent on maintaining and
preserving the building, thus staying true to the aim of the initial conversion (Luk Wai Bu,
2003).
What this learns is that non‐commercial buildings (such as churches) have different
kind of needs with regard to their funding than most commercial buildings. With commercial
buildings, the owner is almost always private, which means the funding is entirely based on
private money. This means that if not economically viable, the re‐use will not happen, or
result in a dramatic failure or even bankruptcy. Non‐commercial building, especially when
being preserved under the banner of ‘monument’, have additional subsidies at their disposal
and have more options to make a more financially solid project. However, with said
subsidies also come responsibilities: when a private investor buys a building, he is free to do
with the building whatever he wants, whilst non‐privately owned buildings often face a lot
more difficulties when deciding what the new use or function of the building should be.
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Physical/Monumental factors.
Another important factor is the physical state and condition of the building itself. Earlier,
some points have already been made about the age of the building and whether or not it
enjoys a monument status. These factors and others will be discussed in more detail in this
chapter.
Monumental status
In the previous chapter, some economic implications of whether or not a building enjoys a
monumental status have been discussed, but there are also physical consequences of this
status. First of all, a monumental building has to do with age. In 1988, the ‘monumentenwet’
(monument law) was devised and stated that monumental buildings had to be at least 50
years old. Also, they had to have a clear benefit in terms of beauty, importance for science
or society and therefore had to be preserved. In the case of churches, it is important that the
building represents: “a body in which church communities are united, or any other
association based on religious ground, and which is use solely or chiefly for the use of group
wise practising of religiosity” (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008, translation by author).
In practise, it is very difficult to determine whether or not a certain church fits the
criteria, mainly when societal relevance is discussed. Nowadays, the decision is largely based
on a couple of criteria, such as cultural/historic value, architectural/historical artistically
value, town planning value, the state of the building, the recognisability of the building and
the uniqueness of the building. There are no definitive clear boundaries on how much of
these criteria a church has to accommodate and each cases is always examined individually
and thoroughly to decide whether or not it is fit to gain the monument status. However,
lower regional governments can each decide on (the weight of) their own criteria, leading to
procedures that are difficult to replicate in other areas (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
Many local authorities thus have different procedures on deciding which churches
get the monumental status. But once a church has the monumental status, this has several
implications. First, this means that the church is to a large extent protected from being
destroyed. As an indication: only 2% of all destroyed churches in South‐Holland have had the
monumental status (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008). There is no guarantee the church will not be
destroyed, but there is a large chance that it won’t.
Physical characteristics of the church are also a basis on which monument status is
granted. This can be measured on several different elements, such as the lighting of the
church, how open the church is or the scale of the church. Physical factors can also include
elements that are more difficult to measure, such as intimacy of the church, how well the
urban design is or its historic value (Langston & Shen, 2007). Such elements are also very
important to consider when designing new uses. For example, an open, intimate and bright
church is probably more favourable for a community centre, than a dark, closed‐off church,
where perhaps a library would be more fitting.
Architects
Architects have a special role when it comes to adaptive re‐use. Most architects tend to
favour rebuilding, since working with an existing building is usually regarded as much less
original (Bullen, 2007), although others have claimed this type of architecture truly sets the
architects apart from others (Shipley, 2006). Whatever the reason, they are imperative for
the successful re‐use of buildings and also churches. This is because when looking at
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adaptive re‐use, architectural considerations should always be made. In fact, there are
people who argue that architects, building contractors and engineers should always be
involved in these processes (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007).
The reasons for this are threefold. Firstly, there are many theoretical ideas about
adaptive re‐use, to which architects and engineers can give valuable insights. This means
that “a thorough analysis of the construction and condition of the building; then a short list
of possible uses followed by a market analysis to see if there are needs for any of those uses
[is required]” (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007, p. 63). Architects and others can then draw up
the character of the building to assist in finding the most suitable use in combination with
the physical characteristics of the church.
Secondly, when churches are involved and especially when they have the monument
status, there should be a minimum of changes to preserve the integrity of the building
(Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007). Churches are expected to be sustainable, as well as
‘reversible’: easily restored to its original function if necessary. As a consequence, one of the
perquisites is that the church should remain recognizable as a church, from the inside and
the outside. Architects and others are very important in this stage to make sure that all of
the perquisites are being applied correctly (Langston, 2008).
Thirdly, Spatial features of the church are very important, and architects can assist in
creating “large and interesting spaces to make the re‐use a success” (Velthuis & Spenneman,
2007, p. 63). Architects can help design uses for different areas in the church, that are
sometimes split in larger and smaller areas. They can also assist in adding a ‘modern layer’ to
the church (as long as it doesn’t damage the original structure), by adding new and different
materials to the church, or creating a ‘sensed division’ between the new and old parts of the
building. And ultimately, “the architect should not just consider the building but ideally
should also take into account the variety in civic, political, social and artistic directions as
well as the nature of the building and its surroundings” (Velthuis en Spenneman, 2007, p.
63).
Building challenges
Every church is different and built other than others. Therefore, clear guidelines on how to
adapt churches for new uses is very complicated. But even if churches were more uniform,
different functions would still require different transformations to the original structure. And
even if different function required similar adjustments, in practise this would be very difficult
because of the nature of churches. Or in other words: “[Some] kinds of buildings are
infinitely convertible … Warehouses and factories that were built between 1860 and 1930
are endlessly adaptable. They are broad, raw space – clear spanned or widely columned,
with good natural illumination and ventilation and high ceilings of 12 to 18 feet. The floors,
built strong enough for storage or to hold heavy machinery, can handle any new use. Their
heavy timbers and exposed brick appeal to the modern eye. They welcome any use from
corporate headquarters to live/work studios” (Brand, 1994, in Kiley, 2004).
The factories and warehouses that Brand described are almost the exact opposite of
churches: dark interiors, smaller spaces, single story, pitched roofs, etc. This means that
churches are less suitable for extensive adaptations than such easily modifiable buildings.
Churches were designed to fit only one use: a religious one. To adapt the building and keep
it up to standards with other buildings requires a great deal of effort. But as shown in other
chapters, there are many reasons (monumental status, church communities’ opinion) why
churches are difficult to rework that much (Kiley, 2004).
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The first element of the building that is considered is the exterior of the building. The
exterior is the part that is the ‘outside’, or the part that is visible to the public at all times.
Such churches usually stand out from their environment due to their unique characteristics,
especially the masonry‐based churches from before the modernization that occurred in the
building of churches after the 1960’s. The exterior consist of (amongst others) windows,
roofing, entrances, towers and steeples, ornaments and cladding (Kiley, 2004).
Figure 3.3: Major external disruption of the exterior of a church

Source: Kiley, 2004.
The most important aspect about editing the exterior is how different the church is going to
look, or in other words, if it still looks like a church. The general consensus is that no
‘external disruptions’ are brought upon the church, which can lead to aesthetical concerns
(Figure 3.3). This is a concern of mainly the church community, who sometimes have trouble
separating form from function and have grown attached to their local church (Velthuis &
Spenneman, 2008). From a more architectural point of view, redesigning the exterior can
have consequences with regards to heating and the amount of light that enters the church
through the windows (Kiley, 2004). A church that is going to house a library for example
doesn’t have to be extremely light, whilst other uses might require more lighting.
The interior of the church is also a vital part of the church when re‐use is involved.
Churches are usually made up of several different parts or chambers, which can also pose
problems for architects. However, more modern churches pose little problems, but the
traditional ornate gothic churches are more difficult to work with. The height of the roof and
the desire to keep as much of the original church intact, can lead to problems with lighting,
cutting across windows and other obstructions (Kiley, 2004).
As part of the interior (and to a lesser extent, exterior), decisions need to be made
regarding any (symbolic) remnants of the former church use. At the exterior, it should be
decided whether statues, sculptures, stained glass windows, steeples, inlaid crucifixes or
other remnants should remain. In the interior, it needs to be decided whether altars,
ornaments or other religious artefacts should remain. Such elements should be carefully
considered by developers, architects and the parish, both as honouring the previous use of
the church as a sacred and holy space as well as respecting the new use of the building,
which might or might not value the previous use of the building as a church (Kiley, 2004).
The maintenance of the building is another physical aspect that should be
considered. Especially when older churches are concerned, advanced maintenance is often
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required. According to Kiley, common problems might include, but are not limited to
“cracked steeple buttresses, buckled and spelled brick, drains clogged by pigeon excrement
leading to leaks in the belfry, rotted wood trim and warp stained glass assemblies” (Kiley,
2004, p. 68). But in the interior, several other problems might arise, such as: “clogged
plumbing lines, damp and damaged plaster and paint and inadequate heating systems”
(Kiley, 2005, p. 68). As such, most of the problems encountered in the church are problems
with respect to thermal performance (heating), fire resistance, acoustics, damp air and
preserving paint and wood (Kiley, 2004, Luk Wai Bu, 2006).
Furthermore, the site of the building can play a large part as well. For instance, is the
site large enough to house parking space required for some commercial functions? There are
churches with little more than a sidewalk in front, whilst there are other churches complete
with cemetery and complementary garden. In fact, most of the value of the church is
constituted by the site characteristics. Open spaces, such as parking lots can add to the
development of the church. When commercial use is involved, parking spaces can prove
useful, whilst residential functions can use the area for other purposes. New uses that don’t
require parking or otherwise large open spaces can prove useful to the church authorities, as
they can use the land to aid in developing plans that can help subsidizing some of the costs
made for re‐using the church.
Ultimately, there are several ways to maintain (part of) the original church that
should be considered by architect and church authorities the like. These range from
retaining the entire building – and ultimately only adding some minor upgrades, but not
removing or adjusting any part of the original structure (rehab), to the retention of only one
part of the exterior such as the entrance or façade of the building (Minimal façade
retention). The most preferable solution in eyes of the church authorities, local and church
community is often the ‘rehab’ option, whilst developers can have very different opinions on
what they deem suitable for the church (Kiley, 2004).
Figure 3.4: Different scales of renovating the church

Source: Kiley, 2004
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Differences with physical factors of other adaptive re‐use projects
The main differences between the re‐use of a church and commercial buildings, is the plain
fact that it’s a religious building. This means that the church has to be ‘preserved’ to a large
extent, thus severely limiting the building options or physical alterations made to the church.
Also, many older churches are generally quite low on modern housing or even general
building facilities with regards to heating, ventilation, lighting, gas etcetera. This makes it
very difficult for both the church and developers to find a suitable new function for the
church. In other words: “The adaptive church reuse is more complicated than a standard
adaptive reuse project because churches are designed for a singular and unique purpose”
(Johnson, 2004, p. 92) For instance, when comparing a church to a warehouse, some of the
building issues can be easily illustrated (Figure 3.5)
Figure 3.5: Building structures of churches and warehouses compared

Source: Kiley, 2004
It is clear that many of the factors that make churches, ‘churches’, can often provide
developers with mild headaches and show why architects are often so desperately required
in these projects. To highlight some of the difficulties: the tallness of the church usually
means there is actually very low ‘floor space’ when compared to the total amount of space
in the church itself (or otherwise a “highly inefficient use of space”). Most of the space is just
‘air’. This is very difficult for new uses to make actual use of this space, whereas with
warehouses, the ceiling is usually much closer to the floor, allowing for much more actual
floor space in comparison, while at the same time not forcing to build skyward (Kiley, 2004).
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Also, warehouses are generally wide and open, whilst churches often know much smaller
rooms, rooms on different levels or otherwise fairly unreachable nooks and crannies. This
means that the area in a warehouse is much easier to shape and fill, whilst churches usually
face problems filling out the smaller rooms without demolishing walls or other parts of the
church itself. Also, due to many building factors of churches in general, but also each church
in particular, it means that each church has its own particular character. Warehouses tend to
be largely replaceable by one another and can hardly be considered ‘distinct’ buildings. This
means that warehouses are much more a ‘tabula rasa’ (a blank slate), which is open for
almost any kind of re‐use, whilst churches have such a distinct atmosphere that it’s
sometimes impossible to find a fitting purpose without destroying large parts of the original
building.
Figure 3.6: An example of church interior space

Source: Kiley, 2004
An illustration of the difficulties of assigning new uses to the church can be seen in figure
3.6. Whereas warehouses tend to be large, open spaces, churches are made up of several
smaller parts that each serve their own purpose. Of course, not all churches have the same
setup, but it proves that adapting a church is often considerably more difficult than a
warehouse or office space. Architects are often required in helping identify the possible
options for the churches, without destroying too much of their original state.
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Social/societal factors
Next to more obvious factors that are involved with the re‐use of churches such as the
monetary and the physical aspect, is a more difficult to measure, but nonetheless very
important aspect, the social/societal aspect. This aspect is concerned with ideas and values
of society and the communities involved in the processes. This can range from ideas that
exist within government, neighbourhoods and project developers or otherwise people
involved in the process. This is distinctive from cultural/religious factors in the sense that
those relate more to the religious part of the building than to the actual building and re‐use
itself and will be discussed in the next paragraph.
One of the first questions that dictate the societal factors is the question of which
actors are involved and in what terms? These actors together constitute a wide array of
different ideas and aims. There are developers who want to make money with their
investment. There are the church authorities who want ‘what is best’ for their church. They
are the local communities and the neighbours who want the church to still be available for
the community. And there are the local governments who might or might not want to use
the land on which the church is located for different purposes. As such, the designation of
new uses for a church is a long and complex process.
Fortunately, there have been several attempts at creating clear guidelines, such as
the ‘Herbestemmingswijzer’ developed by the PRC (as part of ARCADIS project
management), the ‘KUN‐stappenplan’ developed by the University of Nijmegen or a variety
of guidelines developed by the Bisdom Haarlem (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008). In practise, these
guidelines are usually not followed that easily. Every step along the way can be usually taken
in any random order. This includes finding a function, acquiring monument status, feasibility
studies, finding new actors, etc. This often leads to starting from scratch when new actors
become involved, especially when a building has already been sold to a developer and the
local/church community decides to take action against the new use.
Even when actors, feasibility, etc. have been studied, a lot of questions remain. These
questions regarding societal factors could be if neighbours have made an effort to retain the
church? This could indicate that the church has a strong cultural and societal function. Is the
new function in line with the original function? Churches often have a main focus, such as
charity, so that a new function should serve similar purposes. In the case of charity, one
could think of a centre for the elderly or homeless. Another question is if the church has a
high monumental value, in which the preservation of the church is beneficial to society on a
cultural level. A final consideration is whether or not the church has been the centre of the
neighbourhood. This means that when destroyed, the fabric of the neighbourhood can fall
apart along with the church. Can this natural fabric of a neighbourhood be preserved along
with a church with new functions? (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
Actors involved
As stated before, one of the first steps taken towards adaptive re‐use is to identify the
relevant actors. The first key actor that is involved is of course the owner of the building,
usually the local church authorities. It is often in their interest to preserve the church as
much as possible and especially the religious function. Church authorities are usually not
that concerned with managing the church as a monument, but are rather more interested in
the question how they can find a suitable solution to the declining number of churchgoers
(Bisdom Haarlem, 2008, Velthuis & Spenneman, 2006).

32

Church authorities are generally reluctant with regards to new functions of the church.
Different denominations have different opinions on the matter, but re‐use is generally only
favoured if the church is going to be re‐used for religious (Christian) re‐use (Velthuis &
Spenneman, 2006). However, over the years, church authorities (and mainly the Catholic
church) have realized that the decline of their churches is inevitable and re‐use is a viable
way to keep the church as a building, but also as a symbol, or a function, intact. The
predictions are that in the near future, church authorities will increasingly try to find suitable
societal purposes for their churches, although there will always be (partial) room for
practising religion in the form of chapels etc. (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
Another major player involved is the local authorities (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008,
Velthuis & Spenneman, 2006, Lueng, 2011). Local governments, usually municipalities are
always involved because of the zoning regulations that are always involved when any
functions are being planned. The municipalities have the power to assign certain parts of the
land for specific functions. This can be done to either prevent certain uses, but also to
promote them. For instance, the municipality can decide that the church adds to the value of
a neighbourhood and thus provide legislation that is in favour of preserving the church
rather than demolishing it. This leads to the conclusion that “political motives often take the
upper hand when deciding on a new function” (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008, p. 13).
One of the instances in which this principle is well illustrated is the case of the
Oranjekerk in Amsterdam which was already mentioned on a few occasions. Here, the
neighbourhood called De Pijp has invested money in several ‘maatschappelijk
ontwikkelingsprojecten’ (social development projects), which opened up possibilities for the
church to house several social functions and office space. In other instances, such as the
Julianakerk in the Hague, the church was sold to ‘Stadsherstel’ (city regeneration) by the
municipality for €1, as a form of subsidy, while later handing out another €2.6 million Euros
in other subsidies, as the municipality had a lot to gain by transforming the church to a
influential regeneration projects in the slightly backward neighbourhood of Transvaal
(Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
A third commonly seen actor is the ‘maatschappelijke belangengroepen’ (social
interest groups). Their interest is usually the ‘public interest’. This means that the aim of
these groups is usually twofold: first, they want to protect the building; second, they want to
protect the social function the building stands for. The interest of these groups is widely
different however. There are the ‘NIMBY’s (Not In My Back Yard), who simply oppose plans
such as these because it might directly affect them or their neighbourhood, and there are
people who claim to act for the public good. When such groups become involved, it is
usually a signal that the issue is quite an important one which often makes the ultimate ‘re‐
use‐or‐not decision’ more difficult, thus giving the different social interest or pressure
groups quite a lot of influence (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008, Johnson, 2004).
The Chassékerk in Amsterdam is one of the churches that were successfully saved
due to these interest groups. Even after a demolition permit was granted, the pressure
groups filed for the church to be declared a monument in an ultimate attempt to prevent
demolition. The same happened with the Daniëlskerk in Nijmegen. In other instances, such
as the neighbourhood Ymere in Amsterdam, there have been meeting between civilians and
local authorities so that every individual could voice their opinion on the re‐use of the
church. The interests of the groups aren’t always met though, as shown by the Pius X church
also in Amsterdam, when pressure groups applied for a monument status which was
ultimately rejected, resulting in the demolition of the church (Bisdom Haalem, 2008).
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Next to individuals or groups of individuals that try to preserve the church as a monument,
there are the municipal, local and national agencies that strive to protect them. An example
of such institutions would be the case given earlier of the municipality of the Hague selling a
church to ‘City Regeneration’. These institutions only become involved when churches are
branded as monuments. The role of these institutions is to make sure the monument
remains ‘monumental’, even when re‐use is applied. They are generally positive towards re‐
use, as using the church equals maintaining and preserving the church. They can promote
this by giving out incentives or subsidies to churches that need them to make re‐use viable
(Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
In practise, mostly the municipal agencies tasked with the preservation of
monuments have a lot of impact. In most instances, they strive to keep the church as a
monument in neighbourhoods. They can also decide on which churches are able to maintain
this status, thus holding a lot of power when action groups try to apply a church when they
want to prevent is from being demolished. Lastly, they hold the power to decide which
monuments gets subsidies and what amount of subsidies these churches get (Bisdom
Haarlem, 2008).
There are also the neighbours of the church that have motives to be involved in the
process of designating re‐use. Usually they have no religious or other connection to the
church, but do value the building in their environment for aesthetic reasons. Also church
services are usually low‐profile and tend to not cause any form of hindrance to the
neighbours, while new uses might prove to be annoying or worse. Neighbours are thus not
predominantly positive or negative, but do have reasons to be involved in the decision‐
making processes surrounding the churches in their living area (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008,
Nagel, 2011).
Lastly, there are some other (important) actors that are discussed elsewhere. There
are of course the churchgoers that want to have a say in what happens in their church,
which will discussed in more detail in the next chapter. And there are of course the project
developers, builders and corporations that have been briefly addressed in the previous
chapter. The next section will discuss why churches hold such large value for society and
how this translates to the decision making process.
Societal value
One of the main points often made in favour of preserving the church, is that it has a high
societal value. Therefore, when redeveloped, the most favourable outcome is usually one
that benefits society as a whole, or at least the local community. In this way, the function of
the church as an important pillar in the neighbourhood remains intact. It should always be
realized a church is more than just an architectural trait (or a ‘monumental building’), or a
place to practise religion: it can be the focus point of an entire community, which can be
destroyed along with the building (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
The problem is that when a church is demolished, the societal function it fulfilled is
rarely replaced. One of the few instances in which this was the case, was in ‘Huize Tieder’, a
monetary North of Brunssum, Limburg (Wikipedia, 2012). The monetary was initially largely
destroyed, but a very small part of the church remained to compensate for the loss. Even
though the costs of preserving the building are usually similar to rebuilding (or at least not
higher), it is striking that such societal functions are rarely retained when a building is
destroyed. In this sense, the preservation of societal value is better accomplished when a
church is re‐used than it is when the church is destroyed (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).

34

As such, by preserving the church, the main aim of different actors (mostly the local
community) is often to retain the societal value of a church. There are ultimately different
outcomes that are more positive or more negative to the local community (or other actors).
One way of categorising these outcomes can be seen in figure 3.7. One note however, is that
these are the most favourable outcomes as seen from the perspective of church authorities
and communities, which is illustrated by the most favourable outcome being the
preservation of religious functions. For local communities, this can be an important factor,
but it might be the case that they value the societal function over the religious function, in
which case the figure might look differently. The same holds true for project developers,
who will most likely favour commercial activities over any other. It is clear that every actor
involved has his own ‘wishing list’ of how the ultimate re‐use is going to be and it is up to
them to find a mutual satisfactory solution to the problem (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
In practise, it seems as the first option is rarely used. All the other options are used
ever so often. Some examples include the Sacramentskerk in Gouda, which now houses a
healthcare centre as well as religious functions (2). The Oranjekerk in Amsterdam, which
now houses religious and commercial functions, such as renting rooms and office spaces (3).
The Julianachurch in the Hague, that now houses a community centre (4). The Daniëlskerk in
Nijmegen, that is now a residential building (5). The Pius X church in Amsterdam, that has
been demolished, giving way to new societal functions (6). The OLVOO in Dordrecht, that
has been demolished in favour of societal and commercial new functions (7) And the OLVAB
in the Hague that has been fully replaces by commercial functions, with no reference to the
past societal functions (8) (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
Figure 3.7: different rankings of possible outcomes (translation by author)

Source: Bisdom Haarlem, 2008
Differences with social/societal factors of other adaptive re‐use projects
The main difference between the function of churches and commercial buildings is the fact
that he church usually serves a specific purpose in an area. In other words, it has more
‘societal value’ for an area than your average office space. This means that when an office
goes out of use (a building with a low societal value) is not always replaced or re‐used for a
function with a higher societal value. When churches are re‐used however, the initial loss of
the church and its societal value are often compensated. This means that when a church
disappears, there are usually new functions assigned to the church to somewhat match
and/or compensate for the loss. In practise, this leads to churches turning in community
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centres, public buildings, libraries, arts centres, etc. rather than buildings with a clear
commercial function, such as shops, or even housing.
Another difference is the actors involved. Many of the actors are the same and even
fill the same roles in different re‐use projects. Developers for example, are almost always
present when re‐use is present, for they provide the funds necessary to complete the
project. However, this role is sometimes taken by the government when churches are
involved, since they often support the projects with subsidies. In both commercial and non‐
commercial cases, some form of local government is usually involved, be it at least for
regulations about land use. The most important actors that are unique are however the
church and the churchgoers.
In commercial use, the place of the church is often taken by (private) property
owners or the (local) government who own the building. Property owners usually have only
one goal, which is to maximize profit. This can be done by re‐use, or by demolishing and
selling the land or rebuilding. Governments usually have one main goal, which is to provide
some service for the public. This can also be done by re‐use, or rebuilding. However, the
church is very different in this matter.
The church can decide on whether or not re‐use is performed for several reasons.
Demolishing is often preferred according to the type of church for instance. It can also be a
purely economical decision, if the land is then sold and the money used to re‐invest in
different churches of the same religious organisation or diocese. But on the other hand,
churches can also be kept in use to keep serving a religious purpose or a societal function.
For instance, a church that has no religious functions left, can still serve as community
centre, even when the location in itself can be sold for profit for example.
Also, the church has to consider the opinion of former churchgoers for example.
Unpopular decisions with regards to new kinds of use or demolishing can lead to ever more
people deserting the church, only worsening the financial situation of the church, which
would be very much against the interest of churches who practise re‐use because of their
financial situation. In practise, it is often difficult to find a new use for the church that is in
the best interest of all the actors involved. Ultimately, this means that whether or not a
church is being re‐used is far more complex than simply a decision based on ‘the public
good’ or ‘economic benefit’ sides of the coin most commercial (and also non‐commercial)
buildings are facing.
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Cultural/religious factors
Cultural/religious factors are similar to social/societal factors in the sense that they’re not as
obvious as physical and economical factors and also difficult to measure. How they differ is
through the people who are involved, which in this case is not so much society, but more the
different denominations of the churches, different dioceses and different church
communities. These factors thus mostly revolve around the religious aspects of the adaptive
re‐use and the opinions of certain ‘religious’ actors on those.
Denominations
Attitudes toward re‐use tend to differ a lot when religious factors are involved. There exists
a wide range of different churches that all hold different opinions on what is fit to take place.
This is a very important aspect that comes into play when a different use is sought for the
church, since the different communities and dioceses still feel very responsible for what
happens in the church once services have stopped taking place. Or as Velthuis and
Spenneman quote: “Something of their ‘spirit’ can be found in these buildings. Inspired
people have helped create these buildings, and have used, experienced, enriched and
carefully maintained them” (Van der Harst, 2000, in Velthuis en Spenneman, 2007, p. 60).
The basic question that revolves around different denominations is what kind of uses
are considered suitable for the church to take place. In practise, it turns out that different
denominations have very different opinions on this. First, Protestant churches have no
theological grounds to oppose any form of new uses, since Protestant churches aren’t
consecrated. However, every local church authority can decide for itself whether or not each
use is suitable, leading to a situation where some Protestant churches do find an option
suitable, whilst others do not. This high level of democracy is very different from the Catholic
church (Lueng, 2004). There are some general points to be made nonetheless, as most
Protestant do favour their churches to be re‐used non‐commercially and tend to exclude
uses such as cinemas or casinos, or want actual usage, thus excluding using the church as
storage space (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007).
In 2007, the PKN (Protestant Church Netherlands) has issued a consultative
document in which they voice their opinion on the re‐use of their churches, formally
addressing the issues for the denomination as a whole. Some of the key points were that
commercial use is favoured the least, along with other profane uses. Christian re‐use of the
churches is much preferred, but if the choice is between other religious (mainly Islam) or
profane uses, the transformation of the church to a Mosque is still an option. If
transformation to another Christian church is impossible, a social‐cultural function, such as
exposition space or a community centre is often considered (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
The Catholic church is very divided on the subject, much like the Protestants in a
sense. In practise, it usually up to each diocese to decide what kind of re‐use is deemed most
suitable in their churches, much like the Protestants also decide individually. The two main
differences are that the Catholic churches are consecrated (unlike the Protestant) churches,
meaning that they prefer the church to be demolished rather than re‐used. Different kinds
of religion are (mainly Islam) are prohibited from re‐using the building, as the building is
consecrated and therefore would be sacrilege. The other part is that all parishes have to
answer to the diocese. This means that the diocese makes rules and guidelines that every
parish has to follow, making it much less democratic than the Protestants (Bisdom Haarlem,
2007).
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Sometimes when a church has been assigned the monumental status, they are largely
protected from destruction and, much to the dismay of the church authorities, have to find a
new use. This sometimes leads to difficult situations due to a lack of nation‐wide guidelines,
since local church authorities can make a decision that doesn’t resemble other local church
authorities’ opinion. For instance, Catholic churches in Den Bosch have turned into
entertainment venues, to which the national Catholic church authorities have responded by
making more strict rules to ensure such uses aren’t going to take place elsewhere (Velthuis
& Spenneman, 2007).
Additionally, all of the denominations generally regard commercial re‐use as
negatively as religious re‐use by Islam: “The whole concept of commercial re‐use has been
tainted by controversy, partly because of the attitude towards ‘suitability’ and partly
because many commercial uses implemented to date have set sorry examples. Many find it
difficult to reconcile the idea of a profit‐making concern with the consecrated status of a
church” (Powell & de la Heye, 1987, in Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007). The problem with
commercial re‐use is thus partially the feeling of such ‘earthly’ matters as making money are
not suitable to take place in a church, although the location and their landmark value make
them very attractive for commercial re‐use (Lueng, 2004).
In short, different denominations have different ideas about what is and what isn’t
suitable in their churches. The general consensus however, is that religious (at least
Christian) or community re‐use is most suitable for churches, whilst turning the church into a
commercial enterprise or a Mosque is largely seen as least favourable, although Protestants
favour this over profane uses. There are some other smaller differences between Protestant
and other churches such as permitting housing as re‐use since Protestant churches aren’t
consecrated, but in practise, it often turns out that Protestants and Catholics alike share
similar ideas about what is and isn’t suitable in churches with other denominations.
Church community
Next to the local church authorities, there are also a lot of people from the church
community involved in the re‐use process. Community members have strong feelings of
attachment to their church, especially when important event such as baptisms, weddings or
funerals have taken place. Especially residential re‐use of the building can lead to forms of
protest from the community, as it limits the accessibility of the church that used to be open
for everyone. As a consequence, people feel they can no longer visit the place where they
experienced such strong emotions and important moments in their life, while others even
view it as an “assault upon the sanctity of the church and the churchyard where burials have
recently taken place” (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007, p. 62).
Therefore, especially residential re‐use is often protested by the church community.
The idea of the building being privately owned, which can lead to extensive reworking of the
building, is also often seen as consecration by the church community. Also, when the
building is privately owned, the accessibility of the church is very much limited, while the
community feels the church should always be accessible. Another reason is that people feel
that cemeteries are being desecrated when the building is re‐used. Yet others feel that it
might be possible for unmarried couples to live in the House of God, which is sacrilegious.
These are issues largely shared by different denominations, but most commonly within the
church community. Some other new uses that appear to be opposed to the ideas of the
church community are clubs, hospitality venues (i.e., hotels) or Mosques (Velthuis &
Spenneman, 2007).
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Because church communities have very strong feelings toward the church, some people
argue that they should always be considered in the decision making process (see
Ambachtsheer & de Booij, 1979). There are indications from the Netherlands that this would
be suitable, as almost 75% of all Dutchmen feels at least one church should be preserved in
every town and city, preferably fulfilling a use that benefits the community as a whole
(Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007). Another indication is shown by different communities such
as the Bavo church in Haarlem, in which the community becomes involved by organising
actions ad finding money to save and re‐use the threatened churches. In other cases, the
community joins the discussion about finding new purposes, along with local church
authorities and the local government, as was the case in Groningen and the Sion church
(Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
As a possible solution to (negative) community interference, is making a very clear
distinction between function and meaning. Some churches try to make the church
unrecognisable as a church, to show to the community that the church as it was, and its new
function are two different things. Or in other words: “If the congregation were once more
willing to accept that function and meaning are not the same, then it will offer greater
flexibility for the adaptive re‐use as a new function will not affect the meaning of the church
to the community” (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007, p. 63).
When it is difficult to separate meaning from function, churches could always try
religious re‐use of the building. Catholics are very much opposed to religious re‐use of their
churches by Muslims, but not to other Christians. For instance, the Roman‐Catholic church
‘De Hoeksteen’ in Zoetermeer, has transformed to a different denomination, which is now
called ‘De Silo’, as a part of a Christian branch called the Harvest Ministries. (Christian)
Religious re‐use is in fact quite common in the Netherlands, as even in the 16th century
during the Reformation, many churches already changed from a Catholic to a Protestant
denomination (Lueng, 2004, Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007, Verkuil et.al, 2011).
Differences with cultural/reiligous factors of other adaptive re‐use projects
The main difference between this factor and other factors is the simple fact that this factor is
only present with this kind of re‐use. Actually this factor is what makes adaptive re‐use of
religious buildings that much different from other factors. In normal adaptive re‐use, there is
no religious element involved. This means that when re‐using office space, school and the
like, there are no instances such as the diocese or members of the parish that have to be
kept into account. This means that much more uses are possible that would be considered
inappropriate by dioceses, parishes and the like. Therefore, this whole previous section can
be seen as illustrative of differences between the adaptive re‐use of normal and religious
buildings.
Concluding remarks
Several different factors have been discussed in this chapter, which all consider various
elements when adaptive re‐use is applied. It is difficult to say which of the factors is the
most important, but it is clear that each of them matters in their own way and in
combination with the other factors. In the next chapter an attempt is made to distinguish, in
practise, which factors turn out to be the most frequently mentioned, or otherwise most
important.
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Some economical factors include the costs and benefits the new re‐use will entail, as well as
the feasibility. Benefits can be split in revenue made by renting or selling the church. Costs
include maintenance as well as one‐time investments in upgrading the structure and other
costs. Other elements include the location which influences the value of the church, as well
as the status of the church as the status of monument also influences the price of the
church.
Physical factors of the church are closely related to economical factors. For instance,
when re‐using the church, physical factors such as lighting, heating or even repainting and
rebuilding need to be considered. Such physical conditions can also be expressed in a
monetary value when they need to be taken care of, thus having a strong link with economic
factors and maintenance and upgrading costs specifically. Also, the location of the church
matters in both elements. A further element is the architects who are often used during re‐
use to voice an opinion on what uses are suitable and how the building can be adjusted to
suit these new needs.
Another factor is more difficult to measure but still very important, which is the
societal/social impact of the re‐use. There are many actors and groups in society who can all
affect the re‐use of a church. There are local government, neighbours, church authorities,
action groups, developers and more. They all have their own ideas and expectations about
the re‐use of the church and it is often difficult to find an optimal solution to satisfy each
actor. A key issue here is often the ‘societal value’ a church has, as some argue this is should
be the basis for re‐use: preserving the social function the church occupies.
The last factor is the cultural/religious factor and deals with opinions of the church
authorities, dioceses and community members. Strong emotions are involved when people
their church is becoming obsolete and it is often reflected in the arguments made by these
sides. Different denominations as well as different communities all have different ideas on
what uses are suitable for their church, but their aim is mostly the same: the preservation of
the values of their church.
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Governance and adaptive re‐use
It has already been argued that adaptive re‐use is a difficult process. The reason why it is so
difficult is twofold. Firstly, there are many factors that need to be kept into account, as
described in the previous chapter. Secondly, many actors are involved in the adaptive re‐use
process that all have their own interests and opinions. More often than not, it is very difficult
to find a solution that is optimal for each actor involved. As such, a large part of adaptive re‐
use is building consensus between different actors. This chapter will deal with some of these
issues in some more detail.
Adaptive re‐use of churches is in terms of actors not that different from ‘normal’
adaptive re‐use. The main difference is the religious and social element, in the sense that
there are now neighbours and church members that have to be taken in to account as well
(Nelen, 2010). This chapter will deal with their role in the re‐use process, the positions they
usually take and how these actors work together in ensuring the adaptive re‐use process will
go as smoothly as possible. Finally, it will be examined how consensus can be gathered in
various stages of the adaptive re‐use process.
The actors:
The parish
The parish is usually the main actor in the re‐use process. Often simply referred to as ‘the
church’, the parish is actually the organisation that owns the building known as the church.
As the owner of the building, the parish has the right to decide what they want to do with
their property and this includes adaptive re‐use. Catholics tend to prefer demolition over re‐
use, but over the last couple of years re‐use has gained in popularity. The main reason for
this is that the Catholic church no longer holds as much power as in earlier years, and that
local governments are increasingly denying church buildings to be destroyed (Velthuis &
Spenneman, 2007)
As the owner of the building, the parish also has the right to sell the building to
whoever they want. As such, they can choose to either sell (or not to sell) the building to
specific developers which have specific plans for their church. Various uses are considered to
be fitting, while others appear to be less fitting. Over the recent years, some guidelines have
been made (for example, by the CIO‐K) which examine to what extent some uses are more
preferable over others. But also in other countries such as Germany, the Catholic and
Protestant churches are now establishing guidelines on how to deal with adaptive re‐use
(Lueng, 2011). Some of these main guidelines are maintaining the dignity of the church and
making sure that the new use does not contradict the old use (Lueng, 2011), preserving the
structural integrity of the building and keeping it ’reversible’ (Kiley, 2004) and of course,
finding suitable uses for the building.
The parish has a lot of power in the adaptive re‐use process, since they decide what
kind of uses they want in their church. However, they are often constrained by other actors,
such as the diocese and the church community, that try to dictate which uses are suitable
and which aren’t. This can sometimes lead to conflicts with other actors – namely
developers and investors, who want to use the church for a specific purpose, and even local
governments that sometimes do not want to change the ‘bestemmingsplannen’
(‘destination’ or ‘purpose’ plans, similar to zoning regulations).
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(local) Government
The government also has a strong presence in the adaptive re‐use process. The government
has the ability to facilitate, or even completely block the adaptive re‐use of any building.
When re‐using building, and especially older buildings such as churches, many different
aspects of the buildings need to be considered such as heating and lighting (Kiley, 2004, Luk
Wai Bu, 2003). The government provides and enforces this legislation, as well as making the
zoning regulations as described earlier, and thus holds much power.
However, adaptive re‐use can also be in the best interest of the local government.
They are often interested in giving ‘depth’ to their city, by having historic buildings for
instance (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007). That way, keeping churches in use by allowing
certain kinds of uses at certain locations is then also in the interest of the government, and
not just the parish or the developer.
In other countries, the role of the government is different. For example, in the United
States, the government is prohibited by the Constitution, to devise any laws that hinder any
religious instance from practising their religion. In practise this means that: “With regards to
the physical regulation of church buildings and sites, this translates to an inability of local
governments to regulate the location or operation of churches with the exception of
ensuring public safety codes or traffic and parking measures” (Kiley, 2004, p. 36). This is a
completely different situation from Germany, where the government funds churches and
even allows them to collect taxes (Lueng, 2011).
In the Netherlands, the government and the church or not nearly as connected as in
Germany, but neither completely separated as in the US. This creates a climate in which the
government can both hinder as well as assist the adaptive re‐use of churches. In practise, the
preservation of church buildings for governments outweights zoning regulations and the like.
Along with the option of providing subsidies, the government appears to be able to provide
opportunities as well as constraints for the parish.
Neighbourhood/local community
Some authors claim that community commitment is of vital importance for the success of
adaptive re‐use processes (Nagel, 2011). This holds true for a couple of reasons. One is that
when the local community, or in most cases, the direct neighbourhood is involved, it ensures
the final use of the project is certain. If every neighbour agrees that they need a
supermarket in their neighbourhood, it is a safe bet for the parish to house a supermarket in
their building.
The other reason is that neighbourhood involvement can lead to other actors being
involved as well. In this way, a large group of people can be reached and consensus is
established. One example could be that various actors in the neighbourhood co‐operate, and
that the supermarket can be expended with a nearby restaurant, farmers market, public
space, etc. etc. (more on this example later). Thus neighbourhood support can drastically
improve the success of adaptive re‐use projects (Nagel, 2011), and can be seen as a strong
opportunity for the parish to successfully adapt their church.
The other side of the coin is when neighbours are opposed to the re‐use: this can
often lead to strong constraints for the parish. Neighbours often feel that the church is a
special part of their environment and some churches were even paid for by the
neighbourhood inhabitants themselves years ago. As such, drastically altering the exterior of
the church can lead to strong opposition and should be avoided, for neighbourhood
satisfaction as well as aesthetical reasons (Kiley, 2004, Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
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Church community
A church building is often as much part of the parish as it is of the church community. The
church community is actually a wide community that spans several different people. First,
there are the members of the congregation, or parish. They are the ones that are directly
affected. This group can be split between the people that are actively involved and those
that aren’t. Outside this tightly knit group, there is a larger church community of members of
the same religion, or larger parish that owns several churches. In these cases, there are
parish members that are not directly affected since it is not literally ‘their’ church that is re‐
used, but does belong to ‘their’ parish, and thus feel they have a responsibility towards it.
Many parishes thus have to consider the opinion of their parish members alongside
their own opinions as well. As a result, church members often feel that the church should
remain publically accessible, constraining the parish in the possible re‐uses of the church.
Residential or office space is often considered inappropriate by these communities, as are
other uses that restrict the accessibility of the church. However, an easy way to counter this
is to get the community actively involved in the re‐use process by asking them what they
would like to see in the church instead (Velthuis & Spenneman, 2007).
In essence, the opinions of the church community members do not drastically differ
from those of the neighbours: they want to preserve the church building, and aim for a
function that benefits the neighbourhood and community. The main difference lies in the
fact that the church community members may have a more personal bond with the church
building than the neighbours. If they have strong emotions attached, they might disagree
with a function (such as a supermarket), that would be more beneficial to the
neighbourhood, but less respectful to the previous usage of the church (Bisdom Haarlem,
2008).
As such, community members generally tend to provide a lot of constraints, since
they place strong demands with regards to the new uses, whilst not actually ‘offering’
anything in return. Church authorities would then do well to carefully consider which kinds
of uses fit with the ideas of the church community, or explain their reasoning, as to prevent
them from objecting to the new use, or even entirely giving up their church membership in
the process.
Pressure groups
Because churches represent a certain societal value, there are often many groups that fight
for the church to retain this function after the re‐use. In these scenarios, there are
sometimes certain ‘pressure groups’ present that either claim to fight for the public good or
simply people that do not want the times of the masses to change because it will lead to
disturbance in the neighbourhood. These pressure groups hold a lot of power, since they
have various tools at their disposal to frustrate the re‐use.
For example, they can ask the government to assign monument status to the
building, in which scenario re‐use (or demolition for that matter) becomes a lot more
difficult. But in most cases, the simple fact that there are citizens involved that hold strong
opinions creates enough pressure on the project already. In some difficult cases, the
decisions about re‐use are transferred to a higher political/governmental level. Then the re‐
use becomes part of provincial or even national policy (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
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The developer/investor
The developer is the party that does the actual project planning and management of the re‐
use project. Or in other words: “A real estate developer is a professional service provider
who instigates, coordinates and manages development projects in exchange for financial
compensation” (Kiley, 2004, p. 38). This financial compensation can be given directly by the
church, or as a share in the new property. However, parishes are often reluctant to allow
developers on their projects, since it is not always clear what their motives are. As such,
parishes prefer to work with developers whose sole interest is (or at least appears to be) not
to maximise profits for themselves, but do have a genuine interest in the project, or have
some sort of connection to the church (Wijnekus, 2009).
The fact that the developer needs to make money on a project can often lead to
frictions between the church and the developer. For instance, a community centre might be
suitable for a certain area, but if the church requires a lot of maintenance, it might not be
profitable for the developer. Therefore, the developer also needs insurance that the project
is viable, for instance by assessing possible destinations with the local government and the
parish (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
Next to the developer, there is the investor. Sometimes the developer is the same as
the investor, but this is not always the case. The investor basically lends the money to the
developer during the re‐use process, and expects to gain returns when the project is over. It
is the job of the developer to make sure that the investors obtains his expected returns
(Kiley, 2004). However, the role of the investor in the actual re‐use process is often minimal,
but detrimental, since they are the ones that initially pay for the whole project.
Having a developer and an investor work on the project is thus imperative for
success. There are cases known of re‐uses that have been performed without the
involvement of a developer, but in those cases, the surrounding land was developed instead.
Having a developer on board can both provide opportunities and constraints. Constraints in
the sense that developers are not interested if there is no money to be made, but also
opportunities, since they are the ones that come up with possible ideas for re‐use.
The architect/constructor
The architect is not one of the main actors in the adaptive re‐use process, but is nineties an
important one. The main reason is simply because adaptive re‐use of church buildings
“present particularly difficult architectural issues” (Kiley, 2004, p. 57). Architects are in
charge of preserving the historic fabric as well as the aesthetic and architectural qualities of
the building.
Architects are hired by the developer to assist or work out the plans the developer
has come up with. Architects in their turn have to work together with constructors that
ultimately create the building that they have in mind. Having an architect on the project
opens up a lot of new opportunities because of the creativity (and hopefully, flexibility) they
bring to the table with regards to new possible re‐uses.
The diocese
The diocese is the main institution that resides over the smaller parishes in a certain region.
The Netherlands knows 7 of these dioceses, each responsible for several parishes. The
diocese holds a lot of power, since they are the ones that create the rules with regards to
the re‐use. As such, the parishes have to take responsibility for their actions, towards the
diocese (Wijnekus, 2009). This means that when the diocese is not satisfied with any course
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of action the parish takes (for instance, a certain kind of re‐use), the diocese holds to power
to stop the re‐use altogether.
Many dioceses have certain options about what kinds of re‐use are suitable, and
which are less suitable. This can mean that in one diocese, certain uses are allowed, whilst in
others this would not be the case. But even before these steps are considered, the parish
needs to motivate to the diocese why the church needs to be ‘shut down’ (i.e.: no more
masses are held and the purpose of ‘church’ is lost) (Bisseling ,2011). Therefore, the diocese
is an entity or actor that holds a lot of power over the parish and the adaptive re‐use
process.
Consequently, the diocese mainly provides powerful constraints in the adaptive re‐
use process. They bring nothing to the table, but they can impose certain rules, make
demands or even veto the whole project. It is then imperative for the parish to make sure
that the diocese agrees with them, to make sure that everything is taken into account and
the project is not cancelled at the last minute by the bishop.
Monument commission
Not in all cases present, but nonetheless filling an important role are the monument
commissions. Monument commissions function on different levels (municipal, regional,
national) and have two main tasks. The first is judging whether or not a building deserves the
monument status. This is only the case when church buildings are nominated, so when the
church in question has no status and is not under consideration, the commissions are not
involved. The other part is when a building has been assigned monument status, the
commissions have to check whether or not the owner of the building is living up to the
regulations that are provided.
Commissions on different layers have different responsibilities too. On a municipal
level, the commissions are mainly concerned with checking on the monuments and assigning
subsidies, while the national government has a national heritage commission that has a lot
more influence on those monuments, than the municipality has over theirs. The national
policy is even to allow as much re‐use for this national heritage as possible. Provinces in the
Netherlands can also assign monument status, but only 2 major (Drenthe – 400, Noord‐
Holland – 450) and two very minor ones (Overijssel – 2, Zuid‐Holland – 5) do this, so their
impact is fairly minimal and similar to that of municipalities (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008,
Bisseling, 2011). Monument commissions thus have important roles if they are present, and
provide constraints by imposing limits on what other actors can do with their buildings.
Working together in the re‐use process
As stated earlier, adaptive re‐use is becoming more and more popular in recent years. One
of the main reasons for this is that the Catholic church has begun to realise that the closing
of their churches is a real and imminent threat and that demolishing the building as a
response is an outdated solution. As a result, the church has changed its strategy to a more
active approach in finding solutions for this problem. One of these solutions is adaptive re‐
use. Consequently, churches that take their future seriously have begun to think about their
role in the re‐use process as well (Bisseling, 2011). Thinking about adaptive re‐use is
nowadays the same, or at least very similar, to thinking about the future. This chapter will
examine how parishes can guide their churches adaptive re‐use process and how they work
together with other actors.
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Keeping control
Parishes need to take some essential steps to make sure the adaptive re‐use process is
performed well. Mainly, these have to do with limiting constraints, and make use of the
opportunities that arise. Many of the actions taken can be classified in three important
segments.
Communication
It is absolutely vital for the church to be clear in the communication from the first signs that
a church might be closing down, until the building is actually opening its doors for the new
proprietors. By talking to the church members, it is possible to both communicate that there
is no other option than re‐use, as well as letting them think about the re‐use process
themselves, thereby creating a strong sense that people are working towards the same goal
(Bisseling, 2011).
In these cases, it is important that every member of the church is involved to make
sure that everyone knows ‘what is going on’ and no objections are made at a later point in
time. As a result, “open communication from the start creates a solid foundation and can
awaken creativity and thinking power” (Bisseling, 2011, p. 164). But not only church
members require communication: the press needs a steady supply of information as well, as
it keeps the process open and accessible and creates an atmosphere of trust.
Identifying important actors
Many of the important actors have already been discussed in more detail in earlier chapters,
and at this point will not be addressed. However, it must be stressed that it often creates
difficult situations in which many actors with their own agenda have to cooperate to create
one and the same project. The adaptive re‐use also knows many strong emotions, mainly
from church members and neighbours. It is important for the parish to realize this, and
accept the fact that not only rational arguments will be made (Bisseling, 2011).
All these different actors need to be kept together and this is one of the most difficult
tasks a parish can face. Many re‐use processes over the years have been chaotic and
complex. There is no simple method to ensure that when every step is taken, a solid project
is completed and this is something the parish needs to realise (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
There are some useful conceptualizations, but these will be discussed in the next paragraph.
Work by means of projects
More often then not, problems with regard to adaptive re‐use can be solved in multiple
ways. One of these ways is to look at the problem more structurally. Can it be split up into
different parts or steps? By dividing the adaptive re‐use process into different steps, it is
much easier to keep control over the entire project. In each phase, some steps can be made,
which ultimately leads phase and step, and so on. In practise, some steps might be taken at
the same time, or in a different order than planned. This is often not much of a problem, as
long as all steps are taken into account, but problems can arise when important steps or
phases are left behind (Bisseling, 2011).
In short, a project‐based approach is thus a very pragmatic way of structuring the re‐
use, and is one of the ways that can serve as a guideline through the re‐use process. Along
with a good communication by the parish, as well as knowing who you are working with and
what their aims are, significantly increases the chances of creating a smooth process, and
ultimately a good project.
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Project management
One of the main management strategies often undertaken by the parish is the project based
approach as described earlier. Throughout most of the literature available (see for instance
Bisseling, Bisdom Haarlem or Raats), most approaches know an approach that consists of
several steps that guide the re‐use process. Not every church uses the same steps, or does
the steps in the same sequence, but most authors and churches agree that a stepwise
approach is one of the most logical ones. In this section, this method will be described in
greater detail, as some of the most common steps and the thought process behind them will
be explained.
Stepwise approach
One of the most common ways to address the adaptive re‐use process is through dividing it
into smaller pieces, thus keeping every part of the project small and easy to keep track off.
There is still debate on what steps should be taken and in which order, but most step‐wise
approaches know a similar structure and will be discussed in this section.
Orientation
This phase is mostly about getting in touch with various rules and regulations with regard to
the adaptive re‐use. It is concerned with policy of both the church and the local government:
what is allowed, and what isn’t. First of all, the reason for the re‐use has to be identified.
Whether it is financial, religious or even geographical in character can have several
consequences for the entire process. Second, the context of the building and the church
community needs to be addressed. Differences between rural and urban churches are often
stark and what is the role of the larger religious community in the area. Third, an assessment
should be made about the possibilities of re‐use and whether or not there is enough
consensus, support and where the opportunities and threats might arise: for example, by
checking for resistance within the neighbourhood. Fourth, and final, is the creation of a
taskforce of church members and board, which then start working on the project in a more
tangible way (Bisseling, 2011, Hek, 2004).
Research
In this phase, the project group is faced with many important tasks. First, a thorough analysis
of the situation of the church is needed, as to asses what exactly the taskforce has to
accomplish. Some question asked might include the 5 W’s: what, who, when, why and which
(more on this in the next section). Second, the taskforce has to explore the policies and
situations. This includes assessing the meaning of the building, the zoning regulations,
opinions of the diocese/parish/government, the alternatives, etc. Third, after gathering this
information, possible scenarios can and should be made. These scenario should include
possible futures for the church (worst‐case scenario, best‐case scenario, etc.) and on the
basis of these possible scenario’s, it needs to be decided what the best course of action will
be (Bisseling, 2011, Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
Decision
The decision is the phase in which the other actors take their roles. First, the project groups
explain the different scenarios and their consequences to the parish and their members.
Second, the feedback on these scenarios should be used to adjust these scenarios. A
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definitive advice is then given and published. Third, the course of action is decided on the
basis of the prospected scenarios. The best course of action is ultimately decided by
assessing what suits best with the problems and the capabilities. Fourth and final, is the
transferral of the case from the project group to the actors that ultimately will work on the
adaptive re‐use project (Bisseling, 2011).
Implementation
The implementation phase is the first phase when most actors directly meet for the first
time. In the research and orientation phase, initial contact with the government should have
already been made. First, in this phase, a different task force is created by the church, that
works to implement the actual re‐use. A plan of action is provided, by talking to relevant
actors, such as the developers, architects, governments and others. By continuing to
revaluate this process, the implementation of the plans shouldn’t cause too much trouble.
The second step of the implementation phase is then to guide the church members to the
new re‐use, by saying farewell to their church building by holding some final masses or
similar (Bisseling, 2011).
Evaluation
The last step is concerned with two phases. The first is to evaluate the re‐use process, so
that every opportunity and constrains is analyzed. This makes sure that whenever re‐use has
to be performed again by the same religious instance, some lessons can be learned and any
mistakes are not repeated. The second, and final phase of the whole process, is to evaluate
not only the re‐use process, but the process from the first, to the last step. This includes
reflecting on the initial orientation and research phases as well, also to make sure that
future re‐use projects run as smooth as, or even more smoothly than the current one
(Bisseling, 2011).
Transformation model
Because of the inherently difficult aspects of adaptive re‐use, the constantly changing actors
and rules of the game, some authors argue that a step‐based approach is not suitable. One
way to do this is through assessing a simple transformation model, and keep it in mind
during the whole re‐use process (Figure 4.1). It should serve as a reference point when key
decisions are made, to make sure that every party involved still knows what they are doing,
why and with whom. The transformation model is concerned with six general questions:
when, who, which, how, how long and how much.
The goal of the transformation model as such, is to keep a clear focus on the matters
that are important for the re‐use. In the centre of the model there are the ‘(f)actoren’, or the
(f)actors, which are the main focus of this particular thesis as well. They are linked through
processes of volgorde (order), inzet (commitment) and instrumenten (instruments). By
knowing which actor is making an effort, with use of certain instruments, or at what stage
certain factors emerge, a more transparent form of re‐use is performed.
The transformation model is only one of the approaches a church can choose, as
does the stepwise method not necessarily always consist of the same steps. Each re‐use
process is unique, but every project fares well by having a structured approach. A chaotic re‐
use process is usually less successful in the end than a structured approach, so it is highly
advisable to use any of the previously discussed methods (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
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Figure 4.1: The transformation model as an alternative to a stepwise approach.

Source: Bisdom Haarlem, 2008
Potential pitfalls
Every re‐use project is bound to come across some differences in opinion. When such
problems arise, it is up to the actors to smooth out these differences, as to not frustrate the
process. When these small problems are not taken care of, the process might take much
longer than intended or everyone ends up with a project that never quite reached its full
potential. As one of the last steps of the process is reflection, so have some authors reflected
on some of the conflicts that have arisen at various stages in the process. This chapter will
cover some of these conflicts, and how to avoid or solve them.
Conflicts between church authorities and pressure groups/alliances
One of the most basic conflicts happens in a very early stage, when the church still has to
decide whether or not re‐use should be performed. The church wants to sell the church, but
only on the premises that it is demolished. This way, they can get the highest return. Various
pressure groups disagree, as do local church members and other parties involved.
Communication between both parties is very limited and mostly takes place indirectly via
the media. Both parties fail to see each others viewpoint, as the church only want to
generate revenue, while the pressure groups want to preserve the building and ultimately
resort to asking monumental status, pleading to (local) governments for preservation, even
after the church is sold (Raats, 2011)
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Taking the time to communicate with important actors is an efficient strategy to counter this
problem. By making a strong argument about what the parish wants to do with the church
and why, many people are easily swayed. When also communicating directly, a compromise
might easily be reached. The parish’ main argument is that they want to maximise profits,
while the other group wants to preserve the church. In this case, some form of adaptive re‐
use that provides profit for the church seems like an option (i.e., commercial use, not
societal). As such, communication is vital when such problems arise.
Conflicts between church authorities and developers
In most cases, developers and church authorities work together fairly well. Most important
point for discussion is often the price of the property. But some friction might occur when
plans of the developer are not deemed suitable by the church. In one of the cases described,
the original plan had to be trimmed down, because it would damage the building and lower
the architectural value (Raats, 2011).
While not a conflict per se, it is normal that developers and the parish have different
opinions of what is possible within the church. As such, teaming up with a developer in a
early stage of the process would be a good idea, since it gives the opportunity for the church
to explain what they would like to see in their church and developers the opportunity to
come up with plans that are in line with these ideas. This way, the developer does not waste
time and money on plans that will be denied in a later stage, and the church makes sure that
realistic plans are brought to the table.
Time pressure
The pressure of having to find a new form of re‐use because of financial struggles of the
parish can often lead to much stress and hasty decisions. But on the other hand, if there was
no time pressure, the re‐use can go on for years, which is also not desirable. Sometimes
subsidies are granted with a certain time span. This means that the re‐use process needs to
be finished within a certain time span, or the subsidies are no longer granted. However, this
kind of pressure also shapes a bond between the actors as they get the feeling that they
need to ‘figure it out together’ (Raats, 2011).
Is it clear that adaptive re‐use processes are complex and require time, so the
different actors shouldn’t be afraid to take it. On the other hand, taking too much time can
lead to the losses of subsidies and of patience by some parties, as well as strong financial
consequences. A healthy balance has to be found between taking too much and too little
time, to make sure that the process keeps a steady pace and finishes on time (Bisseling,
2011).
Monument status
When there is uncertainty about the monument status of a building, this can cause problems
during the re‐use process. In some cases, pressure groups or other actors have the possibility
to file for monumental status of the building. If this happens during the re‐use process, it can
slow things down considerably (Raats, 2011, Bisdom Haarlem, 2008). To avoid these kinds of
time‐consuming problems, it helps to be sure in advance whether or not the church has the
status, and why (not), as to remove this options from the pressure groups and other actors
entirely. It also helps the architects and developers, so as that they don’t have to change
their plans at a later date due to the newly acquired status.
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Rules of the game
Every form of cooperation requires some consensus on the ‘rules of the game’ or the
context. This means that parties can not suddenly make different demands in the middle of
the process. Even though this seems logical, it does happen that in practise, parties sway in a
totally opposite direction during the re‐use process. Municipalities that first want to
preserve the church, then don’t mind it being demolished and then want to preserve it
again. Or governments that first do not assign monument status, to still do so in a later stage
both frustrate all parties, as well as slowing down the project significantly (Bisdom Haarlem,
2008).
The question is then, are these kind of situations avoidable? As none of the actors
‘control’ the other actors, it means that – unfortunately – it is impossible to predict whether
or not people will change their behaviour. The only possible solution would be to keep
communicating with each other during the process as to build enough consensus on every
decision, so that there is little to no room for disagreement.
Concluding remarks
As stated in the beginning of this chapter, adaptive re‐use is inherently difficult and often
chaotic. It is not always easy to keep track of the process when many actors are involved,
different factors should be taken into account, time pressure, and many more. As a result,
there are some universal strategies that can be employed by different actors to smooth the
re‐use process and avoid potential pitfalls. Parishes can keep control over the process by
identifying important actors themselves, communicate with them accordingly and finally use
a project based approach.
The project based approach can have different phases or steps and are often difficult
to organise. An alternative could be using a transformation model. However, many of these
steps or models are concerned with roughly the same questions, such as: who, where,
which, when, how, how long, etc. By asking these questions and addressing them as
necessary benefits the process greatly.
Another important part is to avoid situations that can lead to difficulties within the
re‐use process or between actors. By having a fair and open communication, actors remain
trustful and co‐operative towards each other. Other issues such as time pressure,
monument status and changing the rules of the game can often greatly frustrate the project
and should be addressed accordingly.
Ultimately, a good re‐use project consists of several actors working together in
removing the constraints and utilising their opportunities. This chapter has shown some of
the various constraints that might arise during the re‐use process, and has tried to provide
some solutions for these problems. Every project is unique and not all solutions are as easily
implemented, but taking heed of at least one of them should make sure the process goes
only a little bit better and create a project with which every actor can ultimately be satisfied.
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Religion in the Netherlands and adaptive re‐use
During its long history, the Dutch have seen several religions appear in their country. Whilst
originally a Catholic nation, many events such as the 80 year war with the Spanish have led
to a rise different denominations such as the Protestants, or Dutch Reformed (Verkuil et al.,
2011). At one point in history, differences between each type of religion were so stark that
each denomination had its own churches, schools, bars, sport clubs and whatnot. This meant
that when you were born Catholic, you attended Catholic church, schools, etc. This meant in
turn that every small village had to have different churches for different denominations.
With the decline of religiosity, so have these church attendance declined, which has
dramatic impact on these churches. This chapter then serves to explain a bit more of the
reasons behind these declining churchgoers, and as a result, empty churches.
Figure 5.1: Trends of religious affiliation in the Netherlands

Source: Velthuis & Spenneman, 2004.
The twentieth century has seen a sharp decline in Christianity worldwide, which was no
different in the Netherlands. Although ‘new’ religions such as the Islam have shown a small
increase in the last couple of years, the general trend remains that the number of people
with no religious affiliation in the Netherlands continues to rise. The main reasons for this
are from a societal origin. According to Velthuis & Spenneman, since the Second World War:
“there was a new mood of rationalization and of hostility to established ways” (Velthuis &
Spenneman, 2004, p. 48), which led to church‐going as a social custom starting to fade.
One of the first social changes is the rise of individualization (Hooghe & Houtman,
2003, van Dalen, 2011). This means that people are increasingly representing themselves as
an individual and not just as part of a bigger (religious) collective (van Dalen, 2011). This
means that people no longer view their identity or lives as something imposed on them (by
for instance, religiosity), but that they are free to shape it themselves. In turn, this means
that people are less and less bound to institutions that used to be at the core of society, such
as churches. Similarly, the idea that God did no longer decide on peoples lives, but everyone
was responsible for himself had led to people searching for their own faith, rather to that of
their parents or of the pillar they belong to.
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Secularization is another such process and is the transformation of a society with a high
dependency on religiosity and religious values, towards a society more based on ‘non‐
religious’ values and institutions (Need & de Graaf, 1996). Many have seen this as a process
of modernization or the ‘progression’ of societies. The consequences range from less people
claiming to be religious, to ultimately abandoning churches altogether, as Need & de Graaf
(1996) have shown that the higher secularization is in an area, the higher the chances are to
leave church.
Houtman also points to a process he refers to as ‘rationalization’ (Houtman, 2002).
Rationalization is defined as: “The idea that the space left over for religion decreases with
the rise of the conviction that true and objective scientific knowledge exists, which can be
utilized to control the environment” (Houtman, 2002, p. 457). This means that: “Many
people can no longer believe in God because not only the material and the physiological
world seem controllable, but the social and the physical world as well. People think more
and more that they can control and manipulate “their” world. They act more in terms of
insight, knowledge, controllability, planning and technique and less in terms of faith”
(Dobbelaere, 1993, in Houtman, 2002). Such a new outlook has severe implications for
religiosity. Because rationalization places more emphasis on the ability of people to control
their own lives, the older ideas of faith that only God can influence people’s lives has started
to fade.
Another process is called the ‘ontzuiling’ of society, and lies at the core of the Dutch
case (De Rooy, 1996, Lijphart, 2008, Need & de Graaf, 1996). Ontzuiling started in the second
half of the 20th century, due to the rise of mass media amongst others. (van Dalen, 2011).
This meant that for the first time in (modern) history, it was a lot easier to come into contact
with people who thought differently than you. Before this it was largely impossible to
socialize with people from another pillar, because this was highly frowned upon in society.
This ultimately resulted in a situation in which people became less reliant on the rules and
regulations of their own pillar, often looking for ideas and sometimes activities or schools
outside of their own pillar. In turn, this meant that no longer every city or town was bound
to have multiple churches anymore, meaning many smaller towns were faced with quickly
losing many of their churchgoers.
In short, there have been several transformations with regards to religiosity and
thinking about it in the Netherlands. What started out as a strictly Catholic nation, has seen
several changes throughout history. These different religious instances ultimately led to a
strongly ‘pillarized’ society, with people belonging to mutually exclusive different groups
(also called blocks, or pillars). In practise this meant that if you were born a Catholic, you
went to a Catholic school, attended Catholic church and practised sports at a Catholic sports
club. This was the same for every pillar and very little mixing between the pillars happened
and was highly frowned upon.
Nowadays, religiosity in the Netherlands is at an all‐time low and expected to
decrease even further in the future (Figure 5.1). The implications for churches are dire. Due
to the former pillarization of society, often small towns with barely enough population to
fuel only one church, are left with two or more churches belonging to different
denominations. As a result, many churches become empty and lose their original function.
But also the larger cities experience these problems. This pillarized society is exactly what set
the Dutch case apart from most other countries and thus can be seen as illustrative for the
‘Dutch’ case.
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Methodology
The previous chapters have outlined the processes that have shaped a stage for empty
churches and processes of adaptive re‐use. But most importantly, which main factors
contribute (or perhaps obstruct) the possible adaptive re‐use of said churches. This chapter
will then touch on how it is possible to examine these factors in practise. First, the research
area is discussed in more detail, since it is a very important premise for the research in the
first place. Secondly, the conceptual model is briefly discussed, as it illustrates how the
processes examined in practise can be put in a wider frame. Lastly, the research questions
will be touched upon that will guide the actual interviews and data gathering.
The idea was to identify several different churches in a certain region. The churches
will either have to be ‘empty’, or already being re‐used. By then talking to the relevant
actors involved, it is possible to paint a picture why some churches are still empty and while
others have been more successful in bringing adaptive re‐uses into their churches. The most
important factors should then be possible to address. The reason why several churches in
the same area should be studied is because they will probably have similar backgrounds and
communities involved. If the churches are somewhat similar (in a more geographical than
religious sense), it is much easier to pinpoint which specific factors have the most influence,
than when the churches involved are widely different.
Only churches of the same (Catholic) denomination were studied. When different
denominations are involved, the differences can be explained because the denomination in
itself is highly likely to vary from other denominations. When a question like: “What are the
factors that influence whether or not a church will be re‐used” is asked, it is easier to look at
the building, or economy‐specific factors, since the option of it all being determined by the
denomination of the church is ruled out. As such, only studying one denomination means
that a clearer picture of the important factors can be painted, whereas studying different
denominations would cloud these factors through differences on a purely religious basis.
The Eusebiusparochie in Arnhem
A relevant area was decided on in Arnhem. Arnhem is one of the older cities in the
Netherlands and already got the rights as a city in the year 1233. But the earliest signs of
Arnhem appearing on a map already date from the year 893. Before that, the area was
already populated by the Romans and even traces of inhabitants from the bronze and Stone
Age were found. As such, the city has known a rich history and over the years grown to a city
which houses almost 150.000 inhabitants as of 2012. With the growth of people, there has
also been an increase of churches.
This day, over 66 churches are still active in the city of Arnhem. The surrounding area
of the Veluwe traditionally has a high amount of religious people as compared to the
Netherlands, with almost 70% of people being religious, whereas the Netherlands totals 60%
in 2003, when the data was gathered (CBS, 2012). Almost every church is Christian in nature,
but ranges from Chinese Protestant, to Evangelic, Orthodox, Catholic, Reformed, Adventist
and more. These churches have also suffered from a decrease in churchgoers over the years
and this had its due consequences. One example is the case of the Eusebiusparish and will be
the main focus point of the coming research.
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Figure 6.1: The municipality of Arnhem as located in the Netherlands

Source: Wikipedia
The parish was formed out of 13 different parishes in the region of Arnhem. Originally, every
parish owned one church specifically, but these 13 parishes (and churches) were combined
in the year 2003. Most individual parishes suffered from declining attendance and difficulties
with maintaining a full schedule of services that were being offered in the church, as well as
a declining number of priests. As a result, it was decided that the fusion of the 13 parishes
was necessary to sustain a solid Catholic basis in the region of Arnhem.
Nowadays, the parish is in need of money more than ever. The maintenance budget
for the churches is about 25 times smaller than the total amount of money needed to get
the churches in a good condition (30 years prepared for the future, which would cost 12
million Euros). As a result, 5 of the 9 church buildings are being sold and being put to new
use. As of yet, there are several options still possible, but most contracts lie ready and
waiting for the diocese to sign. These churches will be discussed in a bit more detail in the
coming sections.
In short, there are churches that are being re‐used in different ways then others. And
one or two might not even see re‐use at all. This poses the question: Why are some of these
churches being re‐used, while others are not? And how is decided what new function would
be best? Because they are in the same city and even part of the same religious organisation,
it is probably safe to say it doesn’t have much to do with preferences with regard to the
religious denomination, but perhaps the location, the price, the state of the building or a
monumental status could have been the deciding factor.
This case is thus very interesting in itself as well as a perfect example of how the main
question of this research can be put into practise. By carefully examining why the churches
became empty and how the religious organisation deals with the consequences can provide
an excellent case of how adaptive re‐use of churches is put into practise. Because some
churches within the same organisation are re‐used, and others are empty, it should be
possible to find an answer to the question which factors appear to be the most detrimental
when trying to arrange re‐use of religious buildings.

Figure 6.2: The logo of the Eusebius parish

Source: Eusebiusparochie
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Research questions
The goal of this research is to gain insight in how the different factors each affect the re‐use
of churches. To gain insight in these matters, there are several questions that have to be
answered, in order to answer the main question: “What are the factors that provide the
largest opportunities and constraints, with regard to adaptive re‐use of religious buildings”?
This question perhaps needs a little more explanation. As shown in the conceptual
model, various factors can prove beneficial or adaptive re‐use, while others might prove
detrimental instead. For instance high maintenance costs might prove to be harmful, whilst
local governments through legislation can be a positive force and even monument status can
go both ways, by adding costs but subtracting subsidies. Therefore, the most important
question is which factors influence adaptive re‐use, and in which positive and/or negative
ways. To answer this question, several sub questions were devised. To recall, these
questions are:
1. How do different actors provide opportunities and constraints during the re‐use process?
‐ Who are the main actors taking part in the adaptive re‐use and what are their roles?
‐ How can a parish 'create' opportunities for itself and evade constraints?
2. What are the main factors that provide opportunities and constraints?
‐ Economic factors
‐ Physical factors
‐ Societal/social factors
‐ Cultural/religious factors
Answers to the research questions will be obtained by the use of qualitative methods. With
regards to who is being interviewed, some different methods may apply, although generally
all of the interviews will be semi‐structured. This is done to make sure important aspects of
the research aren’t left untouched, as each factors needs to be examined individually. All of
the questions will be guided through a literature review, to identify how these questions
matter and how they are reflected in practise, and will be used to structure the interviews
later on.
All of the interviews carried out have been one‐on‐one interviews. After the data was
collected, it was analyzed with nVivo to extract common factors and identify which factors
are mentioned often, and which factors are mentioned not at all. Below is a more detailed
overview of all the main research questions, why they are important and how they will be
answered.
1.

How do these actors provide opportunities and constraints during the re‐use process?

This question will be answered in two parts. First, it must be made clear who these actors
are and how they fit into the re‐use process. Second, the role of the parish will be examined
in more detail, since the main difference between adaptive re‐use of normal and religious
buildings lies in the ‘religious’ element. The parish is the main exponent of this religious
factor and thus should be examined in some more detail. Apart from that, the parish also
appears to be the main actor (or ‘actant’ when viewed in actor‐network theory terms) and
largely coordinates the re‐use, thus requiring more focus than the other actors.
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How do different actors provide opportunities and constraints during the re‐use process?
The reason why it is important to identify the relevant actors is because each actor has a
specific role and orientation in the process. For example, according to the literature, the
parish often owns the physical building and thus has a lot of influence on the re‐use of the
building and is a very important actor. However, in practise it might turn out that in most
cases the parishes are forced to sell their church to the city or developers, changing their
position to a rather weak one. These kinds of power balances between the actors can have
strong consequences for the re‐use of the church. It is therefore imperative that all relevant
actors and the extent of their influence are examined.
This question was assessed by first trying to find relevant actors within the existing
literature and then interview these actors. These appeared to be the diocese, developers,
city council, churchgoers, neighbours and the new proprietors. Ultimately, the neighbours as
actors were dropped, because in the research, they turned out to have played no to only a
very marginal role. Also no churchgoers were interviewed, but rather, spokespersons for the
church were interviewed, partially about how they dealt with their members. These
interviews eventually open up leads to new and other actors that were present, such as one
of the architects who turned out to play an important role with regards to the physical
factor.
How can a parish 'create' opportunities for itself and evade constraints?
Based on the literature, the parish appears to be the key player with regards to re‐use.
Without a parish, there would be no (former) church, and without a parish, re‐use of the
building would also become very difficult. However, it is important to see in practise
whether or not the parish does hold as much power as suggested. In a society in which
religion is declining, it might be very probable that the parish has lost much of it’s religious
power and influence over the years, and more susceptible to pressure from outside
(neighbours, city council) to pursue adaptive re‐use, rather than remaining a religious
building. Also, they can take a very active role and actively pursue adaptive re‐use, or can
take a more passive role, when waiting for a good opportunity to arise before turning to
adaptive re‐use.
This question will be answered through interviews with some of the key actors of the
parish, especially those in charge of the church buildings. This is done to find what kind of a
role the parish takes when their church is becoming more ‘empty’. Do they take a passive
stance and simply wait for an opportunity to come up, which might lead to the church not
being used for several years? Or do they take an active stance, actively trying to find people
willing to invest in the adaptive re‐use of the church? As a result, this question will be
answered through interviews with the parish, but also the companies/people who ultimately
completed the adaptive re‐use: were they asked by the diocese, or did they have to promote
themselves to the diocese? But also: what is the role of the government? Did they help out?
Did they provide positive (opportunities) or negative (constrains) legislation? All of these
actors combined can shed some more light on the role of the diocese.
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2. What are the main factors that provide opportunities and constraints, and how do they
provide them?
This question will be answered in four parts, corresponding to the factors described in the
theoretical chapter. Each factor is split up in several smaller parts, which will be answered
through interviews with people relevant to that factor. For instance, the physical factor is
largely concerned with the structure, architects and monumental statuses. The structure and
architects question will then largely be answered through interviews with architects and
developers, whilst monumental status is more concern for both architects and municipal
workers.
Economic factors
Economical factors can be a very powerful driving force, but also a very limiting factor. For
starters, adaptive re‐use is often facilitated because of a lack of funds by the church to
sustain the churches in its current state. However, if there is no money to be made with the
project, investors and developers will not be interested. There are thus very powerful
opportunities and constrains concerned with money involved. These will be explored
through interviews, mainly with the church officials and developers.
Physical factors
The physical aspects of churches can provide powerful constraints for architects and
developers. Because of strict regulations with regards to monumental statuses, the building
being ‘reversible’ to its original state and issues of sustainability, not everything is possible
that most developers or architects would like. However, some architects might see this as an
opportunity to create an innovative and exiting project. Thus, this section will explore mainly
how architects, developers and the new users deal with some of the constrains that religious
buildings throw at them and how they can maximise their opportunities.
Social/societal factors
The social aspects have been shown to be concerned with societal value of the church, as
well as the opinion of various actors, such as the neighbourhood or church members. In the
literature, neighbours and local church members are often portrayed as providing
constraints, as they generally tend to favour keeping the church open. By examining whether
or not this ‘public’ was against this project, or in favour even, some of these constraints can
be identified and examined in more detail. This will be done through interviews with several
actors, including church officials, developers and architects.
Cultural/religious factors
The cultural/religious factor mainly has to do with different denominations, the role of the
diocese and that of local church members. Denominations often have different ideas with
regards to what is possible with adaptive re‐use, and some are more conservative then
others, providing more constraints. The same holds true for church members and the
diocese: the more progressive they are, the less constraints they often impose, according to
the literature. By talking to several actors such as the church officials and the new users, a
picture can be painted of the influence of the religious factors on the adaptive re‐use.
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St. Willibrord
The Willibrordchurch is one of the more recently built churches of the Eusebius, and was
finalised in 1956. In the years before, the location was used as a ‘emergency church’, until in
1952 the official order was given to build a permanent church instead. The first stone was
then cast in 1954, leading up to the first masses being held in 1956 (Reliwiki, 2012a).
The church is of a relatively simple design, known in Dutch as a ‘wederopbouwkerk’,
literally meaning ‘rebuilding church’, since it was part of the effort to rebuild the
Netherlands after the Second World War. It was built in a sober, North‐Italian early‐Christian
style, which explains, amongst others, the shape of the roof, entrance and materials used.
But also the T‐shape of the building is a classic feat of this kind of architecture. The main
materials used were brick and wood, which later provides some difficulties with regards to
heating, which caused the church to split up into different parts. Other parts of the church
are the vicarage, which is now owned by a third party, and a garden to the south.
The location of the church is also very important. It is located in the centre of various
important roads, which is a typical element of the ‘Delftse School’ type of architecture it was
inspired on. It is also located in a more affluent part of Arnhem, also increasing the value of
the property by a significant amount. The church consists of 960 square meters of floor
space, including the vicarage, which makes it a moderately sized church (Eusebiusparochie,
2012b).
The interior is also has a certain atmosphere, which is also partially the reason why
the church is now a municipal monument. Built in neo‐Roman tradition, the church has some
open space, which can be built into a small garden, thus allowing for a higher selling price
than would otherwise be the case. Because the church has such a unique feeling, the parish
has aimed to preserve as much of the church as possible meaning the exterior will remain
virtually untouched. In the future, the building will be used as apartments for the elderly, or
‘caring apartments’ as they are sometimes referred to, but currently is in use by another
Christian branch of religion.
Figure 6.3: Birds‐eye view of the St. Willibrord, showing the T‐shape, with the entrance at
the bottom of the T and the garden at the top right.

Source: Eusebiusparochie, 2012b
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Figure 6.4: Interior of the St Willibrord: largely brick, with a wooden roof. The arches are also
typical for these kinds of churches

Source: Reliwiki, 2012a

Figure 6.5: Back part of the St Wilibrord, including the garden as seen from a neighbouring
lot.

Source: Reliwiki, 2012a
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Heilig Hartkerk
The Heilig Hart (Sacred Heart) was built in 1927 and as such is one of the older churches that
is part of the Eusebius. Built in traditionalistic style, the church has three striking elements.
The first is the combination of bricks and tiles on the roof, that have the same colour as the
bricks, making the church appear almost fully red. The second is that a different layer of the
church, meaning the church has various elements at various heights. The third and last is the
placement of the tower, which gives the church a more lively, but somewhat strange setup
(Reliwiki, 2012b).
With 940 square meter of floor space, this church also has a moderate size. The
church has several smaller windows that made the church dark on the inside and therefore
difficult to re‐use as apartments. The church also has a monumental status, but for some re‐
uses, shouldn’t create any problems. This is because the church has monumental status on
the basis of its architectural, urban design and cultural‐historic value. By turning the church
into apartments for example, doe not damage these values that much.
Nonetheless, it is a church that is regarded as occupying a very good location.
Combined with difficulties with re‐use, the initial plan was to demolish the building and
place new houses on the location. This option would yield the most money for both the
developer and the church and was scheduled because the developer felt that some of the
projects should create some form of added value for the church. By rebuilding in this spot,
most revenue could be made.
However, the final function the church will have is still not certain. Because of the
prime location of the church and the fact that it can’t be demolished, the main idea was to
create apartments. Even though lighting could create some problems for apartments, it was
decided that it could create large amounts of money, since it is located in the ‘golden
neighbourhood’ of Arnhem. The plan is not yet being realized because of the bad situation
the housing market is currently in. Within two years from now it will be decided if the church
will turn into the apartments as planned, or otherwise a caring function for the elderly.
Figure 6.6: Birds‐eye view of the Heilig Hart

Source: Eusebiusparochie, 2012b
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Figure 6.7: A shot of the interior of the Heilig Hart

Source: Eusebiusparochie, 2012b

Figure 6.8: front side and entrance of the Heilig Hart. Note the ‘strange’ location of the
tower on the backside of the church (normally front or middle).

Source: Reliwiki, 2012b
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St Jan de Doperkerk
The St Jan is the oldest church of the five churches that are being sold. Being the only church
that was built in the 19th century (it opened in 1895), it was built in a gothic revival style and
the interior and exterior were designed by two different architects. The church is of
moderate size, but slightly larger than the Heilig Hart and Willibrordus, occupying 1080
square meters of floor space (Eusebiusparochie, 2012b).
St Jan is widely regarded as the most difficult of all the five churches to re‐use,
because of the extensive monumental status the building poses. For starters, this church
isn’t a municipal monument like the other churches, but rather a national monument. It has
architectural value, as both interior and exterior have been preserved very well, boasting
impressive ‘aesthetic qualities’. It also has strong urban design, because it serves as a
landmark in the neighbourhood and holds an important location, next to its cultural historic
value of representing the ‘maturing of the Roman Catholic church’ (Reliwiki, 2012c).
Originally, the idea of the parish to sell five churches stemmed from the fact that they
thought that this church was impossible to sell. In fact, when the developers started
analysing possible plans for re‐use, every re‐use of the St Jan would yield negative results.
Just ‘patching up’ the church was no option either because that meant that maintenance
costs would go through the roof. However, initially some plans were made to re‐use the
building for housing and small offices, even though the church had many monumental
statuses (both the interior and the exterior are protected).
Ultimately, these plans were not carried out some eccentric plans were considered,
such as turning the church into a large parking lot with elevations systems and advanced
technology. But since the results were always negative, the general consensus between
church and developers was to demolish and rebuild. However, one developer showed
interest in the church to use it as a columbarium. Because the church empathized so much
with this idea, the church is going to be sold for €1 (the papers still need to be signed, but
there is an agreement on the price) and a foundation was started to help out with some of
the maintenance costs.
Figure 6.9: Birds‐eye view of the Heilig Hart

Source: Eusebiusparochie, 2012b
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Figure 6.10: The well‐preserved interior of the St Jan

Source: Eusebiusparochie, 2012b

Figure 6.11: front entrance of the St Jan

Source: Reliwiki, 2012c
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St. Josephkerk
The largest of all the churches with a floor space of about 1700 square meter, even excluding
the vicarage. Initial plans were made to build the church in 1924 and was finalised in 1928,
making it the second oldest church of the five. It has strong gothic elements and had plans to
build a majestic tower on top, but there was not enough money to finalize this tower, even
though the foundations were already laid. Because of its distinct appearance, it has special
architectural and urban design features that are of interest to the municipality. As such, this
church also has a municipal monumental status (Reliwiki, 2012d).
With regards to the re‐use, this was the ‘main’ church which originally attracted a
large consortium that was willing to bid for all five churches. This deal eventually didn’t
follow through, but still this particular church remained a major attraction for developers.
Due to its large size and majestic appeal, many developers showed interest in the building. It
also featured wide, open space with a very height ceiling, allowing for effective use of space.
Where the smaller churches often featured smaller open spaces and several rooms, this
church is more like one big open hallway.
The building is currently but also temporarily being re‐used as a skating hall, with
which it has one of the most unique functions of all churches being re‐used. In the future,
the church will know mixed use, with amongst others, a supermarket, meeting place, small
restaurant, lounging areas, regional farmers market and drop‐off point for internet
businesses.
Having a supermarket in a church is often a delicate issue for churchgoers. In this
case, the supermarket is used to draw people to the church and spend money, whilst other
functions are meant to keep them there. The main idea is thus that people spend time in the
building, by participating in other social activities as well. The restaurant for example will be
small scale, and run by underprivileged youths, to keep a societal function as well. And the
lounging area will be accessible to everyone, where they can sit and have a chat. Hence, the
church is not simply a mall, but should be seen more as a meeting place: a function that fits
much better with the church and churchgoers ideals.
Figure 6.12: Birds‐eye view of the St Joseph

Source: Eusebiusparochie, 2012b
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Figure 6.13: Original interior of the St. Joseph, notice the very high ceilings (35 meters high)
that allow for very large open spaces.

Source: Reliwiki, 2012d

Figure 6.14: Current interior of the St. Joseph, with the re‐use as skate park.

Source: Skatehal Arnhem, 2012
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Heilige Geest
The Heilige Geest (Holy Ghost) completes the set of five churches being sold. The Heilige
Geest is also one of the more recently built churches, even though it was completed in 1952.
The initial building started during the Second World War, but it was completed afterwards
and therefore considered a wederopbouwkerk (rebuilding church) along with the St
Willibrord. These kinds of wederopbouwkerken are known for their more sober approach,
often seen as less aesthetically pleasing as other churches. This is reflected in the fact that
the church has no monumental statuses assigned, as the only church of the five (Reliwiki,
2012e).
The Heilige Geest has already had a history of different uses. Originally used as a
Catholic church, masses were already stopped in 1982, and the church was rented out to a
different denomination: the pentacostalists. While also a Christian denomination, the church
wasn’t originally intended to be used by pentacolistic movements. However, due to the fact
that is has been used by them for already many years and the fact that re‐use was imminent,
there are plans to sell the church to the pentacostalists.
Ultimately, the church will get multi purpose re‐use, with part religion (in the form of
pantacostalism) and caring functions as well. There was a bid on the church for a symbolic
amount of €1, which would then be used as an economic foundation to sustain the St Jan
(which would also be acquired for €1). The parish declined this offer because they felt more
sympathy with the church being re‐used with a religious function as opposed to a
commercial economic function.
Figure 6.15: Birds‐eye view of the Heilige Geest, notice the ‘simple’ shape of the church that
looks more like a farmhouse or housing block than an actual church.

Source: Eusebiusparochie, 2012b
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Figure 6.16: Front entrance of the Heilige Geest

Source: Reliwiki, 2012e
Figure 6.17: Sideways view of the Heilige Geest

Source: Eusebiusparochie, 2012b
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Conceptual model
This section briefly describes the conceptual model (Figure 3.2) that will guide the questions
asked in the next section. Therefore, it should very much serve as a form of guideline rather
than a strict cause‐effect relationship model in which one variable (directly) affects another
variable.
Figure 3.2: Conceptual model
Opportunities...
Social/societal factors

Cultural/religious factors

• Actors involved
•Societal value

• Denominations
• Church community

Decision to
pursue adaptive
re‐use

Adaptive re‐use
actually
implemented
Physical factors

Economic factors

• Building challenges
• Architects
• Monument status

• Costs & benefits
• Location
• Monument status
.. and Constraints

Source: authors own work
The model consists of 1 main part which is located in the centre. On the left is the starting
point of the model, which is the decision to pursue adaptive re‐use as a strategy to preserve
the church. That this decision is sometimes not as simple as it appears is worth a research on
its own, but this is not the focus of this paper. For all intents and purposes, it is assumed that
the decision to perform adaptive re‐use has been made by the diocese or other people to
whom this responsibility falls.
On the other end of the model there is the actual practise of adaptive re‐use. Once a
decision has been made to perform adaptive re‐use, this does not always result in actual re‐
use. This means that the church remains empty, even when actions have been made to
secure adaptive re‐use of the building. But in other cases, adaptive re‐use has been
successfully implemented and the building remains intact and maintained. The question is
then, how can this difference in outcome be explained? The answer to this question is not an
easy one but is shown, partially, in the middle of the model.
The main part of the model consists of the four factors that have been discussed
earlier. They can affect the actual re‐use in two ways: positively (as an opportunity) or
negatively (as a constraint). Opportunities and constraint are derived from Hägerstrands first
work on time geography and basically mean that any event in time or space can either
provide additional options or decrease the total amount of options a person has. Constraints
come in three different form (authority, coupling and capability) but for the sake of this
paper, it is not necessary to go into too much detail here (see Hägerstrand, 1970).
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The opportunities and constraint can arise after the decision for adaptive re‐use has been
made. Each factor specified in the model can prove an opportunity, constraint or sometimes
even both. For example, being part of a specific denomination can be a clear constraint, as
Catholics are strongly opposed to residential re‐use of their churches. On the other hand,
having a good location can be a strong opportunity for re‐use, as a good location is generally
preferable, especially when commercial re‐use is involved. An example of a opportunity as
well as a constraint is the monument status of a building. When the building is a monument,
it provides opportunities since it prevents the destruction of the building and sometimes
makes it eligible for subsidies. However, it can also be a constraint since it prevents large
adjustments of the original building, thus limiting the amount of options for developers or
new proprietors how they want to (re‐)shape the building.
As the research in this paper is aimed at identifying which factors are the most
important in whether or not adaptive re‐use actually takes place, looking at opportunities
and constraints can prove a useful tool in understanding why certain factors are contributing
more towards the re‐use than others. For example, when Social, cultural and physical factors
prove to be sizable constraints, but there are economical opportunities, it might prove viable
to state that economic factors tend to outweigh the other factors. Or when factors tend to
province equal amounts of constraints and opportunities, it could be that one factor is
deciding and re‐use is implemented. Or in an extreme case, when all factors appear to only
provide constraints and yet re‐use is implemented, this might hint of other factors that have
yet to be discovered, shedding new light on the already existing body of literature.
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Data gathering
As stated before, the relevant data has been gathered through the use of qualitative
methods, namely semi‐structured interviews. Each interview had similar questions in terms
of what each actors roles were in the re‐use process, and if applicable, in the case of the
Eusebius. Respondents were encouraged to give their own interpretations and opinions on
the subject as well, as to not simply state the facts, but also comment and why and how and
how they felt about it. In total, six in‐depth interviews were held, with some variations in
length.
The first actor approached was the parish, which seemed like the most reasonable
starting point for the research. After initial contact was made, every actor was asked who
they thought would be important to interview as well. Most actors pointed towards each
other, quickly providing a small but dense network of important actors. With this snowball
method, ultimately about 10 actors were asked to give an interview, out of which 6 in‐depth
interviews were held for a total of 7‐8 hours worth of interviews. A short list of actors and
backdrop is presented below.
The parish
First, it was decided that the parish would be the most logical starting point of the research.
As such, contact was established with the Eusebiusparish in Arnhem. After a couple of phone
calls and e‐mails, an interview was scheduled with one of the officials from the church. The
interview lasted for about 1,5 hour and consisted mainly of getting an idea of how the re‐use
process came into existence and what the reasons behind the re‐use were. It was also to get
to know the Eusebius better as a whole and to gain information on the churches used in the
re‐use.
Afterwards, another interview was scheduled with another church official, who was
more involved with the buildings specifically. This was to follow up on the initial interview,
after some insights had been gathered on how the adaptive re‐use process took place. In
another 1,5 hour long interview, more insight was gained on the financial and physical
aspects of the building, as well as how and when different actors came into the picture and
what their roles were. It became clear from this interview that two or three most important
actors had to be interviewed as well: the developer, the architect and the government.
The developer
From the interviews it became clear that the developer is ultimately the entity that devises
the plan what is going to happen to the church when it’s re‐used. Therefore, it is a very
relevant actor. A developer was sought that had interest in all of the churches (as part of a
consortium), but ultimately only settled for one due to various circumstances. The focus of
the interview was the role the developer plays in adaptive re‐use and in these processes in
particular. Also, physical and social/cultural restrictions were addressed, but appeared to be
more relevant for other actors. The interview lasted for about 1,5 hour. To dig deeper into
the monument status and other physical aspects of the building, another interview was
planned with an architect, and government officials.
The architect
Initially, two architects were asked to give an interview, on two different churches they had
worked on as part of the Eusebius. However, one of the architects did not respond after
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several e‐mails, whilst the other unfortunately couldn’t spare the time. Due to this, an
architect outside the Eusebius’ project was sought and found. The architect had certain
expertise on adaptive re‐use of buildings and buildings with monumental status, so even if
he couldn’t comment on the specific cases, much insight on the role of monuments and
physical aspects of church re‐use was gathered. However, the architects appeared to have a
slightly less prominent role in the process than previous actors, so an interview of a little
over an hour was held. However, due to technical problems, part of the interview (about 10‐
15 minutes) was lost from the recording device. However, the main ideas and points were
recorded and remain relevant to the research.
The government
The last actor that appeared to be relevant was the (local) government. Originally, two
officials were approached and agreed to an interview, but one unfortunately for both parties
fell ill and had to refrain from giving an interview. This interview was planned to gain more
insight on monumental status, since this was the people’s main area of expertise, while the
other interview was more focussed on the role of the government in the adaptive re‐use
process. Ultimately, both subjects (monuments and the role of the government) were
addressed in a short interview of about 30 minutes. Even though it appeared the
government had a strong role, in practise it turned out that their role is relatively minor,
hence the relatively short interview span.
The new user
Whilst most re‐uses were only in a conceptual phase, there was only one church already
being re‐used. As a result, this re‐use had to be examined, so an interview was scheduled
with one of the new proprietors. The interview lasted for a small hour, of which only this
first half an hour was recorded, because the other half hour consisted of walking around the
perimeters and getting a tour of the building. This interview served to illustrate some of the
new uses a church could take, with as a main topic how they ended up in an empty church in
the first place, and what kinds of opportunities and constraints they faced.
The others
From the literature, it became apparent that there were more actors present than merely
the interviewees when re‐use is performed. However, from initial interviews it quickly
became clear that in these cases, their input was very limited. For example, the opinion of
the local church members did not vary at all from the parish their opinion, since the parishes
carefully explained their thought process to their members. This means that almost
everyone agreed that re‐use was the best solution, so there was no need to examine the
opinion of the churchgoers. The same holds true for neighbours as well. As such, the added
benefit of interviewing neighbours, church community members or similar actors, would
yield very little to no result at all and thus were not performed.
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Results
In this section, the results of the research done through interviews will be discussed in more
detail. Each research question will be answered separately, and ultimately, an answer to the
main research questions will be given.
Who are the main actors taking part in the adaptive re‐use and what are their roles?
There are several actors involved when churches are being re‐used. Some are more active
than others, while others are more on the background or fill a less explicit role. However, it
is clear that the whole process can not happen, if one of the main actors is not present. For
example, it is possible to adapt a church without consulting an architect (such as has
happened in the Joseph church), but only in certain cases. Overall, the re‐use in the Eusebius
provides a clear example of how adaptive re‐use and the actors involved in it need and
reinforce each other to ultimately facilitate a form of re‐use that everyone can appreciate.
The actors described in this sector start with the parish and then branch out to the actors
the parish encounters once re‐use is going to take place.
The Parish
The parish is where it all starts. The parish is the entity that ultimately decides that it is no
longer possible to maintain one or more church buildings. Since the parish fulfils such a large
role, it is discussed in more detail in the next chapter. In short, the parish is the owner of the
church building and thus can be seen as the owner of the property. This puts them in a
position that they can sell to who they want, but the influence they have on what the new
owner does with it is minimal. Of course they try to find buyers that plan to do something
with the building that the parish can agree on, but as a church representative remarked, it is
always possible to deceive someone.
The parish is thus the big facilitator. However, the parish has a large community
behind it, or even around the building. This means that they have the responsibility to
communicate with people why they perform re‐use and why it is the best solution. This
means a lot of talking with the community, press and parish members. But also with local
governments and the diocese who have agree on the new functions of the former religious
building. The role of the parish thus has two sides. The parish is in one way still ‘the parish’ in
its original sense and has to take care of itself and its members, but on the other side is also
the owner of property, or the selling party, and can be viewed as taking a double role in the
process. How the Eusebius dealt with this will be discussed in the next research question
The community
The first thing that the parish should do (and usually does) when the decision for re‐use has
been made, is talk to their community about the re‐use. The community is very powerful, in
the sense that they have the money the church needs. If insufficient reason is given, or the
new use is much to the dismay of the parish members, they can decide to stop spending
money on the church, revoke their membership, or even go to court to prevent the closing
of the church. All these scenarios mean that the church will lose funds, which are usually
very much needed to keep the remaining churches open. As such, the community has a
strong position of power and should at all times be kept at ease.
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The closing of a church is a very emotional process for the parish members. Therefore, it is a
good strategy to involve them in the process. One way to do this is not simply tell the
members that their church is going to be shut down. It is up to the parish to explain the
reasoning behind the re‐use and give the parish members the opportunity to think about
different options. The church is often as much part of the parish as of the members. As one
church official remarked: “And I think the church does not belong to the parish or the board,
it belongs to everyone, to the neighbourhood in which it was built 80/90 years ago with a 2
guilder deposit of all the inhabitants, and built with blood sweat and tears”. When viewed in
such a fashion, it becomes clear that the parish has a large responsibility to its members.
In the literature, it is very often mentioned that a parish should aim to interact with
the church members to keep them in favour of re‐use (see Bisdom Haarlem, Velthuis &
Spenneman, Kiley, etc). In practise, it seems like the parish takes the advice seriously and
this often leads to various forms of communication, location boards, hearings and the like.
The parish generally avoids taking decisions that are against the wishes of the community.
This means that the new use is something that makes the parish members proud. For
instance, a so called ‘City box’ is allowed by law, but as a church official remarked: “When
such a city box project came I said: well, we do have enough space and it’s possible, but I’m
not going to be the one to explain that to my 40.000 parish members, because they’re not
going to be proud of that. On the contrary, they will probably get instant hair loss”.
It should be clear that the co‐operation of the community is very much required.
However, the community is more of an actor that isn’t directly involved in the re‐use
process, but very important nonetheless. They do not build, sell, or develop plans, but
without the consent of the parish members, it is impossible to complete the re‐use.
Therefore the first step a parish should take is to gain the approval of the community, before
they do anything else.
The (local) government
Once the community has been swayed, there is another important actor that needs to be
persuaded. This isn’t as much about the function and the reasons behind the re‐use, but
more about what it means for the building itself. Local governments often have several
different departments, with specific rules and guidelines about what you can and cannot do
with the building. This means that for every step along the way, be it the amount of parking
spaces, being fireproof or even vision lines, there is a different department that makes rules
about these subjects. It can thus be a very time consuming practise to go to each of the
departments and get clearance for all of these factors.
However, keeping the building up and running is also in the interest of the city. One
church official commented: “‘What is a city without church steeple?’ one might ask”. Apart
from this esthetical point of view, the city is also responsible if the building falls in disuse. “If
the church does not manage to re‐use or sell the building, they will just put it in some
foundation, put a large fence around it and let it become neglected. And at one point,
something will fall down on someone’s head and all hell breaks loose. And then suddenly it is
the responsibility of the government. We will point at the city council because, well, the
parish can’t do anything about it. It’s not a question of wanting, they just can’t”. As a result,
the municipality only joins the stage when there is absolutely no possibility that the church
can sell the building on its own.
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Another way the governments are sometimes involved is through the way of subsidies.
However, this is only very marginal. Of more or less 400 Catholic churches in the province of
Gelderland en Overijssel , there is only 5 million of subsidies available on a provincial level.
The Eusebius needs at least 12 million to get their 8 churches into a ‘good’ condition, so it is
clear that this 5 million is impossible to obtain, seeing that there are more than 400 Catholic
churches (so the Protestant and other religious orientations aren’t even included). On the
national level, subsidies are also seldom assigned. “Those subsidies from the state are also
such a tombola of luck. It is welcome, sure, but we won’t take that into account into our
policy. They are just a stroke of luck. They’re really welcome, but we can’t trust on it or
anything”. Additionally, on the local level, there are no subsidies available for monuments
churches or the like.
It is clear that the government is involved in several levels, yet not that actively with
the re‐use itself. As such, they take a similar role as the parish members and the community.
It is impossible to facilitate the re‐use without their consent, yet they will not help you
ultimately ‘build’ anything, unless you get very lucky with regards to subsidies. Only the St
Josephchurch has had this little stroke of luck, in which the main frame within the church is
going to be funded by the province or the state.
After these initial two roles have been settled, new actors can come into play. This
means that initial re‐use developments can be made, by finding the right people who to
work with. These are people such as developers, investors, architects, constructors and the
like. They have in common that they are usually found at the same stage in the re‐use
process, that is, after the initial decisions have been made. Therefore, they are discussed in a
certain order which not necessarily is the same order as in practise, because they are found
simultaneously.
Monument commissions
Similar to the role of the government, there is the role of the monument commissions. They
are the ones that give advice to the government and largely dictate if the monument status
is ultimately assigned by the government. This is done on a higher level than the municipality
(country wide) and the local government has very few to do with this, except checking
whether or not the owned of the building (in this case, the church) takes good care of the
monument.
The government only assigns monument status after two commissions have been
heard and the government usually acknowledges their propositions, according to a local
government official. It is thus almost impossible to gain monument status for a building as an
individual: a powerful lobby and political support is then required. This point is quite
different from the point made in the literature. Monument status are often regarded as a
way to pressurize churches into adaptive re‐use, instead of demolishing. But in practise, it
turns out that it is impossible to try and assign monument status as an individual or small
group.
Monument commissions also need to approve of the new use before actual re‐use
can be implemented. As an architect explained: “You can’t just go to a welfare‐ or
monument commission and say ‘this looks like a fun idea to put a window over there. So it’s
basically picking the right programme 1 , a solid analysis of the building, why is the
programme the way it is and why should this specific point be adjusted. So you have to show
why all that is a good idea before it gets realized.
1

Architectural term, similar to ‘element’
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Monument commissions thus do have similar power as described in the literature. Or
perhaps even more. One architect said: “And then when you’re facing a monument
commission en state that we’re going to do this and this and this to your monument, they
almost fall backwards from their seat [in disbelief]. Because on the one hand you have the
politics that is very progressive and has all the ideas about sustainability and on the other
side you have very conservative monument commissions. And as an architect you are sort of
in the middle and you have to tie those ends together”.
Conservative monument commissions can thus be very critical of the ideas architects
have and provide powerful constraints in this context. It is up to the architect to come up
with ingenious plans to sway the monument commission and prove that the monumental
appeal of the monument is preserved. This provides challenges for both architects and
developers to create strong and sensible projects. But ultimately, the same architect said, “a
good idea presents itself”, thus proving that even the most stringent monument
commissions can recognise a good and fitting plan for their monuments.
The investor
The investor is the entity that brings the money to the table so to speak. This can be
anything or anyone, be it a bank, an individual, a consortium, etc. The job of the investor is a
simple one: he lends his money to a project, and hopes to gain some returns out of it. The
rate of return vary by project, but it common to gain at least 5% interest out of the
investment. This money is made after the re‐use process is over, so the investor has to wait
several years for the new use to settle in and retrieve the money the investors had put into
the project. It is also up to the investor to pay the architects and the other costs made in
preparation of the re‐use. When an investor is unsure whether or not his money will be
returned at the end of the re‐use process, it can cause him to not invest any money and the
project will not happen. As such, this is a very strong economical factor and force in the
process, as it is impossible to perform any (financially) sustainable re‐use without
investments.
It is possible for the investor to hire a developer who develops his plans and is also
able to perform them by hiring the right people, with the money from the investor. But it is
also possible that the investors buys the idea from a developer and then starts to develop
the idea in practise by himself. According to a church official, smart investors join the re‐use
process early when the building is still empty (and very cheap). As such, the investment is
lower, the building is cheaper, but profits will ultimately be the same as when the investor
buys the building after an idea has been implemented. In the case of the St. Joseph, there is
an investor who has a personal interest in the subject and also takes place in the creative
process. In this way, the investor also partially takes the role of the developer, as they are on
equal foot when thinking about plans for adaptive re‐use.
The developer
The developer joins the stage at roughly the same time as the investor, but is usually the first
party that is sought. Sometimes the investor is the developer as well, but this is not always
the case, as some architects can also be developers. It is the developers’ job to ‘develop’ the
building or site, with an idea, to its new use. It is also the job of the developer to form a
consortium, since the developer does not actually build or draw anything. According to a
developer, the ‘network’ of a developer is extremely important, since it allows him to select
the partners he wishes to work with.
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This means that not every developer is suitable to perform adaptive re‐use. If a developer
has a network strongly anchored in the building of new houses, the chances are that he will
not know many architects who specialize in restoration or adaptive re‐use. As a
consequence, the developer usually forms a consortium with architects, investors,
constructors and the like that he thinks will fit the job well, and has to facilitate the whole
process, the so called project management. As one architect elaborated: “Especially when
you sign up as a team for an assignment or offer. Well you have to pick the party that has
experience with that. And you try to find complementarities in your knowledge. So you
cooperate with someone who knows about different subjects than yourself. And much
better. Otherwise, you’re not a good team”.
It is also the responsibility of the developer to make sure that the development is
profitable. A few years ago it was actually quite common for developers to start a project –
for instance, build apartments – and be sure that ultimately these apartments were sold.
However, nowadays, the housing market is in a bad shape and it is very uncommon to
develop something without assessing risks and rewards. In practise, this means that the
developer brings along the architect and drawings to possible users and asks them if they
would buy it, why they would (not) buy it, and how much they would pay for it. When a
project is then regarded as not financially solid enough, it simply will not happen. This was
what happened with the Heilig Hart kerk of the Eusebius. Since apartments turned out to be
not financially sustainable, it is now planned to become a regional health centre.
The developer thus leads the consortium, facilitates everything and manages his
network. However, it is also the duty of the developer to actually develop ideas. Often many
members of the consortium simply have brainstorming sessions about possible uses and
tries to contact other parties to this end. For instance, the consortium that is now
developing the St Joseph originally had many ideas before the current one (that of a
supermarket). These included turning the area into a whole ‘green’ school, or facilitating a
master’s course of the ArtEZ academy of arts. Ultimately, the developer needs to decide
which is the best project and offers it to the church. In a most ideal situation for both
parties, the church should join the consortium, so they can decide at an early sage what
would be the best course of action, so few funds and time are wasted on projects that would
otherwise get rejected in a later stage for various reasons.
The architect
Architects are usually sought by the developer to actually ‘do the drawing’. There are often
various architects involved in the re‐use process, since every architect has his or her own
speciality. For instance, there are architects that focus on the restoration of old buildings,
and there are architects that focus more on the adaptive re‐use of buildings and many more.
In the case of the St Joseph, two different kinds of architects were asked to join the
consortium. One architect (Boerman) was specialized in restoration and building the cacso
inside the church, while the other (SatijnPlus) were very well‐known for their adaptive re‐use
of religious buildings, and were asked more specifically to design the interior and the like.
The main role of the architect is to design the building in such a way that everyone is
happy with the final product. As an architect remarked: “Everyone should be happy at the
end. It’s not possible that we are all like: YES! And that the developer has to deal with
financial troubles. That’s not good”. This shows that most architects are dedicated to their
role and do want to simply make a good project for everyone and not simply design
something that they find interesting. This aspect is important for other actors as well, since
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they are the ones that suffer consequences when the architect does not deliver what he has
promised. The architect thus has a pivotal role in the actual implementation of the re‐use
project.
It is also the role of the architect to present their work to the outside world. But this
is often not that difficult according to an architect: “You try to sharpen the idea to such an
extent that is presents itself. That’s what we love to see, because a good idea presents itself.
But it’s true that in the actual presentation you do have to thoroughly explain and win
people over”. Winning people over in this case is mainly concerned with the monument
commission (if applicable), and otherwise the developer and parish (as the owner of the
property. Not every plan is perfect of course, and sometimes several plans have to be
considered before they are actually implemented, judging by the reaction to the question
whether they would drop from the project when their plans are rejected: “Absolutely not.
Then you ask: ‘why not?’ And if he can explain that very well, then we can build on that
again”.
The architect is thus more than simply in control of the actual physical changes that
the building is going to take. Churches, developers and monument commission present
various challenges, or constraints, and it is up to the architect to solve these. For instance
problems with regards to heating are very common within churches, so it is hard to make
them sustainable in this way. However, preserving buildings in itself is also a form of
sustainability and become more of a trend over the recent years (more on that in the
physical factors section). But the main task of the architect remains drawing out the actual
plans.
The constructor
The constructor plays a small, but nonetheless important role. The constructor is the one
that actually acts out the plans that the architect and developer have come up with. Some
constructors have more expertise with re‐use, which is always a plus in these projects. A
local church official said: “Does he have a feeling for aesthetics, functions and emotions, or is
he really strong in concrete class 23. He has to prove his ability to build quality and not
ultimately judge every detailed decision and think, but it’s more solid this way“.
The constructor is sometimes asked by architects or developers in their network, but
sometimes through applying for open projects. However, in the current economic situation,
finding a solid constructor is often quite difficult. As an architect explained that contractors
often need a buffer to cover for unforeseen losses during the project: “Constructors make
mistakes as well. A window frame for instance was ordered the wrong size. Ordering a new
one costs €10.000. Well that buffer, while this is a very small example, they need to have it.
And not immediately topple over and bring the whole project to a halt”.
The diocese
The diocese fills a similar role as the parish members, community and the government, but
yet is encountered in a much later stage of the development process. The reason for this is
that the diocese is ultimately responsible for the projects the parishes undertake. What this
means in practise, is that the Bishop of a certain region (in this case Utrecht – since it resides
over the parishes in Arnhem as well), has to give the ‘OK’ to all of the contracts the parish
makes. So once all the actors have been found and there is a contract between the
developer/investor and the parish, the bishop still has to give the clear sign for the process
to start. If the bishop doesn’t sign, the deal is off.
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What this means is that the parish first of all, has to obey the rules of the diocese with
regard to adaptive re‐use, which can be considerable constraining factor. However, most
rules are actually very mild and allow re‐use, but contain only two exceptions: re‐use as a
brothel (strip clubs or similar venues as well), as well as commercial catering industry
(restaurants, nightclubs etc. Small venues such as lunchrooms or coffee corners are
technically allowed). As such, when these rules are followed, the diocese tends to agree to
most re‐use proposals, proving the diocese is not such a strong constraining force.
These rules are something that have actually been devised quite recently. This has
much to do with the position of the Catholic faith in general. Over the years, the diocese has
shrunk, as has the Catholic faith in general in the Netherlands. According to a church official,
what this means is that whereas the bishop was always able to declare whatever he wants as
rule, this power is now largely fading. A few years ago, the Catholics always wanted to
destroy the church, after it no longer functioned as a church. However, in these days there
are several government instances or monumental statuses that prevent building from being
destroyed. And ultimately, the ‘worldly’ law is the deciding factor, and not the 500 years old
church law.
One main difference between the Protestant and Catholic faith with regards to re‐use
is also illustrated in this point. As a church official remarked: “The Protestant are a pure
democracy in this sense, because when the church has to close down, everyone gathers in
the church and together they have to unanimously decide what to do with the building, and
no‐one leaves until it is decided”. This is vastly different from the Catholic faith, where it is
just one person can decide about millions of Euros with one single swoop of his pen: “If he
wakes up one morning and he has a bad mood, or he stubs his toe, and the contract of the
Eusebius parish is lying on his desk, and he declines because he is grumpy, it simply doesn’t
happen”.
Thus it is vital that the diocese and the bishop are in favour of the project. The main
problem is that in practise, this is sometimes very difficult and perhaps not always
influencable by the parish. One church official managed to tell a story that the bishop of
Utrecht (and Arnhem as a part of the same diocese) is actually being teased by the bisshop
of Haarlem, because he has a skatepark in his church. This might mean that next time, he
denies the skatepark because he simply doesn’t want to get teased by other bishops
anymore. While seemingly far‐fetched, it is sometimes more realistic than it seems and
considerations can be made whether or not a more democratic process or approach could
be better suited for adaptive re‐use, and movements in this direction have been made in
recent years.
The end‐user
The end‐user is the final actor in the re‐use process. This means that once the process has
been fully finished, it is the user that will make use of the new functions that are present in
the former church. During the process however, they are not that actively involved. The only
way that they are present is mostly in the considerations. For instance, for the parish it can
be very important to know who the people are that ultimately will use the building. With the
skate hall, there were issues that people were afraid people who drink alcohol and smoke
marihuana would (ab)use the church if it were to get the new use. What then happened was
that the skaters went from door to door, inviting people to come over to their new skate
park and see for themselves what it was like in practise.
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Another way in which end‐users are involved in the project is when developers ask for their
opinion. Market research is often vital for the success of a project: if the project simply does
not meet the demands of the market, people will not use the new function. In other words,
if a supermarket does not have a big enough consumer market or area of distribution, it will
make a net loss instead of profit. If a apartment is too expensive for users, they will not buy
it, and create a net loss. It is thus the role of developers to seek out the end‐users and ask
them about their opinion before the project goes into a more definitive stage.
In this regard, identifying the people who are ultimately going to make use of the
new functions is vital for success. But it also provides various opportunities for developers.
Marketing research might indicate what kinds of re‐use could be possible, perhaps even in
directions that developers wouldn’t have thought of in the first place. Thus having different
(possible) end‐users can lead to different possibilities of re‐use as well, whereas only one
specific end user limits these possibilities.
The neighbourhood
It is interesting to see that even though in the literature, neighbours often are assigned a
prominent role, in the sense that they want to preserve the church for their neighbourhood.
In this case, neighbours were hardly mentioned at all or didn’t feature a prominent role.
When asked about this, one church representative mentioned: “Some neighbours were like:
what is this [skate hall] coming into our neighbourhood? We have had some conversations
with a couple of these families ... secondly; I have directly made this a point via the media
and explained why it was a good idea ... Told it with enthusiasm. And the third was that I
reminded them we used to have skating in the [outdoors] park, and those kids then went
from home to home and asked the neighbours would you like to come for a cup of coffee ...
so that is a question of taking them seriously, address the issue accordingly and try to
counter their arguments”.
What this shows is that neighbours are considered in the adaptive re‐use process, but
they don’t get a chance to feature as prominently as the literature shows. This was perhaps
because of the direct approach taken by the church, that didn’t allow room for the
neighbours to complain or were simply swayed in favour of the project. However, it does
prove that neighbours do need to be taken into account, or they can become a constraining
factor by complaining to the government or other instances. But how effective this
ultimately is, yet remains unanswered. To the question if there were any complaints by the
neighbours, one church official responded: “Yes. There are three grouches, but they have
been moaning for 300 years about everything. They even complained when the mass went
from nine to ten o’clock and now they are complaining about this”. However, their influence
on the process appeared to have been extremely minimal, if they even had any influence at
all.
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How can a parish 'create' opportunities for itself and evade constraints?
Earlier on, the roles of each actor have already been described. However, the main and first
actor is always the parish. However, the Eusebius took a special, new approach to adaptive
re‐use. This method was considered ‘new’, revolutionary even, and other churches have
already asked the Eusebius for tips on how they should approach re‐use. This approach is
described as the “Arnhemse methode” which would translate to the ‘Arnhem method’ in
English. The main approach consists of 5 basic steps which will be discussed first.
The ‘Arnhem method’.
Step 1: First, as a board and as a team, develop a new vision/perspective and policy for the
parish as a whole.
The first step is to create new policy. This is a step that is also often prescribed by many of
the step‐wise approaches (see Bisselink, 2011) Not every church has had to face with closing
down yet, therefore it is important to think about it what this means from the perspective of
a parish. What was also exceptional in this case, was that the Eusebius consists of several
churches that have had their own parish before. These parishes (about 13) were then joined
in one larger parish, called the Eusebius. As such, it was easy to devise rules for 1 parish,
instead of having to do this for 13 different parishes in total. This new policy ultimately
resulted in three main guidelines the parish wanted to implement during the re‐use. These
rules were:
‐
The offering of all regular sacraments: this means that the remaining churches that
did not close down, still had to offer everything the closed down churches would as
well. No sacrament should be ‘lost’ because of the re‐use.
‐
Maintaining the function of ‘Nabijheid’ (‘Closeness’) in the areas where there is a lot
of poverty and social problems: this means that churches should still offer some form
of societal, social function in areas where the need for these is highest.
‐
Being available for people looking for “meaning” (in an existential way): Studies have
shown that over 80% of people in the Netherlands want some form of ‘meaning’ to
their lives. It is the duty of the Catholic faith to provide this ‘meaning’ for those who
come to look for it in the church.
After the fusion of the parishes, these guidelines were thought of. Because the fusion was a
dramatic change in the organisation of the churches, the board of the parish started thinking
about what the fusion means for the new parish as a whole. The fusion was mainly done
because of the declining number of priests and churchgoers, so it was clear that the new
guidelines had to do something with such issues.
The first thing the board decided was that they wanted to keep doing the holy
sacraments as they felt that is an inherant part of being a church. The problem was however,
that there were almost 10 churches that only 500 people would regularly visit. That meant
that on a weekly basis, every church had only about 50 people actually using it. The board
then said: “there are a whole lot of smaller religious groups which we gladly want to
welcome”, but not each in an individual church. As such, there will have to be fewer
churches, but more people coming to visit said churches. Thus, it was decided that three
churches would remain open and available for everyone who wanted the sacraments.
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The second part is then that the church wanted to still be available to the public and provide
help to the people that need it. This is also reflected in many of the new functions the old
buildings take: they become safe housing projects for troubled youth, appartments for the
elederly, or clusters of several instances that offer a form of (medical) aid.
The third part is that people nowadays still crave for ‘meaning’ in their lives. Or as
one church representative put it: “Especially in this time of confusion, of the ‘ego’, people
start looking for smaller‐scale connections. They are looking for what it’s all about. And then
we decided we want to be there for those people”. The church originally gave a lot of
‘meaning’ to peoples lives, and they want to continue to provide that meaning to people
who are looking for it.
When the first step was completed, the board had basically decided on what they
wanted to do with their churches, they could more easily decide which churches they
wanted to keep for more practical reasons. This was the second step in the process.
Step 2: keep into account the diminishing amount of church/parish/diocese staff and
volunteers.
The closing down of a church is a very emotional happening. People are very sad to see the
place go where they were baptised, married and/or buried their loved ones. As such,
churches and parishes face difficult decisions with regard to the closing down of their
church. However, in the case of the Eusebius it was imperative for a few reasons.
First of all, the declining number of priests and active church members made it
extremely difficult to provide a programme in the church on a regular basis. The wish of the
parish that every individual church always had one priest dedicated to the church was
increasingly difficult to uphold, because it simply became increadibily difficult to find priests
in the first place. This was also one of the main reasons why the different parishes merged
into the Eusebius, but is also an important factor as to why the churches had to close down.
Secondly, there was the declining number of people actually visiting the church.
Several reasons have already been discussed earlier in this work, such as secularization,
individualization etc. But in practise, people also often stated the changing role of women as
well as the recent scandals surrounding the Catholic church as well – some issues that were
not discussed in the literature.
The role of the woman is virtually non‐existant in the Catholic church and this has
proved very old‐fashioned for some people. When women don’t go to church anymore, their
husbands and children won’t as well. And on top of that, one church respresentative
remarked: “And then that whole abuse affair came to light, which ab‐so‐lute‐ly did nót help.
That really was the killing blow. Truely a deathblow for the whole Catholic church. The whole
affair”. Whatever the ultimate reasons were for people leaving the church, it was clear that
it became almost impossible to sustain church services for such small amounts of people.
And thirdly, and as a result mostly, there were strong monetary problems the church
faced. Especially the costs of maintaining the building were much too high. The parish has
around €500.000 available for maintenance on all of the church buildings. However, to bring
the 8 churches up to par – that means, safe from any major amounts of investment or
maintenance for the next 30 years – it would cost the church around €12 million, or in other
words, 25x times the budget. These monetary problems were also strongly considered in the
next phase the church went into.
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These reasons combined proved to be so dramatic that the hands of the church were more
or less forced to perform adaptive re‐use. However, they can be seen in two different ways.
The first is as a constraint: it constrains the church from functioning as a church. But on the
other hand, it is also an opportunity for the church to perform adaptive re‐use. So even
though these processes have been damaging for the church in its religious function, it did
pave the way for adaptive re‐use and thus new uses.
Step 3: appoint main locations of churches.
After the parish had gotten an idea of how much the costs were and what kind of personnel
was still available, the difficult decision had to be made about which churches to keep open
and which should be closed down (and sold). The main reasoning was that there were only
about 500 people making use of the church, but every church could seat 500 to 800 people.
Thus, churches that were severly underused were a possibility for re‐use. Other factors
included the location, the value of the land and most importantly, how to create a fitting
budget. Once the locations were identified, the next step of assessing the monetary value of
the churches could take place.
Step 4: create up‐to‐date maintenance reports of each church influding all financial aspects
There was a slight problem that when all the former parishes merged into the Eusebius, it
wasn’t exactly clear what each church was actually worth. Each parish had it’s own way of
documentation and this sometimes led to very differnet outcomes: “Well they were all
different parishes, so one has a whole load of reports about the state of the building, while
the other has an elderly gentleman who takes a look every now and then and said it was
okay. Word of mouth does not really work in such a context”.
The parish thus used this step to obtain detailed reports about the buildings. In this
way, the parish knew how much money each church was worth, how much they had to
spend on maintenance to get the churches in good shape and for what price they would be
(probably) be able to sell them. When the reports were finished, it was estimated that the 9
buildings were behind in maintenance, and that it would cost €12 million to bring them into
a good condition.
Ultimately, 4 churches were maintained (along with 5 other buildings such as parish
houses, workplaces, secretary’s office, etc.), while 5 churches were sold (along with 7 other
buildings). It was estimated that about €4,5 million revenue could be made by selling these
buildings. This was a good deal in two ways. First, it could cover the around €4,5 remaining
costs of the churches that were to remain part of the parish. Second, by selling the churches,
it was no longer the responsibility of the parish to pay for maintenance, thus saving about
€7,5 million. After these decisions had been made, the next step was to actually sell the
churches.
Step 5: ‘Estrangement’ of the buildings (removing holy objects) and put the church buildings
up for sale after discussing with the location boards and diocese.
After it was clear that some building had to be sold, it was the task of the parish to inform
the church members which churches were actually closing down and which were staying
open. To communicate easily with the members, location boards were formed for each
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church where involved church members could meet and exchange their thoughts. In fact,
the parish actually asked the members to actively think about ways other than re‐use to
keep the churches open. Because of this approach, the active churchgoers were involved in
the process, came to understand the reasoning behind the re‐use and accepted the fact that
some of their loved churched simply had to be sold in order to sustain the rest of the parish.
When the churchgoers were swayed, the diocese had to be swayed as well. The
diocese is a powerful organisation and if the bishop doesn’t sign the paperwork, the re‐use
will not happen. However, the diocese is usually okay with most re‐uses, except brothels and
commercial catering. Thus the most likely scenario is that the diocese will simply ask
questions when the budget appears to be not fitting. When the diocese gives their
permission to shut down the church, the churches are allowed to be sold. The churches were
then all sold simultaneously by the church – or at least, that was the plan. The decision to
sell the 5 churches as one package has had a few consequences.
The way the churches were being sold was through ‘competitive dialogue’. This
means that the church would talk to interested parties and let them compete for the best
plans, and sell the churches to the consortium that had the best bid. However, this seems
very sensible from the perspective of the parish, because they immediately sell all their
churches, including the ones that are not very well suited for adaptive re‐use. But from a
developers’ perspective, this is less sensible for various reasons.
First, the developer is not keen to share his plans with the church, since they don’t
know if the church (accidentally) passes on information to other competitors. Secondly, the
developer is reluctant to activate his network, since they do not want to involve others, if it
is not 100% certain they will get the deal. Thirdly, if the developer is not sure he will get the
deal, he will invest less time and money, because if the deal is lost, so are his time and
money. This results on lesser plans, both qualitative and quantitative.
One of the developing parties described this problem as follows: “Because of the fact
that you want to perform re‐use, you are going to need a network. Then you need to trust
each other to cooperatively search for networks to bring together to actually perform the re‐
use. As soon as you don’t get enough trust, because you do it competitively instead of
cooperatively, you start to think ‘okay, so what are we going to do with the church, but what
are the risks’? At the moment you are already one on one with the church, you have enough
trust, use each others network for the adaptive re‐use and there are less risks involved. As
soon as you have a competitive element, you are always keeping your risks at a minimum”.
This competitive strategy ultimately resulted in one consortium willing to buy all five
churches. However, the economic climate and the building market were in heavy weather,
which resulted in the consortium pulling the plug at the last minute, leaving the parish with
five churches and no one to buy them. The parish then decided to put the churches in the
market individually. Even the churches that were deemed ‘too difficult’ were sold, even
though this was one of the reasons the five churches were sold together in the first place.
The question is then, has the approach of selling all five churches worked? The
answer is both yes and no. All five churches were almost sold, but due to a streak of bad
luck, it didn’t follow through and the churches were sold separately. So there was no
inheriting reason why the deal failed. But one might pose the question if there could have
been a better strategy in the first place. By teaming up with a developer early, most of the
problems (time and money, networking, risk management) could be solved on the part of
the developer, while the parish would receive better plans and have more influence over the
creative process.
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Conclusion: How do different actors provide opportunities and constraints during the re‐use
process?
It is evident that there are many actors that need to be considered and involved in the
adaptive re‐use process, but not all have an equal role. A division can be made between
three important forms of actors: the ‘main’ actor, facilitating/active actors and
passive/background actors. The re‐use process will become impossible or very difficult when
respectively the main and facilitating actors are not present, while they might even become
easier, the less prominent the background actors are featured.
The main actor throughout the re‐use process is the parish. As the owner of the
building, they are the ones that initiate the process and are thus the most important actor
for the re‐use to succeed. Once the decision has been made to pursue adaptive re‐use, the
parish keeps a steady pace throughout the process. In this case, the role of the parish was
mainly up front and taking initial steps, and less involvement during the actual process.
Some people have had critique on this stance and have advised the church to team
up with a developer in an early stage. However, the church chose to pursue a different
approach, known as the ‘Arnhem Method’. The final step of this method consisted of selling
five churches at the same time in a form of package deal. Both the developer and
municipality advised against this approach, but the church insisted. The approach almost
seemed to work, until at the very last minute the remaining interested party dropped out
and the churches were sold individually. As a result, some interviewees have claimed that
the ‘Arnhem Method’ has actually failed.
While there remains discussion about whether or not the last step was a good step,
the Arnhem method consists of several other steps. The steps are almost identical to the
existing literature on this subject, indicating that the parish have done their homework and
read up to a lot of research before they went into the process. Many steps, such as the first
step of devising a board, the fourth step of creating up‐to‐date physical rapports, and parts
of step five (communication with the church members, press, etc.) were almost literally
taken from Bisselings work on this subject.
Such an approach served the church well, as it allowed them to evade many of the
common and potential pitfalls, as well as many of the constraints the parish often faces. By
using various means of communication with important constraining actors, such as the
municipality, church members and neighbours, their (often negative) impact was kept
minimal. By making deals with the municipality about the re‐use (they would review the laws
around the churches quickly by only one main commission and they would adapt an open
view towards the re‐use for instance), many of these constraints were kept to a minimum.
As a result, the parish did a very good job of evading many of the constraints they
could influence. However, in terms of maximizing their opportunities, the point can be made
again that the approach to selling the churches could have been better. Nonetheless, from
the perspective of the parish, large parts of the re‐use process have been very fluent. This
was also due to some of the strong facilitating actors.
The facilitating actors are the actors that have taken an active role in the adaptive‐
reuse process. These include of course the parish, but mainly the developer, investor,
architect and constructor. These actors ultimately facilitate the re‐use and make it possible
for the church to become something else in the first place. As a result, these actors are the
actors that provide opportunities for the church: they provide plans and ideas, but also
money and even the actual materials used in the re‐use.
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Having a good developer or architect on the project can make significant difference.
However, it is not always easy to find those. Some actors are only in it for the money, while
some genuinely want to create a lasting impression with their work. A good developer and
architect nonetheless can make the difference between a good and excellent re‐use. By
devising creative plans, but also doing solid market research can make sure the project will
actually be used correctly and pay for itself.
Architects often have the most difficult job, because they face powerful constraints
monument commissions, developers and church authorities – as well as strong physical
constraints caused by the building – and they all have to be accounted for to make a good
project. This means going back to the drawing board more often than not. This requires a
special kind of architect that likes a challenge, doesn’t give up and most often wants to
create something nice.
Investors and constructors have only minor roles, although in the case of the St
Joseph, the investors is also taking the role of developer as well, which is sometimes
highlighted in the literature as a possibility. The constructor carries out what the architect
orders them to, even thought there are always constructors that are better or more
trustworthy than others. Having a constructor that knows what he’s doing and is not just
good at working with concrete can be very beneficial to the re‐use.
The third category of actors is the group of background actors. These do not fill an
active role in the re‐use process, but they should be kept into account, because they can
otherwise frustrate the process in great detail. These include the local government,
monument commissions, church members, diocese and neighbours. Each of them pose their
own constraints in the sense that certain uses are not allowed, they want to voice their
opinion on the matter or otherwise have influence over the re‐use. But when given careful
consideration and dialogue, an agreement can often be reached, and constraints removed.
It is interesting to see that the role of the neighbours in the adaptive re‐use was not
as important as shown throughout the literature (for instance, Bisdom Haarlem, 2008).
Neighbours were not physically present during any of the stages of the re‐use process, nor
did they have much influence on the re‐use altogether. The question is, if this was caused be
the assertive approach by the church (going in debate, asking them to come visit,
information through the media), or that the neighbours did not show as much interest in the
re‐use process altogether.
One final important actor that defies categories is the new proprietor, or the end
user. While often not present during the process, it is important for developers to analyze
possible end users, because it can serve to guide the plans. Certain uses are not profitable
when the end user is not considered carefully. As a result, market research at target
audiences, or asking possible new proprietors if they are interested (see the ArtEZ example)
can thus prove to provide opportunities that would otherwise not have been considered.
To sum up, there are many actors present during various phases of the re‐use
process. There are the more enabling actors that provide opportunities (the main actor – the
parish, and the more facilitating actors, such as developer and architects). And there are
more controlling actors that provide mostly constraints (neighbours, governments, church
members, etc). Finding a good balance between all these actors is a difficult job, but when
done right, can result in excellent examples of re‐use, while failing to do so might result in
long‐lasting, unsuccessful forms of re‐use (see Bisdom Haarlem, 2008 for a list of
successful/unsuccessful projects and their causes).
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What are the main factors that provide opportunities and constraints, and how do they
provide them?
The economic factor
Economic factors are traditionally one of the most important factors why anything is done.
People work to earn money, companies almost always exist to make a profit and people
simply need money to get things done. When adaptive re‐use is involved it isn’t any
different. The developer and investor only join the project because they can make money
with the re‐use, and the church only sells their churches, because they need money,
whether or not it is spent on the remaining ones. As one church representative explained:
“We were talking about these economic factors and when they affect the process. Well, they
come at the beginning of the process and at the end. And actually during the process as well.
It is never a driving, but always a controlling force. If you are practising adaptive re‐use and
the numbers simply don’t add up, you have to find a different way. As such, the economic
factor always returns”.
As a result, the economic factor is more or less always present. It proves to be a
powerful driving force for some actors: developers and investors are always keen on projects
where they can make money. But it is also a powerful constraining force in the sense that
adaptive re‐use also costs a lot of money, which can also drive away potential interested
parties as well. This research question thus examines the impact of some of the economic
aspects on the actual re‐use.
Monument status
Monument status works in two ways. The first is that is basically makes the church ‘more
expensive’, because it makes the church more difficult to use. This can create problems for
the parish, because it means that the church is less easily sold, which might result in the
church having to lower the selling price. As it is also the duty of the owner to take care of the
monument, additional costs might be involved as well, thus making the church a lot less
attractive for potential buyers. One developer remarked: “In the case of the St. Jan, I think
the church would already have been happy if we bought it for only €1”.
On the other hand, there are some (small) benefits. The first and foremost is the fact
that the monument status provides some tax cuts. The other is that the building is eligible
for subsidies. However, as stated earlier, subsidies are very hard to obtain. At the local level,
there are no subsidies. The provincial level only has some minor subsidies, while the national
level almost ‘randomly’ assigns subsidies. Thus, subsidies can not really be seen as a financial
incentive to buy a monumental church (more on this in the next section), while the tax cuts
do help to make the building a little more attractive.
Having monument status can thus be seen as a double‐edged sword. On the one
hand, subsidies and tax cuts can prove to be an opportunity, whilst on the other hand it
provides constraints because it becomes more expensive through increased maintenance
costs etc. With regards to the financial aspects, an architect remarked: “Isolating the church
is simply very expensive, so if it is just one apartment or something, those are huge
investments, it’s simply not feasible ... You have to wear a sweater every now and then
when you live in a church, and not be a 23 degrees stay‐at‐home, because you are going to
be heating your house to infinity”. This shows that living (or working) in a monumental
building is often very restrictive and costs a lot more than a normal building would.
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Costs and subsidies
The adaptive re‐use of churches usually knows a few reasons, but they ultimately point to
the same cause: lack of money. If fewer people go to the church, this means the church
earns less money, or that it is less cost‐effective to keep open remaining churches for the
few churchgoers that still visit. As such, parishes do generally want to keep their churches
open as much as possible, but when this is economically no longer viable, they resort to
selling their property. The Catholics traditionally rather destroyed their churches and sold
the property (a little more on that in the next section), but in recent years adaptive re‐use
has become a viable alternative.
One of the major costs of church buildings is their maintenance. Churches are often
very old. As a church official told: “offices are built for a thirty year lifespan. Houses are built
for a 60 year lifespan. But churches are built for infinity. It literally says so on the contract”.
This means that churches are built sturdy, but keeping it that way often involves large sums
of money. To illustrate, the Eusebius had to sell some of their churches, because
maintenance costs were getting out of hand. For 9 churches, it required an investment of 12
million Euros, while their budget only permitted half a million.
Then it simply becomes a question of how can the church make enough money to
sustain a certain amount of churches. By identifying which churches can sell for a certain
amount, calculations can be made to see what solution would be the best, in the sense that
it can keep sustaining the largest amount of churches. The Eusebius calculated that they
could sustain 4 churches by selling 5 others for 4,5 million, which would then cover the
upgrading and maintenance of the existing churches.
Most churches cannot depend on subsidies either. On the provincial level, only very
little money is available for a tremendous amount of churches (5 million for at least 350
Catholic churches, let alone reformed or Protestant churches). On the national level, there is
some more money available, but it is purely luck‐based whether or not a church would get
subsidies from one of these instances. The local government doesn’t even assign subsidies
for monument status or these kind of projects in general. As such, obtaining should never be
considered a solid financial basis, but rather as a small opportunity or welcome extras.
Location
The location of the church is very important and most often also very valuable. Most
churches were originally built at certain key location at the edge of cities, so that the rest of
the city could expand around the church. As such, they are often in central locations and
easy to reach. In previous chapters, the value of the location in relation to the value of the
building has already been discussed: high value for both means re‐use, high value for only
location can mean demolishing and selling the land for most profit. In the case of the
Eusebius this was discussed in the case of the St Jan, since it proved very difficult to sell.
However, the monument status got in the way and the church was ultimately re‐used.
That location is also important with regards to re‐use is illustrated by the Heilig Hart
church. The church is located in one of the most prosperous areas of Arnhem, thus the idea
was that turning it into upper‐scale apartments would yield high amounts of money.
However, after some market research it turned out that in the current housing market,
apartments were not a viable option. The church is now planned to become a form of
combination of several forms of care: dental care, caring for elderly and general
practitioners will all be located in the same building.
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Location can thus be a strong opportunity for most churches. They are often located at key
points in the city and the land use value is very high. When the building is monumental, or at
least has some value, adaptive re‐use is very much acceptable. Only in cases where the value
of the building is low (such as the St Jan), demolishing and selling the land is often the only
feasible solution.
So in short, that location is important was already illustrated by Kiley (2004) in an
earlier chapter. On the basis of land use values, and building values, an assessment can be
made whether or not churches would seem feasible to re‐use. In practise, this is also often a
point of discussion. Developers try to create as much revenue as possible, and if this means
tearing down one church in order to sustain four others, they, along with the parish, often
consider it. Even when it has monumental status. According to a government official: “When
the consortium says, we can sustain 9 out of 10 churches. We can put functions in it for the
benefit of the city. We can keep them as an asset for the neighbourhood. But we have to
demolish one church to do that, then we [the municipality] will look at it that way. And then
it is in the public interest that we can sustain a lot, at the cost of only sacrificing one”.
This also shows that monumental statuses don’t have to be a decisive factor, even
although it is often regarded as definitive in the literature. Of course, for individual cases,
monument status can still provide powerful constraints, and some small opportunities, but
when several churches are involved, there is some room for negotiations with the
government.
The Physical factor
The physical factor is closely related to the economic factor in a sense. Most of the physical
changes that occur (or need to occur) are often costly and involve actors that need to be
paid for their work. Without any money, physical changes are not possible. However, they
do affect the economic factor in their turn, since the physical state of the building also
affects the value of a church. Churches that simply look bad from the outside such as the St
Jan and invoke reactions such as “better tear that church down”, are worth less money than
others, but after some upgrading can become aesthetically pleasing churches which sell for a
lot more money than the original investment to get it in such a shape. But the same can be
said for its interior as well: the St Jan has a beautiful interior, but the exterior is thoroughly
lacking. As such, the physical factor, combined with economic factors, can have a dramatic
impact on the adaptive re‐use.
Monumental status
Monumental status has been shown to have impact on the financial status of the re‐use to a
large extent. However, it also has impact on the physical aspects as well. Monumental status
can probably be even more constraining in terms of physical factors than in economic factors
even. As shown throughout the literature (Kiley, Bullen, etc.), sustainability, reversibility and
aesthetics are all elements that are prominently featured when adaptive re‐use is
concerned.
Having a monument status can have severe consequences on any of these factors.
Monument status does make it inherently difficult to re‐use anything, or as an architect
explained: “You simply can’t do everything. First you have to show that you understand the
building and know what you are doing. So being professional. And yes, you have to consider
very carefully where you make adjustments. There’s a whole story around that and how you
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manage it”. By having to explain every step, and why, to the developer, owner of the
building and monument commissions, the monument status can prove to be a strong
constraint for mainly the architects.
Monument status for building is often given on certain parts of the building. These
can be architectural, on the interior/exterior or simply their role in the urban design, or their
cultural historic value. These are assigned in two ways according to a government official:
“It’s on the basis of a cultural‐historic research. Or a monument stems from a selection
programme, like recently of the ‘wederopbouwarchitectuur’ (‘rebuilding architecture’). And
then there are apparently reasons to grant monument status. And that is than the most
important factor. Does it have unique aspects? ... And what is so special about the building
and why should it be on the list? That can have a number of different reasons”.
Different reasons for granting a monument status can lead to different approaches to
their re‐use. When the interior is protected, the architects have more room to play with the
exterior of the building, and the other way around. As a result, careful consideration of each
churches specific type of monument status can affect to what extent these statuses can be
considered constraints by the parties involved.
Architects
In the literature, it is often said that architects are reluctant to participate in re‐use, because
it is often less interesting or enjoyable than building from scratch, since someone else
already did most of the work. However, there are several bureaus that specialize in adaptive
re‐use or renovation and the like, which are often incorporated in these projects. This is
important, because architects that specialize in building offices for example, have a whole
different kind of expertise, which might lead to whole different kinds of new projects than if
a specialized bureau would have been used.
Most kinds of architects that work in the adaptive re‐use scene do it partly because
they enjoy it – as opposed to what the literature (see Bullen, 2007) mentions about this
subject. And sometimes partly because of chance said one architect: “We just sort of rolled
into it since we did a water tower ten years ago. And if you do that well and you get
publicized you sort of move into that corner. We actually have two main branches, but the
adaptive re‐use has more or less become our specialty”.
On a project, architects sometimes have to cooperate, because there are differences
within the sphere of re‐use as well. For instance, there are architects that specialize in
restoration, while others only specialize in re‐use. In some cases, such as the St Joseph, two
(or more) bureaus have to work together because of their different specialties. Choosing
which architect to work with is thus a very important part of the re‐use process as well, since
different kinds of expertise can create different opportunities. Having a team of architects
cooperate can thus be a very sensible idea to maximize some of the opportunities a building
can provide.
Building challenges
As stated in the previous paragraph, many of the building challenges have to do with a
couple of factors. The two main issues are sustainability and reversibility. While adaptive re‐
use is basically in itself a sustainable technique, sustainability issues are often very prevalent
in the building itself. One architect explained actually worked on a sustainable, energy‐
neutral building that also had monument status: “We have had multiple projects recently
such as in Driebergen. That is a energy‐neutral monument. We did that because.. we have
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adapted monuments, but never with the energy‐neutral question included. And this was a
small project, so not that interesting, but we did have that ambition. And isolating a
monument is always exiting with fluids and wooden beams and such. So this was kind of a
pilot project”.
Making a whole church energy‐neutral would however be almost impossible due to
their sheer size and materials used. Especially when functions like housing are considered, it
is often extremely expensive to isolate and heat the house, which is pretty similar as
described in the literature as well (Luk Wai Bu, 2007). Making a church reversible is another
of the challenges often posed to architects.
One way to make sure churches are reversible is by keeping as much of the original of
the church intact. In some cases, a casco is used to create a sort of ‘box‐in‐box’ idea, so as
that the inside box can simply be taken out and the church used as a church again. One
developer reasoned that they should give subsidies for that: “Actually you are making extra
costs to preserve the church on the inside for future value. You’re going to package the
church in such a way that it can go back to its original state. With the idea that in 30 years it
may be used as church again”.
In short, there are some physical challenges or constraints even, a church building
provides for architects. Their plans have to be sustainable and reversible, but this can prove
very difficult, especially with regards to heating, and may require significant investment of
time and money.
The social/societal factor
The social or societal factor of adaptive re‐use is not as prevalent as the economic factor
since it doesn’t guide the re‐use process as much. However, it does play a pivotal role. The
social factor is mainly concerned with which actors are involved and the (societal) value of
the building. Because the role of the actors has already been discussed in the previous
research question, they will not be discussed in great detail in this chapter, only their
relation to the social value of the church is examined.
Actors involved
The actors involved can be divided between those directly involved and indirectly involved,
as shown in previous research questions. The actors not directly involved are often the
church members, neighbours and sometimes the (regional) government. The actively
involved participants are often the church, the developers, investors, architects and
constructors. They are actively involved, because they have money invested in the project,
thus strongly linking social and economic factors.
The more inactive, or background actors have always featured very prominent roles
in the literature (Bisdom Haarlem, Velthuis & Spenneman, Johnson, Lueng, Nagel). These
actors include neighbours, church members, local governments and monument
commissions. However, a prominent role of these actors was not featured during this
research. How this is possible can have different explanations.
The first is that the literature mostly focussed on the influence of these actors, before
the actual re‐use is taking place. This means that when the discussion starts about what to
do with the churches, these actors make themselves heard by expressing their wishes to
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preserve the church. However, in the case of the Euseibius, the decision was already made
to preserve the churches, thus it was not needed for these actors to present themselves
The second is that, it is possible that due to the parish’ pro‐active role toward these
problems, by inviting church members to think along with them and provide various sources
of information, many of the possible complaints these actors might have had were
immediately countered.
The third is that, in the literature, monument status is often showed as a way to
pressure churches to preserve them (Bisdom Haarlem, 2008). In four of the five cases, the
churches already had a monument status and one was considered of special interest to the
city. As such, there was no imminent threat of buildings being destroyed, thus less
involvement of actors that want to preserve their church.
In all cases, many possible complain, problems or constraints even were solved
before they even surfaced. By ensuring that the social factor, or at least the ‘social’ actors
had no room to complain about monument status, shutting down, destroying the building or
whatnot, many constraints were removed from the equation, thus giving more room to
focus on the actual re‐use.
Societal value
There is a strong consensus on the fact that every city needs its churches for social reasons.
One of them is that simply a city where you can’t see any church steeples is not really that
much of a city. Such aesthetic arguments are sometimes brought to the fore when discussing
about the future of a church arises. This is one of the reasons churches are not always
demolished when the Catholic church wants to, because the church building also serves
some form of aesthetic value in an area.
This sometimes leads to difficult decisions for the local government. If the church
simply can’t demolish the building, but also doesn’t have any money to keep it open, or in
good shape, the church can fall in disuse and no‐one will take care of it. Next to the fact that
a worn‐down church has little aesthetic value, it is also very dangerous. Because no‐one
maintains the building, there are risks of the ceiling (partially) coming down etc. thus proving
to be a public risk rather than an asset.
An abandoned church does not serve society, but rather proves a burden to society.
As such, both church and government try to prevent these kind of scenarios. This means that
in practise, if the churches only solution to their empty church is to sell it for something not
completely in line with the local government, there is sometimes some room for
negotiations, as everything is better than a completely abandoned church.
In fact, the government is usually interested in keeping churches in their city, as it
provides more depth to the city. As a government official said: “Of course it is important for
the government. We want our city to have quality, and one quality, is historic depth. That
when you’re walking through a neighbourhood, you more or less understand how it
developed. That you see something from the past, and that it looks good. And a church is
part of that, too”.
When a church is then unable to sell, and possibly could start degrading, everyone
has a problem and the local government might step in. As a local government official stated:
“Because the neighbourhood [and community] will find it disagreeable when a church is
demolished. Generally everyone dislikes such an element disappearing from the area. And
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the church has a problem as well, which is why we want to assist in selling and adaptive re‐
use”.
Churches thus have a very specific societal value. This can provide opportunities for
the parish and developers as well. Even though churches are sometimes protected by
monument statuses, there is room for negotiations with the government when there are no
other solutions to keeping the building intact. As a result, the government in these cases is
no longer only providing constraints such as laws, but can also remove these constraints, or
even provide some opportunities.
Cultural/religious factor
The cultural/religious factors traditionally deals with similar aspects very similar to
social/societal factors. Different denominations and church communities generally have
their interests more in the religious sphere than in the economic and physical sphere as well.
These different religious groups are as much interested in preserving their values and beliefs
as they are in preserving the physical building that is the church.
Denominations
In the literature (Velthuis & Spenneman, Lueng, Bisdom Haarlem, etc), it has been shown
that different denominations have different standpoints on adaptive re‐use. The main point
was that Catholics and Protestants often differ in what is and isn’t allowed in their church
because of the different ways they practise their religion. Catholics have more trouble with
their churchgoers who keep projecting the church is a holy place, as well as the bishop who
has the final right to decide whether or not the re‐use is allowed. The Protestants are more
democratic in this sense, in that they together decide what future their building will have, as
well as having more options, because they don’t consider the building to be holy.
One of the main differences between the Catholics and the Protestants, is that
Catholics have so called ‘canon law’, a very old Christian form of law, complete with judges,
trials, courts and lawyers. The basic law was devised in the 16th century, but the church still
uses this system of laws to this day.
The role of the diocese is strongly related to canon law. Canon law used to be much
more influential years ago, when the diocese held a lot more power than it did today,
illustrated by a quote from a church official: “[the bishop says] “well, it’s not a church
anymore so we want to tear it down, because canon law dictates it”, [the municipality says]
“well that’s nice, but we also have the REAL world out there with REAL law and that one is
guiding. Canon law is nice for your club, but this is the real law, and that’s that. You’re not
tearing down that church”. So these kinds of processes have shaped a whole different
climate, in which the bishops have to adapt. So what do you do with a church if the
municipality or you members do not want to tear it down? Adaptive re‐use has become a
much more acceptable answer to this question in recent years
This meant that dioceses across the country had lost a lot of power and authority. In
those days, when the bishop decided a church had to be shut down and destroyed, that was
the way it was going to be. However, nowadays there are many more people involved the
diocese has to keep into account, especially the different governments. As the church official
explained: “This is changing nowadays because, well, they did find out that once a church is
declared a monument, then well, that is really awkward for them because it used to be like,

94

the bishop said: “we’re going to do this”, but now the municipality simply says: “no we
won’t”, and that has become quite a shock to them”.
However, the parish to this day still has to keep the opinion of the diocese into
account. What the diocese says is guiding and no re‐use can be performed unless the bishop
signs the contract. Theoretically, the diocese then poses a powerful constraint to the
adaptive re‐use process. In practise, most dioceses aren’t that strict and thus the constraints
are usually limited to one or two specific functions (usually sex‐related businesses and
commercial catering).
When choosing a church to adapt from a developers perspective, it is thus wise to
check what is possible within each church. As a church official stated: “We would get people
who worked on [adaptive re‐use of] Protestant churches who thought that certain things
were possible. No, they aren’t possible. Not in our churches”. From a parish perspective, it is
thus wise to consult the diocese about the upcoming re‐use, to evade a sticky situation at a
later time in the process.
Church community
It has already been stated that the church community plays an important role, because they
have to be swayed in favour of re‐use by the parish, or otherwise the re‐use will become
very difficult. One way to do this is to talk to them a lot and through the use of arguments
and reasoning let them know that re‐use is really the best solution. Another way would be to
gain their approval, would be to promise something in return. For instance, on church could
be sacrificed, so that the others can be re‐used more favourably, or even kept in use with a
religious function.
The problem with the church community of Catholics, is that they keep projecting the
building is holy when it is not used for religious purposes anymore. Even though there is
canon law concerned with the removal of holy objects from the church and rendering it no
longer ‘holy’. This means that once sermons are stopped being held and all religious objects
are removed from the church, the church is no longer considered holy and therefore no
longer houses God. As such, the buildings can no longer be considered holy. But a church
official remarked: “Most people are not familiar with canon law, as most people neither are
familiar with Dutch law, so they keep projecting that that building [the church] is something
special”.
Protestants do not have these problems, as they are more democratic and do no
operate under these laws. One (Catholic) church official explained: “The Protestant are a
pure democracy in this sense, because when the church has to close down, everyone gathers
in the church and together they have to unanimously decide what to do with the building
and no‐one leaves until it is decided”. The Protestant thus know no inferences from
organizations such as the diocese, or even canon law. However, recent years have seen the
Protestant church giving advice and guiding with regards to re‐use, but nothing strict or
imposing.
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Conclusion
The answer to the question which factors is rather complicated, but one of the main factors
appears to be the economic factor. If it was not for the economic factor, in the sense that
the church simply needs money, the re‐use process would not take place and all of the other
factors have been for naught. After the re‐use starts, it is still the economic factor that
mainly dictates what is and what isn’t done. It is only after the monetary aspects of re‐use
have been taken care of, that the church can afford to look at other factors, such as the
social, cultural and religious ones.
This doesn’t mean that the other factors are not important. On the contrary, it is
these factors that make the adaptive re‐use of churches so much more different from the re‐
use of other buildings. By adding a physical element (the distinct shape and materials of
churches), their societal value (monument status as well as aesthetical value) or the entire
religious element makes it distinct from other buildings.
Most economic factors are similar to those of other buildings when re‐use is
concerned. However, monument status can have a profound influence on the costs and the
subsidies the building is eligible for. Depending on the benefits of tax cuts and subsidies
gained as opposed to additional maintenance costs, the status can be seen as either an
opportunity or a constraint.
The location of the church is also unique for most churches, as they tend to take
central, important locations in the city, making their land very valuable. This always leaves
the possibility open of demolishing the church and selling the land for profit, when adaptive
re‐use proves impossible. On the other hand, monumental statuses can sometimes conflict
with these plans, although in some cases there is room for negotiations between the parish
and the municipality.
Physical factors are almost always constraining, especially when it comes to
monument status. This is different from the monument status in an economic sense, since
that can provide some opportunities as well. Having monument status in a physical way
means that architects and developers have to prove to monument commissions and the
government that they know what they are doing, as well as having to adopt special features
in the buildings, such as reversibility. Reversibility thus appears to be a strong constraint for
architects and developers the like. Most parishes want their churches to be able to be used
as a church again after the re‐use has been performed. This means no excessive changes to
the building can be made.
The issue of sustainability was given by many authors as a main reason for adaptive
re‐use (Bullen, 2007, Langston, 2008). In practise, this reason was given by the architect as
why adaptive re‐use should be pursued. Neither the developer nor the church mentioned
sustainability as a reason for the re‐use, but it shows that in more ‘technical’ spheres, there
is indeed an increasing focus on sustainability, or as one architect mentioned, that it should
be an integral part of the process, and not just something ‘extra’ to add to a project. As such,
making buildings more sustainable can also be seen as a constraint for the architects.
The social factor is also important, because there are many different actors involved
in the adaptive re‐use of churches that are not present at other forms of re‐use. The diocese
and church members to name a few, and often monument commissions as well. However,
most socially involved actors (such as the neighbours) only played very minor roles in the re‐
use, as opposed to the literature. However, there are different ways to explain this
difference.
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Preserving the societal value of the church is the main focus of some of these societal actors.
Monument commission, governments, neighbours, everyone generally wants the church to
remain intact because of its value for the neighbourhood. Because of this, some actors like
the government are sometimes more willing to negotiate with the parish about the re‐use,
since it is in everyone’s interest that the church remains intact. This means that some of the
constraints the municipality provides loosen, or can even provide opportunities instead.
The cultural/religious factor appears to be mainly a constraining factor, since the religious
aspect of the re‐use provides many different kinds of specific questions that need to be
answered. This means for starters, that certain kinds of re‐use are very difficult to realize,
because either the diocese or the church members will disagree with said re‐use. For
instance, a restaurant is often not allowed by the diocese, while functions such as storage
space are technically allowed, but can meet protest from the church members.
A good parish thus considers these opinions when searching for good re‐use. By not
picking functions that rest well with the church members, a lot of the possible constraints
they might have are removed, which ranges from protesting to even appealing to court. By
involving these members in the re‐use process, such unwanted situations rarely come into
existence.
The diocese is less easy to control, as they have the final word in all of the re‐use
cases. The diocese thus provides a very strong constraint: as long as they say a certain re‐use
isn’t allowed, the process will not follow through. As a result, considerations should be made
with regards to the wishes of the diocese, even though in practise they are often quite
modest.
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Conclusion
In short, the re‐use process has to deal with different actors that each provides its own
opportunities and constraints. One architect described the re‐use in a very colourful way:
“What we do is sort of like making a soup that has to taste very good at the end, while
everyone is adding ingredients during the process. So a commissioner puts something in it,
some money, or pepper, is taken out. And there is a constructor who says we can’t do
something, or the government. And you keep stirring and messing about. And the soup
changes of shape and flavour, but ultimately it has to be something that I like, you like and
everybody else likes. And that looks good too. That’s what you’re constantly doing ... You
have to remain calm, shift strategically, and keep thinking of good ideas. And eventually
something beautiful is created after two, three years”.
This metaphor describes the re‐use process very fittingly. Every actor takes part in
the greater whole, some put something in the soup (or rather, the re‐use process) and
provides opportunities, be it money or ideas. Others take something out, by making laws,
regulations or having opposing ideas, creating constraints. However, to deliver something
nice, ultimately everyone has to put the good things in and take the lesser things out, to
create a project that everybody truly enjoys.
That there are several difficulties can not be denied. During the re‐use there are
many constraints provided, by some of the actors involved, but also some inherent factors.
This ultimately lead to the two research questions: First: How do different actors provide
opportunities and constraints during the re‐use process? And second: What are the main
factors that provide opportunities and constraints, and how do they provide them?
It is clear that there are different groups of actors in the re‐use process. There is
mainly a large group that provides constraints. What this means is that they provide various
mechanics that limits the options the parish (or other actors) have during the re‐use process.
By having certain demands, certain laws or simply a different opinion can often lead to
conflicts and frustrate the re‐use process.
There are actors that almost only provide constraints. These are mainly the
neighbours, church community, monument commissions, and to a lesser extent, the
government. The church community and neighbours often want to keep the church in their
immediate surroundings intact and preferably open to the public, as that is in line with the
original function of the church as a meeting centre. Because of them having certain
demands, but not really bridging anything to the table in the re‐use, they can be seen as
constraining forces. Monument commissions are similar, in that they impose more physical
limitations on the building and provide constraints for mainly developers and architects.
They tell them what they can and can not do to (certain parts) of the building, leading to
fewer options for them do adapt the church.
The government has a more ambiguous role in this discussion. While on one hand
providing laws and regulations (‘bestemmingsplannen’, demands about lighting & heating,
parking spaces, etc.), it can also offer incentives for re‐use, by giving tax cuts or subsidies.
The government can also take away some of the constraints they normally impose, because
they often have the same interest as the parish: preserving the building for society. As a
result, certain limitations they would normally impose are open for discussion in certain
cases. The government is thus a mixed blessing, mostly providing constraints, but also
opportunities when the need arises.
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On the other hand, there are the actors that provide opportunities. This means that they add
something to the re‐use process, making it possible to try new ideas or explore possibilities
that would not have been possible otherwise. These actors include developers, architects,
investors and constructors. By adding one of these actors to a process, almost always opens
up new possibilities as opposed to processes where they are not present. They can thus be
seen as mainly providing opportunities.
First there is the investor that lends his/her money to the project with the hopes of
making certain revenue. This actor allows the other actors to pay the bills while the re‐use is
being performed, and has the patience to wait several years for his investment to return.
Some of the actors paid from this money are the architects and constructors. The architects
are the actors that draw out most of the plans (in a physical sense0, while the constructor
performs the necessary adjustments to the building.
While it is technically possible to perform re‐use without an architect (as shown in
the St Joseph), having an architect or group of architects on the project can greatly increase
the number of different plans that can be devised. These plans are often made by the
developer in co‐operation with architects and sometimes even the investor. It often the task
of the developer to direct these other actors during the process and communicate with the
owner of the building, in this case, the parish.
By having many of these actors involved in the process, a complex mix of
opportunities, constraints and actors comes into play, much like the soup described earlier
in this section. But that is not all. There are also other dimensions to the re‐use that provide
opportunities and constraints. These factors can be divided in different groups and some are
more enabling or disabling than others.
Economic factors can be seen as a driving force. Having significant amounts of money
available for a project opens up unlimited possibilities and removes several constraints.
Unfortunately, in practise this is hardly ever the case. Most parishes perform re‐use because
they already don’t have any money to sustain the church and especially in the current
economic situation, many banks and investors aren’t keen on lending their money to these
projects. Having no money is thus a strong constraint for the re‐use, as it limits possible
options, while having sufficient money opens up new options. Factors that influence the
monetary value of the church and thus allow for more money in the process are for instance
the location, subsidies available or the monument status of the building.
The monument status also has some physical consequences. This means that once a
building has been assigned this status, architects and developers have to adjust their plans
accordingly. Monument commissions then have to decide what is and isn’t suitable for the
building. In fact, most of these constraints have to be solved by architects. Other such
constraints are some of the challenges these buildings provide. They often have to be
sustainable as well as reversible, which has severe consequences as to how the building can
be used. For instance, sustainability with regards to heating is very difficult to realize in often
poorly isolated churches.
The social factor is dominated by ‘social’ actors that provide powerful constraints.
There are the neighbours and local community, as well as the government that all pose their
own demands. Especially in the literature they are given a prominent role, while in this
research their impact appeared to be quite modest for a variety of reasons. This was mainly
because everyone agreed on the societal relevance of the building. This consensus paved the
way for a smooth adaptive re‐use.
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The religious factor defines the adaptive re‐use of churches, because they largely provide the
context for all the other factors. The religious element is mainly represented through
different parts of the denomination. There is the parish that owns the building. Their role is
not vastly different from that of normal property owners, except that they have
responsibilities towards their church community members and the diocese. The community
has power because they can leave the church or protest, while the diocese has the power to
cancel any plans by not signing the contract. Next to that, there are religious grounds that
constitute whether certain uses are allowed or not. These actors and factors combined make
the re‐use a lot more difficult and thus provide many powerful constraints.
The adaptive re‐use of churches is not very different from adaptive re‐use of normal
buildings. Many of the actors are present in both types, but some assume slightly different
roles. The parish is now the owner of the building, which constitutes what can and can not
happen in the building to a larger degree as opposed to any ‘neutral’ owner. Then there are
aspects of the building itself that is often difficult to adapt, has certain building regulations
associated with it and holds a special value for the environment. All these aspects, or
constraints, make adaptive re‐use of religious buildings much more difficult than normal re‐
use.
But on the bright side, there are some opportunities as well. The general consensus is
that churches should be saved from demolition, so once the re‐use has started, many actors
(such as the government) are more willing to co‐operate: when the building has monument
status, subsidies or tax cuts can even be granted. The building also attracts certain actors
that are interested in the project itself and not only in making money. Architects and
developers can view the re‐use as prestigious and are focussed on creating a truly successful
project.
Also, even though there appear to be a lot of constraints, many of them can be
countered by good management. Communication, networking, giving trust to the right
people at the right time, having a good (stepwise) approach and basically ‘knowing what
you’re doing’ can set apart unsuccessful from successful re‐use projects. By removing said
constraints from the project, it becomes much easier to work together to create a successful
project.
In this thesis, it is tried to identify some of these actors and factors that cause
opportunities and constraints. By carefully examining these roles in the case of the Eusebius,
more insight has been gained in the relationships between them and how they influence the
re‐use. Hopefully, these insights can help when re‐use of churches is performed in the
future, in guiding the actors through the re‐use together and to help them focus on the
factors that are truly important, maximise their opportunities and minimize the constraints.
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Discussion
This research has explored some of the relevant actors and factors that are present within
the adaptive re‐use process of churches. It has been shown that there are many different
kinds of constraints posed by different actors and different factors, but also that the
inclusion of certain actors or factors can provide opportunities as well.
However, there still remains a lot to explore. Because there was no comprehensive
study of all the different actors and facets as of yet, this work can be seen as a step in a new
direction. Many of the actors involved were only studied in minor detail, with increased
focus on the role of the parish. Future studies can for instance focus more on the role of the
developer or the architect, or from a governmental perspective. Because only one case had
been studied, a comparative analysis between different cases or for instance different
denominations can be studied as well.
But also the factors can be studied in more detail. For starters, the role of the
monument status is not yet that clear. In the literature it is sometimes stated that
monument status is more or less decisive for the building to remain intact. In this research
however, it has been shown that monument status can often be debatable, if for example a
parish can offer to keep other churches intact. The demolition of one monumental church
then does not outweigh the fact than a few can remain intact.
Based on the more in‐depth analysis of the parish some recommendations can be
given to parishes that face some of the same problems. There is already a lot of literature
available on the subject, with Harry Bisseling’s guidebook for the adaptive re‐use of churches
as one of the more recent works that already give many tips and guidelines for the re‐use of
churches. However, these recommendations made here are on the basis of the Eusebius and
the Arnhem method and can hopefully serve to inspire parishes elsewhere that have to deal
with similar struggles.
The ten commandments of re‐use (in no particular order)
Judging by the case of the Eusebiusparochie, some important lessons can be drawn. These
lessons do not necessarily take the shape of explicit do’s or don’ts but can provide valuable
guidelines or tips for parishes across the country. Some of these lessons I have dubbed the
‘ten commandments’ of religious adaptive re‐use and will be discussed in a bit more detail
below.
One: Be mindful of the location
It is important to consider the location as a factor for various reasons. One of the reasons is
the immediate environment of the church. This means that if a church is re‐used, buildings
and/or houses around it will have to face the consequences. For instance, if a church turns
into a supermarket, it needs a lot more parking space. This can mean that either parking
spaces for the neighbouring houses is taken by people visiting the supermarket, or that
green space has to disappear to make way for parking places, which can lead to very
negative reactions of the immediate environment, trying to block the re‐use and possibly
appealing to court.
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A more practical example can be found in the Josephchurch in Arnhem. In this former
church, a skate park was built. The building in itself is very large and open, proving an
excellent space for the skate park to reside. However, due to the large amounts of noise
such a skate park creates, magnified by the acoustics of the church itself, made it unbearable
for people next door to perform their jobs. This has lead to the skate park only being open
during the evening, when the office next door is closed. The skate park is a very specific
place and function and does not really suffer from the fact that they aren’t open during
daytime, but it goes to illustrate that the surrounding buildings can have a strong impact on
what kind of functions are allowed in the building and when.
Two: Be mindful of you church‐ or parish members
As a parish in need of more funds, the last thing you want is people leaving your church.
Adaptive re‐use is a very emotional process, because churches that have been important in
peoples lives by facilitating baptisms, weddings or even funerals have given the building a
very specific value for the churchgoers. When such a church is closed down, people will no
longer visit that particular church. It is then in the interest of the parish to keep them coming
to a different location, that is still part of the parish, because if they remain members, they
still pay for their membership and supply funds to the parish.
When, for example, the former churchgoers are ignored or not paid attention to
what they want with ‘their’ building, it can cause a lot of people to leave the church entirely
instead of going to a different location. In this case, the consequences for the church are
double negative: they have to close down a church because they are low on funding, as well
as people leaving the church, which causes even lower funding.
To prevent this, several measures can be taken, which can be illustrated with the
case of the Eusebius. First, extended time can and should be used to explain to the parish
members how and why the decision was made, and if (and how) the members think it would
be possible to avoid the closing of the churches. To do this, the Eusebius created a sort of
location ‘boards’ on each location through which the communication went. This meant that
at each location (or church), people would get to grips with the decision of closing the
church and possibly try to find different solutions of solving the monetary problems of the
parish as a whole. In this way, the interest of the parish automatically translated into the
same interest for the members, resulting in a feeling that they were both dealing with the
same problems. In total, a period of 2 years was used to convince the parish members that
re‐use was a necessary decision and had to be made. The strategy was ultimately very
effective, resulting in only 2 individuals and 1 group (which counts as ‘1 individual’)
appealing to the diocese, in only one case of the 5 churches that were closed.
Secondly, good communication with the members was also necessary from a juridical
point of view. When communication is bad and members feel as if the church is doing a bad
job, they can go to (local) church authorities. The first step is usually a hearing in which the
members can ask questions and the parish has to respond. When this proves insufficient, the
members can appeal to the diocese, or even to the court in Rome. This is a situation that no‐
one actually wants, because such measures are very drastic and emotional for the members
involved, and it dramatically slows down the possible redevelopment, thus being very bad
for the parish as well.
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Three: Be assertive
Being assertive is very important with regards to adaptive re‐use for the church, because it
allows you to more easily identify the relevant actors that can be beneficial for your project.
For instance, it is possible to take a more passive approach. This leads to people or
businesses randomly calling who have heard about the church being empty. In the Eusebius
case, there were people calling who wanted to use the church as a storage space, dentists
informing about opening a practise in the building or people working on Protestant churches
who wanted to do the same in Catholic churches – which is usually impossible. And if an
opportunity arises that might look promising, there are always several departments within
the municipality or province that provide laws with regards to sighting, parking space etc.
And on top of that, it often takes several weeks to months for (local) governments to
respond. While in the meanwhile, churches are falling more into disuse by people breaking
their windows or even attracting junkies.
Much of these problems can be countered by taking a more active, assertive
approach. By first speaking with relevant governments and then identifying relevant actors
(architects, developers, contractors), it is possible to realize projects much faster. This has
the added benefit of acquiring a lot of knowledge in a shorter time, meaning the church can
make more well‐thought decisions as well. This was the approach also taken by the Eusebius
and resulted in 40 to 60 interested parties, opening up a lot of opportunities for the parish to
choose from.
One of the ways to be assertive and was used by the Eusebius is an approach they
used and consisted of two phases. First, it basically meant that the church identified
government instances and figuratively all put them together at one table. Then the church
explained their ambitions, what was possible and what would be impossible. After the
government tract was sorted out, their attention was turned to the business side. They then
used a method that was referred to as ‘competitive dialogue’. Then again, key and relevant
actors were identified, such as constructors, developers and architects. In practise, 40 to 60
relevant parties were identified. This was done by talking to each party individually and then
tries to merge them together into larger consortia, meaning developers, contractors and
architects had to be working together. Ultimately, there were 15 relevant actors left, which
led to three consortia able to perform all the re‐use the church wanted, thus showing an
assertive attitude is very much beneficial, since it allows the church to identify the actors
that best suit the churches interest, and not just the interest of the people who want to use
the building.
Four: Carefully consider the end‐user
For an adaptive re‐use project to be considered successful, it should at least make enough
money to sustain itself, or the church will be empty in no‐time again. To do this, the church
should always consider, who is ultimately going to use the new space? This means
identifying (potential) customers, make estimates of how much revenue is going to be
brought in or even doing market research asking people if they would use a certain function
if it was going to be implemented into the church. This is done to prevent the new function
from failing, after which the building might be re‐used in a fashion that doesn’t satisfy the
church, after they already sold the building.
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The Eusebius also used this method, for instance to identify whether or not people were
willing to rent apartments in one of their churches. Due to the bad housing market, they
found that at this moment, it is probably not possible to create positive revenue by renting
out the church as an apartment building. It was then decided that the church should serve a
temporary use, to both preserve the church for the long run and keep the church available
for residential re‐use when the market would permit the building to create more revenue.
Five: Temporary re‐use is also re‐use.
As stated before, an empty church is not recommended on several grounds. First of all it fails
to create funds for the church – it actually costs money to maintain the church. Second, the
value of the church drops over time – with deteriorating conditions. Third, and closely
related, empty churches can or might attract all kinds of unwanted users/visitors, such as
vandals or junkies. As a result, churches should always to try to have at least some form of
use in the church. When the original use is no longer sufficient, and the new use takes some
time to realize, temporary use can be a viable alternative.
Two of the five churches of the Eusebius currently have temporary use. One of the
instances is closely related to the previous issue of considering the end‐user. Because of one
of the churches goal of turning into apartments is not viable at the moment, there is
currently temporary religious re‐use in the church. Another instance is the skate hall, which
leases the building from the church. This is an interesting construction, since they rent the
church ‘for free’, on the condition that they ‘take care’ of the building.
The skate hall thus has a special contract that permits them to use the church, on a
few bases. This means that they have to keep the church free from water and wind, which in
practise refers to moderately easy tasks as changing light bulbs or fixing broken windows. It
also means that, on the other hand, any profit they make is directed back to the church. If
they don’t make any revenue, that isn’t a problem, but if they do, they have to give it to the
church. However, the temporary contract can be terminated in a matter of weeks when the
ultimate re‐use is going to take place. As such a construction like this is both beneficial to the
temporary users of the building, as they have a very cheap location which they only have to
maintain to a degree, whilst the church creates more revenue when they would if the
building was still empty, yet still maintaining the option of re‐using the building when the
right opportunity arises.
Six: Take your time
Taking your time as a parish is very important. When re‐use is rushed, it can often result in
either the parish members not agreeing with you, because they didn’t have time to come to
grips with the ideas. Or that you disallow yourself to get in touch with the right actors, such
as architects or constructors. Time is also needed to make sure that everything proceeds
according to the rules made by the government, especially with regards to amounts of
parking space or perspective. When rushed, it is possible and likely that these factors are not
carefully examined and leads to re‐use plans failing before they were even commissioned.
The Eusebius have taken their time to sell and/or develop the churches and get to
grips with their parish members for several years. The first plans were made in 2003 but it
was not until the last two years that they were actively try to implement those plans. In
these two years they did several things. First, as stated earlier, they invited the members of
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the parish to think about the future of their church. By creating the same mindset and share
the same feeling of responsibility with the rest of the church, it was easy to convince them
re‐use was the best option, as well as providing new ideas for the church to implement.
Second, the time was used to get acquainted with the governments and their
departments that were involved. About 15‐20 different departments are usually involved in
such re‐use processes, so the churched grouped all their churches together, identified the
important government officials and all offered them the same package at once. Additionally,
the government agreed to look at everything with willingness and smooth everything out, as
it was in both the parish and municipalities’ interest to keep the churches intact
Thirdly, the remainder of the time was spent looking for relevant property
developers, investors, architects, constructors and other actors that might be of interest.
This meant that in a short period of time, it was possible to create a large number of
interested parties and made sure that there was enough time for them to develop extensive
plans, which then could be examined thoroughly. By taking a lot of time to talk with these
parties, it was possible to find an optimal solution with which all parties could be satisfied.
Seven: Be critical
It is one thing to ask all important actors on their vision on a project, but this doesn’t mean
that every idea is a good idea. Some people have a lot of experience with building tunnels,
offices or houses, but this necessarily does not mean that they are proficient with building
churches as well. As such, being critical means that every idea should be carefully judged, no
matter who proposed it. But it should also be common to check whether or not the person
who proposed the idea is capable enough to perform it as well.
At the Eusebius it was common practise to check records of architects and builders
they worked with. People had to prove that they were capable by showing previous projects,
demonstrate that they had the required knowledge and had to have respect for the church.
If any of these criteria were not met, the parish respectfully declined and said they were
looking for something else. Such an approach allows the church to critically reflect each and
every idea without rushing to a decision that might be ultimately a bad decision.
Eight: Communication is key
Communication is a very important tool for churches to use. It first allows them to stay in
contact with their parish members as described earlier, but it also allows them to send out
signals to third parties that they are willing to perform adaptive re‐use. Communication thus
mainly goes three ways. The first is outgoing information to the parish members and the
second to developers and the like. A third way the information goes is actually the public,
because the public consists of people who might want to consider actually using the new
building, or allows the church to present itself in a certain fashion. When communication is
lacking, this means that either parish members become upset, developers are not attracted
and the public will not come to visit the new building, each of which has negative
consequences for the church.
The first part is to keep the parish members up to date. The Eusebius did this in three
ways. They first talked to the local volunteers that were active in the church on a daily or
weekly basis. This was a small group consisting of about 100 people who spent a lot of their
free time on the church, so they had to be swayed first. The second part was installing the
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location boards mentioned earlier, in which the members of each specific church could
discuss and be up‐to‐date with the latest developments of their own original church.
However, only the active members of the church could be reached in this way, so the
third way was through press releases. Because the inactive members were otherwise hard to
reach, it was why the direction of the church sent out the press release every month
detailing the latest information, which was also shared among members through social
media, etc. This was also the way in which information about the churches reached the
public and to a lesser extent developers and such (because a lot of information in that
business sector travels through word of mouth). By keeping the information as much in the
open as possible, they attracted interested parties, attended end‐users of the new
possibilities and kept the parish members in control.
Nine: Be prepared to make some sacrifices
Of course every church wants a new use that fills out all of the budget, while simultaneously
keeping the church intact, in a good state and with a strong religious, societal function.
However, in practise, this is seldom possible. Thus it is imperative to find the middle road, in
which situation, the church, the churchgoers and the developer can be satisfied: a strong
balance between these actors must be maintained. As such, it is not always possible to put
the interest of the church up front, because that way it might be very difficult to find people
willing to work on the church as a project in the first place.
The Eusebius also had to face this problem, but on a slightly different scope. They had
multiple churches to sell, so this meant that they could possibly sacrifice one whole church,
so that others could be maintained. This was actually the idea behind selling 5 churches to
maintain 4 others in the first place. But also on a smaller scale, small sacrifices were made
and compensated for. Supermarkets usually don’t sit well with churchgoers, so this was
compensated by small‐scale restaurants, meeting places and other social functions in the
same building. There were also plans to demolish one or two of the churches because they
were in prime locations and could sell for lots of money, but this ultimately didn’t happen
and all the churches were re‐used.
When only one church is available, things are a little different. But the same principle
applies. Every form of re‐use has to have a commercial foundation, or else no‐one will
develop the church, since there is no money to be made. Allowing commercial functions in a
church are already often considered as a sacrifice in the first place. As such, making sacrifices
is about making sure the church remains intact, even if it means allowing uses of the church
that do not necessarily fit with the churches’ and churchgoers’ initial ideas.
Ten: Team up with a developer early on
The developer is a crucial part of the whole re‐use processes. If you have a developer who is
good at building offices, this does not necessarily mean that he will be good at re‐use. Thus
choosing a developer with a history of re‐use is probably better than other developers.
When such a developer has been found, it is usually more efficient to team up with the
developer, instead of looking for additional developers. There are several reasons why this
would be an efficient strategy.
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From the perspective of the church, it helps them to influence the projects of the developers
early on. This prevents the developer from coming with ideas such as turning a church into a
parking lot (which was actually an idea for the St Jan), while simultaneously providing the
church with an opportunity to propose ideas to the developer as well. From the perspective
of the developer, it is even more beneficial.
When there are more developers competing, instead of the church siding with one, it
means that both have to allocate time and money on developing projects while they are
unsure that they can even perform said project. This means firstly that developers do not
use their network, because if the deal fails, the people in the network will be more reluctant
to join the next time the developer asks them to join, thus actually hurting the developers’
network.
Secondly, the developers do not want to spend much time and money, if there is no
guarantee that they will get the job, because when someone else gets the job, the money
and time are both lost. This means that the developers will only do the minimum in terms of
money and time. This means that it is better for both the church (they will see better and
more thorough plans) and the developer (they will have more certainty and will not spare
expenses)
Thirdly, the developer will be hesitant to show different plans to the church, because
they don’t know whether or not the church will share this information with other
competitors, so they have to be reluctant in disclosing information. This is actually negative
for both parties because the church doesn’t know the exact plans of the developer, while
the developers don’t know the opinion of the church on their plans at all times.
As such, a possible strategy would be a different form of competition. This would
mean to get interested parties involved, set a deadline for when their plans should be ready,
devise the ‘rules of the game’ and ultimately, the consortium with the best plans get the job.
In this way, all parties involved are treated equally and it is up to them how many time and
effort and risk they want to spend on the project. This has the added benefit of, once the
plans are ready, the church can join in on the process to extend the network of both the
church and the developer to realize the plans easily and smoothly. This is an approach that
requires more effort from the church, but has many benefits for both the church and the
developer.
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