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Abstract  
 

Innovation districts have gained attention in the field of urban economics for the past 

decades. In those geographic areas located at the core of cities, governmental institutions, 

companies, civil organizations and research institutions collaborate in a Quadruple Helix model 

to trigger innovation and economic prosperity. Multiple studies have investigated the impact 

of innovation districts on exclusion and inequalities, due to the clustering of a highly skilled 

workforce and processes of urban transformation. Nonetheless, it is not yet known whether 

governance networks arrangement influence inclusion. This research questions the 

sufficiency/necessity relationship between democratic performance of governance networks 

and inclusive outcomes in innovation districts, with the case of Merwe-Vierhavens in 

Rotterdam. This study is informed by a document review and interviews with local 

stakeholders. 

The analysis showed that the occurrence of meta-governance, accountability and 

representativeness contribute to the democratic performance of the network and channel 

process-based inclusion. Specifically, the dominance of meta-governance over the two other 

variables exposes the presence of the shadow of a government hierarchy, highlighting the 

tension between organic and planned development. Empirical evidence suggests that inclusion 

challenges observed in M4H originate from the struggle to connect with surrounding areas, the 

rise of real estate prices and the mismatch of skills between historical workforce of the port 

and innovative industries. Nevertheless, social organizations and cultural venues foster the 

inclusion of residents in the development of M4H. The Municipality also collaborates with 

local companies to enhance inclusion through education and skills by providing training to 

potential workers. 

The results of the study conclude that if there is evidence that the democratic 

performance of the network has a positive influence on inclusive outcomes, this is not a 

sufficient condition. Other necessary conditions for inclusive outcomes were shown such as 

control over housing prices, ensuring a socio-spatial link with surrounding areas through urban 

amenities and the presence of art and culture facilities. Building on the empirical findings, this 

study suggests three recommendations for practitioners to ensure inclusion in the future.  

 

 

Key words: innovation district, governance networks, inclusion, democratic performance, 

meta-governance, accountability, representativeness, income and wealth, education and skills 
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Chapter 1: Introduction  
 

 

 

I. Background 
 

In the last decades, the rise of knowledge-based economy resulted in the emergence of 

new complementary urban forms, called innovation districts. Those are areas, located close to 

inner cities, where governments, private sectors and research and educational institutes cluster 

and connect to enhance economic growth, social cohesion and the improvement of the quality 

of life (Cosgrave et al., 2013).  Innovation districts offer potential to enhance productive, 

inclusive and sustainable development, but also expand employment for populations of 

surrounding areas. Thanks to high-quality physical assets, the presence of innovative 

organizations and strong networking assets, those districts support the emergence of a strong 

innovation ecosystem (Katz & Wagner, 2014). This approach has been adopted in many cities 

around the globe, from Barcelona to Boston, and arise as an opportunity to improve areas and 

create a suitable environment for the creative class, a highly educated labor force (Florida, 

2014).  

 

The rise of this creative class is criticized by numerous scholars for its neoliberal urban 

agenda, based on inter-urban competition, consumption-oriented urban landscape, and widely 

associated with gentrification (Peck, 2005; Lawton et al., 2014). Urban transformation projects 

have social effects, as a result from the rise of housing prices, changes in the local economy or 

break patterns of social interactions within neighborhoods.  

 

In Capital in the Twenty-First century, Thomas Piketty underlined the rise of 

inequalities, due to the accumulation of capital. This phenomenon is especially visible in 

knowledge-intensive economies (Florida, 2014). This is due to the spatial preferences of 

professional groups (Boterman et al., 2017). The settlement of a creative class in an area evokes 

the risk of the clustering of highly educated and probably highly paid individuals. The 

establishment of certain amenities to attract and maintain this class in the area, could result in 

the rise of housing prices (Florida, 2017). This would lead to the exclusion of a part of the 

population, based on their income and wealth but also on their education and skills.  
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From the industrial economy in the Port being pushed away towards the sea throughout 

the years to a service-oriented economy and lately a knowledge-based economy: the city of 

Rotterdam is in transition (MRDH, 2016). Indeed, the Municipality and the Port of Rotterdam 

decided to turn former iconic port areas into innovative and circular spaces for knowledge-

based economy, such as Merwe-Vierhavens (M4H) (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2015). Launched 

in 2015, the former refurbished port area is developed as a fertile ground for the meeting of 

innovative firms, educational institutions and “young urban creatives” (Stadshavens 

Rotterdam, 2015 : 2). M4H is labeled as an innovation district, where boundaries between 

living, working and leisure would blur. If the area of M4H was mainly an industrial zone before 

the urban development plan, the surrounding areas are historically inhabited: Spangen, 

Bospolder, Tussedijken and Oud-Mathenesse, which are neighborhoods concentrating social 

issues such as unemployment and poverty. Hence, the issue of inclusion is especially important.  

 

 

II. Problem statement  
 

Innovation districts aim to generate economic growth, attract creative and highly skilled 

individuals and stimulate employment. In addition, there are said to contribute to urban 

transformation in former industrial districts for instance (Katz & Wagner, 2014). However, 

clustering highly educated professionals in a neighborhood could lead to the creation of 

enclaves in the city and result in segregation. Segregation is defined as the spatial 

representation of inequalities. In the strategy usually associated with innovation districts, rising 

inequalities are often mentioned as a challenge those neighborhoods want to tackle (Katz & 

Wagner, 2014). Indeed, authors highlight the urgency to promote inclusive growth, as 

innovation districts should offer educational and employment opportunities for low-income 

inhabitants. Thus, innovation districts could have a role in neighborhood revitalization and 

poverty alleviation (Wagner et al., 2017). This statement can be linked to inclusion, defined as 

a “process of improvement of participation in society, particularly for people who are 

disadvantaged, ensuring equal opportunities, resources, voice and respect for rights for all 

citizens regardless of their background” (United Nations, 2016 : 42). Consequently, innovation 

districts could play a role in reducing the existing tension between innovation and inclusion 

(Wagner et al., 2017).  
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However, a pitfall of innovation districts is the underlying risk of exclusion. Morisson 

& Bevilacqua (2019) argue that the strategy behind innovation districts echoes renewal 

programs aiming at developing central areas in cities, leading to gentrification. This 

phenomenon is defined as the rehabilitation of working-class housing leading to the 

displacement of poorer groups (Atkinson, 2004). One could then assume that the clustering of 

innovation and high-skilled workers who encourage segregation and exacerbate inequalities 

(Tach, 2014).  

 

This debate highlights the challenge to link innovation and inclusion in those 

neighborhoods, which can be studied from a governance perspective. Wagner et al. (2017) 

mention a horizontal governance structure, including research institutes, associations, 

industries, governmental bodies and individuals as a guiding principle of innovation districts. 

Such governance models encourage a more collaborative and inclusive community. Innovation 

districts are characterized by innovative governance practices and processes, involving local 

stakeholders from different sectors – government, industry, research and civil society – in the 

making of the neighborhood. Stakeholders’ involvement is thus central to ensure sustainable 

and inclusive growth (Katz & Wagner, 2014).  

 

Innovation districts are characterized by the interaction of its stakeholders in a network 

(Katz & Wagner, 2014). Those are governance networks. This term is defined by Klijn & 

Koppenjan (2016 : 11) as “more or less stable patterns of social relations between mutually 

dependent actors, which cluster around a policy problem, a policy programme, and/or a set of 

resources and which emerge, are sustained, and are changed through a series of interactions”. 

However, governance network is a broad concept, thus this study looks at specific conditions 

of governance networks, selected from the literature and relevance to inclusiveness as an 

outcome. The Quadruple Helix model is especially relevant in the case of M4H, as government, 

businesses, academia and civil society interact in the area (Carayannis & Campbell, 2009).  

 

Governance networks raise many questions in relation to democratic values (Sørensen 

& Torfing, 2005; Bogason & Musso, 2006; Molin & Masella, 2016). While it is argued that 

those networks present an opportunity to tackle the limitation of representative democracy, 

governance networks might hamper representativeness and accountability (van Meerkerk et 

al., 2015). For this reason, this study introduces the democratic performance as a criteria of 
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governance networks in relation to inclusion. Democratic performance is defined as the extent 

to which the network is attached to democratic practices and values – such as inclusion – 

(Anttiroiko & de Jong, 2020). By looking at the inclusiveness of the process, one might also 

wonder if a supposedly inclusive process necessarily triggers an inclusive outcome.  

 

Innovation districts are increasingly popular in the world and especially in Dutch cities, 

with the Knowledge Mile in Amsterdam or Strijp-S in Eindhoven. However, the chosen case 

of M4H is unique because it connects the city and the port, creating a hybrid zone for innovation 

(Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2015). The area facilitates crossovers between clean tech, maritime 

industries, food industries and innovative medical companies, in a creative environment, with 

art venues, cafes and co-working places. The presence of stakeholders associated with those 

sectors is highly valued: they are involved in the making of the area (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 

2015). Hence, protagonists of the innovation district shape it through continuous interactions, 

resulting in a flexible urban form.  

 

 

III. Research objectives  
 

The objective of this research is to understand how governance networks influences 

inclusion in M4H. This study examines inclusion from the perspective of the income and 

wealth level of users of the district and their level of education and skills. In relation with 

inclusion, the democratic performance of governance networks is tested. Through three 

conditions of the performance, insights are given on the necessity and the sufficiency of those. 

Overall, the outcomes of this study can inform decision-makers on conditions to foster 

inclusion in M4H.  

 

From a broader perspective, this study aims at generating further knowledge on 

innovation districts, which redefines the spatial geography of innovation economy. Innovation 

districts should not be oversimplified. This research could then give insights on the context-

specific efforts of local stakeholders to guide the development and inclusion in innovation 

M4H.  
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IV. Research questions  
 

This research looks at governance processes associated with innovation districts and if 

they can contribute to or hinder inclusion, in the context of M4H. Consequently, the following 

research question guides this study: 

 

How does the democratic performance of governance networks influence 

inclusive outcomes in Merwe-Vierhavens (M4H)? 

 

To answer the previously mentioned question, one may answer the following sub-questions:  

1. What are the characteristics/conditions of governance networks in M4H?  

2. Through which channels is democratic performance of governance networks linked to 

process-based inclusion?  

3. What are the concerns regarding inclusion in M4H and how is it connected to the 

context of innovation districts?  

4. Is the democratic performance of governance networks (process) a sufficient condition 

for inclusive outcomes in innovation districts? 

 

 

V. Scientific relevance  
 

This study contributes to academic discussions in urban governance by filling three 

gaps. Innovation district is a rather new topic in urban studies and if some aspects, especially 

related to knowledge-economy and economic growth, are well-documented, some lack of 

scientific development. Wagner (2019) mentions inclusiveness and “inclusive innovation” 

from the perspective from economic development, but overall, literature focuses to a lesser 

extent on inclusiveness in social terms. Enhancing inclusiveness is an urgent task for cities, as 

emphasized by the United Nations in the Sustainable Development Goals, but also a complex 

and broad topic this thesis attempts to uncover. This complexity is addressed by examining 

inclusiveness in relation with governance arrangements.  

 

Moreover, there is an extensive body of literature on innovation districts and 

collaboration and networked interactions (Katz & Wagner, 2014; Wagner et al., 2017), but a 
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neglected area in the field is the relationship between governance networks and inclusiveness. 

This contribution indicates the innovative aspect of this thesis, uncovering the relationship 

between inclusion and governance arrangements in innovation districts. This research sheds a 

light on the outcomes of those processes and inclusiveness.  

 

In addition, existing research on governance networks seem to focus on networked 

approach in relation with democratic principles and inclusiveness (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005; 

Bekkers & Edwards, 2007), on the process rather than on the outcome. The goal of this thesis 

is to tackle this process in the context of innovation districts and investigate whether it leads to 

inclusive outcomes.  

 

 

VI. Societal relevance  
 

A better understanding of inclusiveness and its relationship with governance 

contributes by addressing societal challenges such as exclusion, unemployment or poverty. 

This study provides keys to comprehend the city as a place where all individuals can access 

social and economic opportunities. From a practical view, this research can give indications to 

policy makers to design inclusive innovation districts which will lead to inclusive outcomes. 

Understanding governance processes associated to collaboration and their impact on inclusion 

would then allow to avoid downfalls of spatial geography of innovation such as displacement 

of population and gentrification. By questioning the meta-governance role of the local 

government within those networks, this study also highlights changing dynamics in urban 

governance. In M4H, this research could inform policy makers on processes which could 

enhance inclusiveness and thus contribute to the improvement to the quality of life in the area. 

Moreover, understanding dynamics leading to more inclusiveness in M4H, would reinforce the 

connection with the neighboring areas Oud-Mathenesse, Bospolder, Tussendijken and 

Spangen.  

 

 

VII. Overview of the research 
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This research is organized as follows. First, theories framing the research and its conceptual 

model are analysed in the theoretical framework (Chapter 2). The methodology used in this 

research is outlined in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 discusses the research findings. Finally, Chapter 5 

gives recommendations and the conclusions of this study.  
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Chapter 2: Theoretical framework  
 

 

 

In this theoretical framework, the main concepts are defined and developed, from urban 

economics and public administration literature. First, the concept of innovation district is 

presented, with a focus on relevant governance arrangements and its potential impact on 

inclusion in this context. In a second section, governance networks are presented, with an 

explanation of the relevance of the democratic performance in relation with inclusion (as a 

process). The framework continues with a conceptualization of inclusion and its implications 

for innovation districts. Finally, a section explains the relations between the concepts and a 

conceptual model closes this chapter.  

 

 

I. Innovation districts  
 

a. Definition 

 

In the last decades, cities have received much attention as vectors of economic growth 

and innovation. Firms can benefit from locating close to one other because of input sharing, 

technological and knowledge spill-overs and accessible workforce (Lawrence et al., 2019). 

These economies of agglomeration, which justify the very existence of cities (Duranton & 

Puga, 2004; Glaeser, 2011), result in a process of “sharing, matching, learning”, leading to 

economic growth. Hence, this competitive advantage of inner cities holds an important place 

in urban studies (Porter, 1995). By clustering economic activities, in science parks and 

technology clusters for instance, companies may be able to innovate, thus leading to more 

growth (Duranton & Puga, 2004; Lawrence et al., 2019). Innovation districts are the latest form 

discussed, with roots in agglomeration economics but implications in policy-making and urban 

design (Lawrence et al., 2019).  

The concept of innovation districts rose from the limitations of science parks, places of 

knowledge-based economy development, rather isolated from city centres (Florida, 2017). 

Science parks have a limited focus on quality of life or the integration of other functions such 
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as housing or recreation (Katz & Wagner, 2014). Innovation districts thus emerged as a 

complementary urban model. Katz & Wagner (2014 : 1) define innovation districts as 

“geographic areas where leading-edge anchor institutions and companies cluster and connect 

with start-ups, business incubators, and accelerators”. In those districts, innovation is not 

solely an engine of economic growth but also shapes solutions to environmental, social and 

economic challenges (Wagner et al., 2017). They show potential for positively impacting 

quality of life in cities, with the proximity of vibrant public space, recreational amenities and 

high-quality public transport solutions (Cosgrave et al., 2013).  Katz & Wagner (2014) 

highlight three categories of assets present in innovation districts: economic assets, which are 

firms and organizations driving the innovation environment; physical assets, as budlings, 

public space and other infrastructures aiming at enhancing collaboration and innovation; and 

networking assets, which are the connections between actors susceptible to generate 

innovation. The combination of those three types of assets in innovation districts is a fertile 

ground for an innovation ecosystem (see figure 1).  

 

Figure 1. Types of assets in innovation districts. Source: own construct, based on Katz & 

Wagner (2014).  
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b. Quadruple helix in innovation districts 

 

Interactions are central in innovation districts: those are characterized by integrated, 

collaborative and inclusive stakeholder involvement (Katz & Wagner, 2014; Wagner et al., 

2017). Governmental, business, research and civil society stakeholders collaborate in order to 

generate knowledge-based economic growth. This collaboration occurs the Triple Helix model, 

which is an interplay between industry, government and academia in enabling innovation-

based economies (Borkowska & Osborne, 2018). Carayannis & Campbell (2009) added a 

fourth dimension to this model, with the consideration of civil society in the innovation system 

(Figure 2). Borkowska & Osborne (2018) recognize the main difference between the Triple 

Helix and the Quadruple Helix to be the involvement of socially inclusive innovation. This 

gives a community-oriented perspective to innovation districts, allowing surrounding 

communities to benefit from growth and mitigate potential negative effects from gentrification 

(Lawrence et al., 2019). 

 

 

Figure 2. Quadruple helix model. Source: own construct, adapted from Carayannis & 

Campbell (2009) 
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Moreover, Wagner et al. (2017) highlight the flexibility and decentralized aspect of 

innovation districts, which is not controlled by a single actor (Lawrence et al., 2019). This 

echoes governance networks, as a horizontal network of interdependent actors interacts in those 

districts. However, the range of stakeholders participating in innovation districts varies from 

place to place. 

 

c. Clustering of the creative class  

 

Innovation districts do not only benefit from the clustering of firms but also of talent 

and skills those industries require (Florida, 2017). They attract innovative and creative 

individuals, which we called the creative class. Florida (2014 : 197) defines the creative class 

as individuals with “jobs in knowledge-intensive industries that involve the production of new 

ideas and products, or that engage in creative problem solving”. Skilled individuals of the 

creative class are a mobile factor of production and should be captured and nurtured (Florida, 

2014). Thus, innovation districts should be an appealing and open environment for them to 

express their creativity. If a creative class assembles in a city, jobs will follow, as opposed to 

the former process of people moving to follow jobs (Peck, 2005). Peck (2005 : 740) discusses 

this new credo of creativity in cities, to attract creative workers and addresses it as a “new 

capitalism based on human creativity”. The clustering of the creative class in some 

neighborhoods raises concerns over exclusion of certain populations (Atkinson, 2004; Tach, 

2014; Florida, 2017; Morisson & Bevilacqua, 2019; Wagner, 2019). Indeed, innovation 

economy enhances the risk of economic polarization, which takes up a spatial dimension when 

discussing innovation districts. This gives rise to questions on the access to the opportunities 

offered by innovation districts to individuals issued from the working or service class. On the 

one hand, authors highlight the benefits of innovation districts for low-income communities, 

as it would create opportunities to provide those residents with jobs and include them in 

economic growth (Wagner et al., 2017). On the other hand, others suggest that innovation 

district a new buzzword for gentrification (Lawrence et al., 2019). The risk is that innovation 

benefits to those who already have access to education, social capital, real estate and highly 

paid jobs (Lawrence et al., 2019).  
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II. Governance networks 
 

a. Theoretical background: governance in networks  

 

In modern societies, issues tend to be increasingly complex which means that problems 

cannot solved by one organization only (Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004). There are many examples 

of complex governance processes in the literature, such as the restructuration process of inner 

cities in which municipalities need to work together with non-profit, private actors and citizens 

groups (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016), highlighting the relevance of this approach in the case of 

innovation districts. Interactions between government, businesses, and nonprofit organizations 

emerge as the new structures of governance as opposed to hierarchical organizational decision 

making (Bingham et al., 2005). Societal actors thus interact in governance networks and 

collaborate to reach effective outcomes. Sørensen & Torfing (2005 : 197) define a governance 

network as “a stable articulation of mutually dependent, but operationally autonomous factors 

(…), who interact through conflict-ridden negotiations that take place within an 

institutionalized framework of rules, norms, shared knowledge and social imaginaries (…) and 

contribute to the production of public values”. The main characteristics of those networks are 

the complexity of policy problems they deal with; interdependencies between stakeholders 

because resources necessary to tackle those issues are sparsely owned; the strategic complexity 

of their interactions and durability over time (van Meerkerk et al., 2015; Klijn & Koppenjan, 

2016).  

 

 To deal with the complexity of interactions within governance networks, network 

governance is a form of coordination. Klijn & Koppenjan (2016 : 11) define it as “a set of 

conscious steering attempts or strategies of actors within governance networks aimed at 

influencing interaction processes and/or the characteristics of these networks”. The 

government still participates in decision-making, but it is rather a decentralized governance 

based on interdependence, negotiation and trust (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005) 

 

Katz & Wagner (2014) highlight the importance of thinking and acting in a networked and 

multi-dimensional manner to foster innovative growth and expand employment and 

educational opportunities for all residents in innovation districts. Indeed, industry, academia, 
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government and civil society interact in a Quadruple Helix model of governance, which 

stresses the relevance of governance networks theory for innovation districts.  

 

b. Democratic performance of governance networks 

 

An extensive body of literature addresses the democratic performance of governance 

networks. Most scholars focus on compatibility between networks and democratic values 

(Sørensen & Torfing, 2005; Bogason & Musso, 2006; Molin & Masella, 2016). In other words, 

they question whether governance networks lead to democratic processes. First, governance 

networks are considered more democratic as they give room for direct involvement of those 

who are usually outside the traditional framework of public administrators, interest groups and 

legislative staff (Bogason & Musso, 2006). Governance networks also promote deliberation 

and improve responsiveness in service provision (Bogason & Musso, 2006). By improving the 

link between policy-making and diverse stakeholders, governance networks have a potential to 

overcome the limitation of representative democracy (van Meerkerk et al., 2015). Therefore, 

stakeholder participation in governance networks improves the quality of the input and 

throughput of the decision-making process (Bekkers & Edwards, 2007). It enhances the quality 

of representation because it allows “weak interests” to sit at the table. One may argue that 

governance networks are inclusive processes because they foster stakeholder participation.  

 

c. Critical approach 

 

After having conceptualized governance networks and their possible contribution to democracy 

and inclusion, one must look at its criticism. If inclusion is an opportunity for governance 

networks, exclusion is a risk: groups involved in governance networks are not necessarily 

representative of the larger population. Torfing et al. (2012) explain that actors with stronger 

skills could decide who is included and who is excluded. Moreover, requirements for 

participation are often non-reachable for “ordinary” citizens (Roiseland & Vabo, 2016). As a 

result, eloquent actors may use the political arenas to gain more influence. In addition, 

accountability is scattered among different actors in governance networks (Bogason & Musso, 

2006; van Meerkerk et al., 2015). Hence, it is difficult to hold someone accountable because 

networks do not have elections, nor an opposition. Overall, governance networks are not a 

panacea for (un)democratic governance and exclusion.  
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 To assess the democratic performance of network governance, Sørensen & Torfing 

state that it should be anchored in their democratic anchorage model. Considered to be 

democratic if it matches four criteria. First, network governance should be representative of the 

affected population and organizations in their processes. Second, network governance should 

be accountable to citizens affected by the decision-making or service produced. Third, network 

governance should follow democratic rules and norms. Finally, network governance should be 

associated to democratically elected politicians, to guarantee that the decisions are compliant 

to the popular will (Molin & Masella, 2016) 

 

 

Figure 3. Democratic anchorage. Own constructed, based on Sørensen & Torfing (2005) and 

Torfing et al. (2012) 
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d. Conditions of democratic performance of governance networks 

 

In this research, democratic performance of governance networks is studied, to measure their 

influence on inclusion as an outcome in innovation districts. Building upon on the definition 

of Sørensen & Torfing (2005) on democratic anchorage, the definition of democratic 

performance considered in this study is the following: “the democratic performance of 

governance networks is the extent to which the network is controlled by democratically elected 

politicians, represents the participating group or organization and is accountable to a 

territorially defined citizen group.” This research uses the term performance deliberately, to 

differ from democratic anchorage as only three of the four criteria mentioned by Sørensen & 

Torfing (2005) are considered.  

 

The democratic performance of governance networks is paramount because it gives an 

insight on whether inclusiveness of the process is a necessary condition to inclusiveness of the 

outcome. Sørensen & Torfing (2005) develop requirements and criteria related to the four 

conditions of democratic anchorage – accountability, representativeness, democratic norms 

and values, elected politicians – and specify that the democratic aspect can be assessed to a 

certain degree and not as those conditions being necessary. This study looks at some aspects 

of democratic performance.   

 

First, a governance network is democratically performing if politicians take on the role 

of guiding the actions of the network, defined as meta-governance (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005). 

This means that politicians grant legitimacy to a network by controlling the creation and 

functioning of governance networks. In other words, politicians and administrators shape the 

conditions of the interactions of the actors of the network, through structure, influence and 

construct (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005). Metagovernors focus on regulating self-regulated 

networks (Sørensen & Torfing, 2007), by the means of three forms as defined by Kickert et al. 

(1997): network design, network framing, network participation. First, network design entails 

the attempts to shape the network: metagovernors decide on some rules and decision-making 

structures which establish the scope of the governance networks (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005). 

Second, network framing encompasses the establishment of political goals and common 

objectives for the network. Politicians might frame the network through the formulation of a 

shared vision for instance. Finally, network participation corresponds to the participation of 

politicians in the activities of the network. Participation in governance networks allows 
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politicians to have a greater influence on the policy agenda of the network and possibly to align 

it on the overall governmental agenda (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005). Politicians may participate 

in public hearings or negotiation meetings.  

 

Second, the governance network should be accountable to citizens living within the 

area within which it operates and produces policy outcomes. In this context, “accountability is 

defined as the degree to which the governance network is held responsible by a defined group 

of citizens who are (indirectly) affected by the decisions taken in the network” (based on 

Torfing et al., 2012). Accountability encompasses a mechanism to hold decision-makers 

responsible for their actions (Lindberg, 2013). Literature highlights that, as members of the 

networks are not elected, accountability is more difficult (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005; Torfing 

et al., 2012; van Meerkerk et al., 2015). For this reason, public debate and proofs of the 

definition of policy problems should be available to the citizenry. It implies transparent, 

accessible and informative accounts of the actions of the network. Citizens should also be able 

to dialog with the members of the network: responsiveness is considered as an important aspect 

of accountability (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005).  

 

Third, representativeness is the last criteria considered for the democratic performance 

of governance networks in this study. It entails who represents individuals in the network and 

how. First, representativeness can be measured by the affiliation of stakeholders involved in 

the network. Second, this means that individuals are given the opportunity to participate or 

influence decision-making in those networks and to provide an informed opinion and criticism 

about the performance of their representatives. Representativeness encompasses the ability of 

the participating groups and organizations to communicate with their representatives (Torfing 

et al., 2012). For instance, feedback mechanisms can be used for participating groups to address 

their concerns to the actors of the network. Relevant groups must also have access to 

information on the actions of the network regarding their claims.  

 

 

II. Inclusion 
 

The other main concept of this research is inclusion. Inclusion is relevant in the context of rapid 

urbanization and innovation districts, as it refers to strategies that privilege economic growth 
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and resulting the exclusion of individuals (McGranahan et al., 2016). Inclusion is a broad term 

and requires a rigorous conceptualization to be operationalized empirically.  

 

a. Definition and current debates  

 

 By 2030, 60 % of the world’s population is projected to live in cities (United Nations, 

n.d.). In cities, populations can enjoy jobs, education and cultural amenities. However, global 

societal challenges such as environmental threats, resource scarcity or social inequalities 

manifest themselves to a greater extent in cities. As benefits of urbanization are not equally 

distributed (World Bank, 2015), the United Nations set as a Sustainable Development Goal: 

« Make cities inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable ».  

 

Inclusion is attracting considerable interest due to the rising inequalities and forms of 

spatial, social and economic exclusion in cities (World Bank, 2015). To realize the full potential 

of cities in terms of environmental and social goals, an inclusive urban policy is necessary 

(McGranahan et al., 2018. Inclusion can be understood by looking at its opposite: exclusion. 

Anttiroiko & de Jong (2020 : 25) refer to exclusion as the “lack of access to or participation in 

opportunities and activities and lower levels of expectation for chances of success and 

enjoyment in life and future prospects to change the status quo”. Building on this definition, 

this study considers exclusion of innovation districts to be the lack of access to or participation 

in opportunities and activities offered by innovation districts.  

 

Inclusion is linked to concepts such as social inequalities and poverty. Hence, 

promoting inclusion appears as a moral imperative (Anttiroiko & de Jong, 2020). In the 

literature, those have been at the core of recurring debates, linked to theories on urban justice 

(Dikeç, 2001; Fainstein, 2014; Hambleton, 2014, Boterman et al., 2017). Indeed, urban justice 

encompasses a criticism of systematic exclusion, domination and oppression.  

 

b. Necessity of inclusion in cities 

In the urban context, issues of inclusion are often linked to the tension between the 

improvement of public space – urban transformation –and enabling residents to have access to 

places with better work opportunities, schools and quality of life. However, in practice, well-

off individuals have a higher purchasing power and can then move to those newly accessible 
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and affordable areas. With their arrival in neighborhoods, housing prices increase and it 

becomes not affordable for lower-income populations. Many studies focus on segregation 

related to housing market positions of population, and in a later stage, on gentrification related 

to residential practices of middle-class groups (Atkinson, 2004; Lees, 2008). Gentrification can 

lead to the fragmentation of urban areas and increased inequalities. This is especially relevant 

when looking at innovation districts, as they are mostly associated with the urban 

transformation of disused/deprived areas (Katz & Wagner, 2014). In this context, inclusion 

refers to the ability of all to enjoy the improvement of the neighborhood.  

Furthermore, inclusion is related to normative values, such as equity and equality of 

outcome (Anttiroiko & de Jong, 2020). This research focuses on the end-result, which should 

be inclusive, from the perspective of social justice – how justly the privileges individuals have 

is distributed in a society – and equity – if the same level of satisfaction is reached by 

populations on similar outcomes – (Anttiroiko & de Jong, 2020).  

 

Furthermore, inclusion encompasses the access to housing and services, which can be 

difficult for low-income households. Also, access to jobs and opportunities to build wealth, 

equal rights and participation of all are essential to inclusion (World Bank, 2015). There are 

three dimensions to the inclusive city: the spatial dimension, including access to land, housing 

and infrastructure, the social dimension which is equal rights and participation and the 

economic dimension, meaning the possibility of all to build wealth and have access to jobs. 

This study considers the economic dimension of the inclusive city, although all dimensions are 

intertwined (World Bank, 2015). Figure 4 illustrates the multi-dimensional approach to 

inclusive cities and interventions towards inclusion in the three dimensions.  
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Figure 4. Multi-dimensional approach to inclusive cities with interventions aimed at inclusion 

in each dimension. Source: World Bank, 2015.  

 

c. Complex inclusion: process and outcome 

  

Previously mentioned authors on inclusion highlight the complexity of this term. Adding up to 

those theories, a difference is made between process- and outcome-based inclusion. Inclusive 

decision-making processes have been widely investigated in relation to citizen participation 

and representative democracy (Bogason & Musso, 2006; Bekkers & Edwards, 2007; Sørensen 

& Torfing, 2005; van Meerkerk et al., 2015). Inclusive processes are defined as the process of 

improving terms for citizens to participate in society (World Bank, 2015). Indeed, community 

participatory processes are considered as a important factor in achieving inclusion, through the 

involvement of the community in governance (World Bank, 2015).  

 

Process-based inclusion encompasses who is included in the decision-making process 

why, how and to what effect (Menocal, 2020). A growing distance between decision-making 

and marginalized groups can result in the failure to represent the population, hence affecting 

the quality of democratic processes. The World Bank (2015) explains that the failure of 

inclusive process can lead to negative externalities, such as exclusive outcomes. The lack of 

opportunities and voice can undermine economic opportunities for individuals and result in 
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social tension. Furthermore, it is essential to highlight the difference between inclusion as an 

outcome or as a process (Menocal, 2020). This thesis looks at inclusion as an outcome for the 

sake of clarity, regarding the conceptualization of network governance, which is considered as 

a process.   

 

The relationship between inclusive process and inclusive outcome is unclear, which 

indicates that inclusive process does not necessarily serve inclusive outcomes (Menocal, 2020). 

Lund (2018) explains that forms of network governance were widely stimulated to tackle social 

exclusion. Said to be more inclusive, such processes created new space for participation. 

However, it can still exclude marginalized and disempowered groups. Ianniello et al. (2019) 

highlight that granting many stakeholders the right to participate in the governance process 

could lead to negative consequences, as one must consider differences in knowledge, skills, 

vested interest and time. This fosters the participation of “expert citizens” and ultimately 

contributes to excluding outcomes (Lund, 2018: 36). In addition, Fainstein (2014) explains that 

democratic processes can lead to exclusionary practices, as all social classes are rarely 

proportionally represented.  If an inclusive process gives all stakeholders equal opportunities 

to be heard, those are equally able to make themselves heard, nor equally competent or 

resourceful (Lund, 2018). If such processes do not take underlying inequalities into account, 

they rarely produce inclusive outcomes. 

 

d. Inclusion in the context of innovation districts: an inherent contradiction?  

 

Previous paragraphs brought to light the complexity and multi-dimensionality of inclusion. In 

the context of innovation districts, this wickedness also derives from the dialectical tension 

between innovation and inclusion. The diffusion of innovation curve, theorized by Rogers in 

his book Diffusion of Innovations in 1962, can be used to question the inclusive nature of 

innovation (Figure 5). This theory illustrates how innovation diffuses among society over time. 

In the initial phase of diffusion, innovators adopt a new idea, product or practice. Over time, 

the innovation reaches the critical mass. The diffusion curve shows that initially, innovators 

represent a limited share of the total social system. In those terms, innovation can be considered 

as exclusive, as it does not include most societal actors.  
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Figure 5. Diffusion of Innovation and adopter categories. Source: Kaminski, 2011.  

 

It raises questions on the capture of innovation. Indeed, once an innovation is adopted 

by the critical mass, is it still a new idea or practice? One could say that once an innovation is 

widely adopted, it becomes mainstream, which contradicts the very definition of innovation. 

Hence, in the context of innovation districts, there is an intrinsic contradiction between 

inclusion, which is the access to or participation in opportunities and activities offered by 

innovation districts, and innovation, which is a new idea, product or practice diffused by a 

reduced population group in society.  

 

Nonetheless, the relationship between innovation and inclusion can also be positively 

examined. Innovation is not solely technological or economic, but also entails the context in 

which new actors and new institutions generate new ideas, practices or power structures. This 

type of innovation, called Social Innovation (SI), can serve purposes of inclusion in society. In 

the past decades, there have been many discussions about SI among innovation scholars but 

also in transition studies (Avelino et al., 2019; Pel & Bauler, 2015). SI is defined as “change 

in social relations, involving new ways of doing, organizing, knowing and framing” (Avelino 

et al., 2019). While SI is still a concept in development, it appears that it could help to improve 

living conditions and respond to societal challenges such as poverty, exclusion and segregation, 

which cannot find solutions in market-based or hierarchical forms of coordination (Lund, 

2018).  

 

e. Dimensions of inclusion: income and wealth 
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To understand inclusion in the innovation district, this research looks at on what 

condition individuals are excluded from enjoying the opportunities offered by the district. 

According Anttiroiko & de Jong’s framework (2020), exclusion is conceptualized by the basis 

on which the individual or group is excluded. The authors mention many forms of exclusion 

(Figure 6). In this study, exclusion on the basis of income and wealth is considered. The level 

of wealth of individuals has a fundamental effect to limitations they face to access different 

types of capital in the city (Anttiroiko & de Jong, 2020).  

 

First, income, which is defined as the available resources to an individual, is a 

determinant factor of inclusion in innovation districts.. Specifically, rates of low-income 

households in the neighborhood and its surroundings indicates are suitable indicators. In 

addition, the access to housing market is an indirect representation of the level of income and 

wealth of inhabitants. In neighborhoods in which high-income populations are installed, the 

housing stock tends to be renovated and inhabitants are mostly owners of their houses. Such 

housing is rarely accessible to lower-income populations, thus making it exclusive on the basis 

of income and wealth. In neighborhoods with lower income inhabitants, there is a higher 

demand pressure for social housing, as liberal housing is not accessible. Thus, to measure 

inclusion on the basis of income and wealth, one could assess housing affordability and access 

to housing market.  

 

In a neighborhood, inclusion can be enhanced by the local government or local actors, 

as a strategy for the area. In that sense, inclusion in a neighborhood could be fostered through 

programs and policies to support economically vulnerable populations (World Bank, 2015). 

This support can entail financial subsidies to local businesses or programs to stimulate one’s 

skills and abilities. Dani & De Haan emphasize the importance of social policy and programs 

to increase access to productive assets, goods and services, strengthen governance and promote 

an equitable access to economic opportunities (2008).  
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Figure 6. Matrix of the forms of exclusion and types of capital. Source: Anttiroiko & de Jong 

(2020).   

 

f. Dimension of inclusion: education and skills  

 

If the link between education and inclusion has been widely investigated (EASNIE, 

2018), it poses specific challenges in the context of innovation districts and in knowledge-

intensive industries. Florida’s theory on creative class exposes the separation between a class 

of creatives, made of individuals who followed specialized education paths and have 

qualification to offer on the labour market and a service class, composed of vulnerable 

employees with limited qualifications, temporary contracts and who are interchangeable with 

each other (Anttiroiko & de Jong, 2020). This dominance based on education and skills tend to 

intensify exclusion of groups which do not meet the qualification requirements of the creative 
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class. This type of exclusion operates in a circle: individuals are excluded of employment in 

innovation districts because of a skills mismatch and then ends up in low-paying positions that 

fails to provide a stable source of income (World Bank, 2015). Schienstock (2001) explains 

that knowledge-based economy is characterized by flexible work strategies. It can lead to the 

exclusion of less skilled individuals, who are less flexible on the labor market. Low skilled 

workers would be forced to move from one flexible job to another while young and highly 

qualified benefit from newly created jobs. This exposes the link between creativity and 

polarization of society and contributes to the creation of an “underclass”, made of individuals 

with limited skills and network who do not benefit from innovation districts (Peck, 2005; 

Schienstock, 2001).  

 

 Inclusion through education and skills can be assessed in several ways. First, years of 

education is a good indicator of inclusion on education and skills. This sub-variable is 

important because the level of education often affects one’s chance on the labor market (United 

Nations, 2009). Second, inclusion does not depend only on one’s degree but also on 

qualifications acquired while working in the field. This sub-variable is essential in regard to 

professional retraining due to the decline of industrial activities and the rise of technology-

oriented specialization.  Third, the rate of unemployment can be considered in relation with the 

previously mentioned indicators. It is defined by the percentage of labour force unemployed. 

As highlighted previously, the type of job is also examined to assess inclusion. A strategy is 

inclusive if it does it not give more opportunities to creative technology-trained workers but 

also to workers of manufacturing and service industries.   

 

 

III. Impact of governance networks on inclusion in innovation 

districts  
 

In this section, the relationship between the previously defined concepts is investigated. As 

highlighted in the first chapter, the relationships between the democratic performance of 

governance networks and inclusion have not been extensively studied in previous research. 

Consequently, there is no pre-established framework to understand the relationship between 

governance networks and inclusive outcomes in innovation districts.  
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a. Meta-governance for inclusion 

 

The first condition of democratic performance considered in the meta-governance 

practices of politicians and administrators. It involves the influence, construct and structure 

they use to regulate self-regulating networks. This dimension is related to inclusiveness, first 

in the process, covering who is included in the process and how (Menocal, 2020).  

 

By looking at this condition, this study aims at understanding the impact of 

inclusiveness in the process on the inclusiveness of the outcome. Wagner (2019) explains that 

engagement could lead to more inclusion in innovation districts. Also, politicians can 

encourage the formulation of an inclusive agenda, thus supporting weaker interests (Sørensen 

& Torfing, 2005). Meta-governors also have a role in addressing exclusion through social 

programs. In innovation districts, the goal is to make the city more attractive to firms and 

creative industries, resulting in economic growth. Nonetheless, one must not separate economic 

programs from social programs. Indeed, programs promoting employment of excluded groups 

could help in redressing path-dependent dynamics (Dymski, 1996). In this matter, debates 

around the role of the government in urban economic growth (Blakely & Small, 1996; Dymski, 

1996; Fainstein & Gray, 1996; Porter, 1995) and discussions around new public management 

and network governance (Pennink, 2017) intersect. In the new public management paradigm, 

deregulation, privatization and outsourcing of public tasks are dominant trends. However, 

wicked problems such as social inequalities, exclusion and poverty must be tackled as well: in 

the network governance approach, the government alone is supported by a wide range of actors 

from other sectors to solve those (Pennink, 2017). The government does not steer the policy 

process but organizes bottom-up processes and incorporates the idea that policy-making takes 

place in a network, hence pursuing a meta-governance role.  

 

 

b. Accountability for inclusion 

 

The second condition of democratic performance of governance networks in this 

research is the accountability to a territorially defined citizenry. This condition facilitates public 

contestation of the outcomes of governance networks, which ensures that all voices and 

feedback of the constituency are heard. This relates to diversity and inclusion. Indeed, 
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accountability is a process through which actors inform and justify their actions, behavior and 

results (Torfing et al., 2012). Inclusion is a moral imperative grounded in social justice. In 

relation to inclusion, accountability then implies that one or more actors are undertaking this 

responsibility. Once again, this relates to the debate on state intervention: if the government 

takes a meta-governor role in a network, accountability remains unclear. What is the extent of 

the responsibility of the government in achieving inclusion? Accountability is not necessarily 

a task for the government: it can be shared or also reside in other actors. Nonetheless, 

accountability is paramount, otherwise stakeholders tend to overlook social goals. This is due 

to two reasons: first, accountability creates an expectation of what to expect in terms of 

inclusion and transparency to reach this goal. Second, accountability enables decision-making: 

the agent (accountable) must take action to promote inclusive outcomes.  

 

 

c. Representativeness for inclusion 

 

Finally, the last condition of governance networks in the research is representativeness. 

This condition is studied to complement the first two items: by studying representativeness, 

this study illustrates whether the needs of local users are represented, thus avoiding the 

exclusion of groups in the process.  Representativeness is traditionally associated to democratic 

legitimacy and political equality (Bekkers & Edwards, 2007). Through representative 

mechanisms, the will of the population is converted into public policies: it protects people from 

politicians to pursue actions that are contrary to the interests of their electorate. In that sense, 

it is related to inclusion, as it represents all interests, even the weakest (Bekkers & Edwards, 

2007). Representative processes can contribute to inclusion as they give a voice to citizens and 

empower them to be heard. Hence, it appears as a channel through which democratic 

performance is linked to process-based inclusion: the population can select and instruct their 

representatives, form an informed opinion about their performance and express their views 

about it (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005). Bekkers & Edwards (2007) highlight that network 

governance goes beyond interest representation, with a prominence of mutual learning through 

dialogue.  

 

Nonetheless, when all citizens are given equal opportunities to start or enter a public 

discussion and defend their arguments – inclusive process -, inclusive outcomes are not 
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guaranteed. Individuals could encounter difficulties to organize themselves as a group, thus 

threatening the representation of all interests. This could lead to situations of exclusion: those 

who do not have necessary resources, time and skills would be set aside from decision-making 

processes. The quality of representation depends on instruments used to foster the involvement 

of “weaker” groups (Bekkers & Edwards, 2007).  

 

IV. Conceptual framework  
 

In this section, the conceptual framework of this study is explained, highlighting the 

relationships between the theories defined in the previous sections. Democratic performance 

of governance networks is the independent variable of this research. In the context of 

innovation districts, the specific dimension of this variable studied are a meta-governance, 

accountability and representativeness. This thesis questions the influence of the democratic 

performance governance networks on inclusion (dependent variable) in innovation districts. 

Inclusion is understood through its antonym (Anttiroiko & de Jong, 2020). In this case, 

exclusion is defined as the lack of access to opportunities and benefits offered by innovation 

districts. Based on Anttiroiko & de Jong (2020), we designate exclusion with the basis on which 

individuals or groups are excluded: income & wealth and education & skills. 

 

 

Figure 7. Conceptual model. Source: own construct.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology  
 

 

 

This chapter explains how the concepts outlined in the theoretical framework will be 

operationalized for empirical research and how data will be collected and analyzed to answer 

the main research question and sub-questions.  

 

 

I. Research design 
 

The research design specifies the strategy used to collect and analyze data to answer the 

research questions (Bryman, 2016).  

 

a. Case-study 

 

This research makes use of a case study as a research strategy. Yin (1994) defines a 

case study as a research strategy aiming at illuminating processes: the rationale for their 

occurrence, implementation and results. A case study seems to be the most appropriate to 

understand the influence of network governance on inclusion in an innovation district, because 

it gives in-depth insight on the phenomenon in its socio-economic context, rooted in time and 

space (Verschuren & Doorewaard, 2010). Moreover, based on the research question: How does 

the democratic performance of governance networks influence inclusive outcomes in Merwe-

Vierhavens (M4H)?, the case study strategy is suitable, according to Yin (1994): a “how” 

question is asked about an event, which is not controlled by the researcher. Overall, the case 

study is chosen in this study to compare its empirical result to previously developed theory 

(Yin, 1994).  

There are four types of designs for case studies in social science research (Yin, 1994). 

In this research, a holistic single-case study is used, with a focus on M4H. This design has been 

chosen because urban governance theories supporting this case study are holistic themselves 

(Yin, 1994).  
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b. Case selection: M4H and previous steps  

 

This case is chosen because it is an innovation district, where actors of four sectors – 

public, private, academia and civil society – interact and co-produce in a network governance 

model. In this research, the democratic performance of those governance arrangements is the 

independent variable, divided in three conditions which are studied empirically to answer the 

formulated research questions.  

 

First, the Rotterdam Innovation District (RID) was considered. The RID is made of two 

neighborhoods separated by the Maas: M4H and RDM. After a first interview in May 2021, 

RDM is excluded of the scope because the interviewee explained that there is no social purpose 

in the development of the area, which is mainly turned towards innovation and research. This 

aspect is a major limitation in consideration of the dependent variable – inclusive outcomes – 

and the Quadruple Helix model as defined earlier in this study. Consequently, M4H only is 

included in the scope of this research.  

 

 

II. Research methods 
 

A research method corresponds to methods of data collection (Bryman, 2016). As 

highlighted in the previous section, the research design used in this research will be a case 

study. Hence, a qualitative method is considered fitting (Verschuren & Doorewaard, 2010). 

Interviews will be used, with a focus on understanding respondents’ perspectives, context and 

processes rather than quantified information. However, those individual interviews will be 

combined with other sources, such as policy documents. Using different data collection 

methods is called the triangulation of methods.  

 

a. Interviews  

 

Data is gathered by the means of individual interviews, which offer the opportunity to 

get more insight into the perceptions of the interviewees on the specific themes and topics 

tackled in the interviews (Bryman, 2016). In this study, semi-structured interviews are held 

with stakeholders in the area, belonging to groups of the Quadruple Helix model (Peek & Stam, 
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2016). In addition, an expert interview has been conducted with a researcher with in-depth 

knowledge on the area and its innovation ecosystem.  

 

The interviews start with general introductory questions about the studied theme. From 

those questions, a discussion starts and takes the direction given by the interviewees’ 

perspectives on the issue (Bryman, 2016). An interview guide was determined beforehand for 

the sake of consistency (appendix 3). Consequently, interviews are more structured and 

comparable. Moreover, semi-structured interviews are chosen because they are flexible and 

emphasizes the way interviewees frame issues and events (Bryman, 2016). Open-ended 

questions are drafted to gain a keen understanding on the influence of network governance 

conditions on inclusiveness, from the perspective of the multiple respondents (Bryman, 2016).  

 

As per the COVID pandemic, most interviews were conducted through live video 

connection. The respondents chosen in this study are a strategic sample, which means that their 

selection is consciously guided by the conceptual framework and research questions. 9 

interviews were conducted, recorded and transcribed with the consent of respondents, who 

signed an informed consent form detailing the process and privacy concerns linked to this 

research. This form can be found in appendix 2. To protect the personal data of respondents, 

all respondents were given a code name, with the indication of their position in table 1. 

 

 

Code Position 

I1 Program Manager (local government) 

I2 Coordinator (civil organization) 

I3 Manager (business) 

I4 Program secretary (local government) 

I5 Business owner (business) 

I6 Project coordinator (civil organization) 

I7 Business owner (business) 

I8 Researcher (academia) 

I9 Director (business) 

 

Table 1. Overview respondents. Source: own construct.  
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b. Document review 

 

In addition to individual interviews, documents are studied in this research. The aim is 

to shed light on the stakeholders present in the area and their interactions in a governance 

network and to gain insight on the socioeconomic status of users of the area. First, primary data 

is collected from documents issued by the local government: visions, strategy documents, 

reports and official communications about the development of the area. They give information 

on the governance model and strategy in M4H. Data issued by the Municipality of Rotterdam 

on the profile of neighborhoods studied is also considered. Second, case studies on M4H are 

analyzed, as a secondary source of data. A total of 15 documents are reviewed in this research 

A table in appendix 5 presents the main findings of this review. 

 

 

c. Overview  

 

 

 

 

Figure 8. Research framework. Source: own construct.  

 

 

III. Operationalization of the research  
 

Democratic performance of governance networks and inclusion, which are the key 

concepts developed in theoretical framework are formulated into indicators and operationalized 

Network 
analysis 

document 
review 

Experiences and 
perspectives: 

interviews
Data analysis: 

coding 

Combine 
findings to 

answer sub-
questions 

Answer to the 
main research 

question 
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in the following section. The relations between those concepts are studied in abovementioned 

conceptual framework, based on a literature review. From those definitions, indicators are 

defined to be able to empirically measure the relationship between those concepts in the context 

of M4H. Democratic performance of governance networks is a broad concept, derived from 

the democratic anchorage as defined by Sørensen & Torfing (2005). Consequently, the 

theoretical framework of this study established three conditions which are studied in this 

research: meta-governance, accountability and representativeness. As for inclusion, it was 

previously defined by the means of its antonym, exclusion. In the theoretical framework, two 

dimensions of exclusion were elaborated upon, namely the income & wealth and education & 

skills. The indicators formulated to measure those conditions can be found in table 2.  
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Concept Used definition  Variable Sub-variable Indicators Source References 

Democratic 
performance of 

governance 
networks 

“The democratic 

performance of 

governance networks 

is the extent to which 

the network is 

controlled by 

democratically 

elected politicians, 

represents the 

participating group 

or organization and is 

accountable to a 

territorially defined 

citizen group.” 

Meta-governance Network design : attempts 

to shape the network 

 

Number of 

objectives/rules/decision-

making structures for the 

area issued by the local 

government 

Interview Bogason & Musso, 

2006; 

Kickert et al., 1997; 

Koppenjan & Klijn, 

2004; Klijn & 

Koppenjan, 2016;  

Sørensen & Torfing, 

2005; 2007 

Torfing et al., 2012 

Van Meerkerk et al., 

2015 

Network framing: the 

formulation of political 

goals and objectives for the 

network  

 

Extent to which a shared 

vision has been defined 

(Likert 1-5) 

Interview, 

document 

review 

Network participation: 

participation of politicians 

in the network activities 

 

Number of public hearings 

and negotiation meetings 

Interview 

Accountability Transparency of 

information regarding the 

actions of the network  

Number of public reports on 

the activity of the network 

online 

 

Interview, 

document 

review 
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Responsiveness from the 

part of the network 

Dialogue tools with groups 

of citizens (website, service 

point, public meetings) 

Interview 

Representativeness Transparency and openness 

of representative selection  

 

Number of public meetings 

to discuss 

synergies/networks with 

inhabitants 

Interview 

Opportunity to express 

opinions about the 

representatives’ 

performance  

Feedback mechanisms in 

place for 

inhabitants/workers in the 

area to address their 

concerns 

Interview 

Affiliation of stakeholders 

involved in the network 

(government, industry, 

research or civil society) 

Share of each sector 

involved in the network  

Interview, 

document 

review  

Inclusive 
outcomes  

Understood through 

its antonym, 

exclusion. Defined as 

“the lack of access to 

Income and wealth Income level  Average income in the area, 

Rate of low-income 

households  

 

Interview, 

document 

review 

Anttiroiko & de Jong, 

2020;  

Florida, 2014; 

Peck, 2005; 
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or participation in 

opportunities and 

activities offered by 

innovation districts.” 

Access to housing markets Demand pressure for social 

housing, rent prices  

Interview, 

document 

review 

Schienstock, 2001; 

Wagner et al., 2017; 

World Bank, 2015;  

Support to vulnerable 

groups  

Programs to support 

economically vulnerable 

groups  

 

Interviews, 

document 

review 

Education and 

skills  

Education Average years of schooling Interview, 

document 

review 

Qualification Average years of experience 

in the current sector  

 

Interview, 

document 

review  

Employment  Rate of employment in M4H  Interview  
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Table 2. Operationalization. Source: own construct based on cited authors.  

 

 

IV. Data analysis  

 

The data collected is analyzed with the software Atlas.ti. It allows a more thorough study 

of what interviewees said, it corrects limitations or adaptation of memory and opens data to 

other researchers (Bryman, 2016). Moreover, coding qualitative and secondary data enhances 

the reliability of the research and the triangulation of data. A codebook is structured in 

accordance with the operationalized variables (appendix 1). In addition, relevant information 

about the neighborhood, its history, development strategy and connection with surrounding 

areas are coded to enrich the analysis.  

 

 

V. Limitation and ethics  

 

a. Reliability  

 

Reliability can be defined by the possibility to demonstrate that the operations of the 

research, such as data collection processes, can be repeated by other researchers, with the same 

end-result (Yin, 1994). Nevertheless, two main issues could emerge from such a case study. 

First, this thesis measures the perceptions of respondents in a qualitative approach, which could 

attenuate the objectivity of the findings. Second, the bias of the researcher could hinder the 

reliability of this research: one’s perspective could steer the results. To ensure the reliability of 

this study, the researcher highlights the transparency of data collection and consistency of data 

collection methodology, thanks to recorded, transcribed and coded interviews.  

 

b. Construct, internal and external validity  

 

There are three types of validity commonly used to determine the quality of empirical 

research: construct, internal and external validity (Yin, 1994). Those validity are defined and 

assessed in the context of this study. First, construct validity which corresponds to the 

identification of accurate operational indicators to measure the concepts researched. This is 
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especially challenging in a case study research, as insufficient operational set of measures 

would lead to subjective judgments in data collection (Yin, 1994). In this thesis, the tactic used 

to ensure construct validity is the use of multiple sources of evidence, in the theoretical 

framework. Moreover, internal validity refers to the extent to which the research measures the 

causal relationship between two variables and possible other variables interfering in this 

relationship (Yin, 1994). The single-case study approach used in this research can be a threat 

to internal validity, due to the restricted number of respondents interviewed in M4H, thus 

leading to rival explanations and possibilities have not been considered. However, this research 

uses the triangulation of methods. In addition, respondents with different backgrounds are 

interviewed. Finally, external validity should be tested to ensure the quality of this research. 

External validity can be defined as the degree to which the study’s findings can be generalized 

(Yin, 1994). Verschuren & Doorewaard (2010) mention limited external validity as an 

important downfall of case studies, and especially single-case studies. Indeed, applying 

research results to similar cases is difficult because only one case is considered. However, the 

goal of this research is to expand theories, the so-called analytical generalization, rather than 

generalizing to populations or universes, which is statistical generalization (Yin, 1994).  
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Chapter 4: Empirical findings and analysis  
 

 

 

This chapter presents the empirical findings and their analysis. The aim of this chapter is to 

answer the four sub-questions formulated in the introduction.  

 

The first section presents relevant background information on the case studied in this thesis 

and connects it with the theoretical and conceptual frameworks developed in the previous 

chapters. Additionally, it clarifies the conditions of collaboration and governance networks in 

M4H. The second section informs the reader of the democratic performance of governance 

networks in M4H while the third section tackles the issue of inclusion in the area and how it 

relates to the context of innovation districts. Lastly, the fourth section presents findings 

regarding democratic performance as a sufficient condition to inclusion in M4H.  

 

 

I. Description of the case study  
 

Due to globalization and changing perceptions towards environmental requirements, port-

related industries pushed further to the sea, leaving space and iconic industrial buildings for 

use. For this reason, the Municipality of Rotterdam initiated the redevelopment of four harbors, 

including M4H, as part of a redevelopment project (see figure 9).  
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Figure 9. Satellite image of M4H as part of the Stadshavens urban development. Source: 

Urbanisten.nl.  

 

a. Introduction of the area  

 

i. History of M4H  

 

M4H is a 200-hectare neighborhood on the north bank of the river Maas. It is made of 

two areas: Vierhaven and Merwehaven, built early 20th century (Van der Zandt, 2018). Unlike 

other surrounding port areas, Merwehaven is still partly in use (Europan15, 2019). In 2011, a 

structure vision was established by the Municipality of Rotterdam, presenting M4H as the heart 

of innovative energy transition industries (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2011: 29).  

 

The neighborhood is part of the RID, a joint development of the Port of Rotterdam and 

the Municipality (Deloitte, 2015). The second area of the RID is located on the southern side 

of the Maas: RDM Rotterdam. Launched in 2015, the strategy of the Municipality for M4H is 

to create a platform for innovative and creative entrepreneurs, multinationals and research 

institutes, with housing and other amenities (Deloitte, 2015). This marks a shift in the strategy 

for the area, with a more organic development based on the interactions between local 
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stakeholders. To illustrate the unique context of Rotterdam, the RID is renamed Rotterdam 

Makers District in 2018 (Interviewee I1, May 2021). 

 

The situation of M4H is not a typical “port out, city in” model, but rather a hybrid form 

(Deloitte, 2015), because some port activities remain in the area. Historically, fruit and juice 

industries were active in the area, but new businesses emerged such as a beer brewery, design 

firms and a repair shop (Rotterdam Makers District, 2018). The neighborhood offers vibrant 

cultural amenities and bars. In M4H, there are also associations: such as the Dakpark 

association, a group of citizens who initiated the construction of the local park. Located in the 

Vierhavensblok, Voedseltuin is also active in the area, bringing together volunteers and 

residents (Interviewee I2, June 2021). In 2015, the Municipality and the Port issued a call for 

innovative initiatives, bottom-up groups and local networks to co-produce in the area (Peek & 

Stam, 2016).  

 

 

ii. Development plan 

 

The development of M4H is organized in three parts, from 2015 until after 2025. In 

November 2015, a strategy for the transformation of the area was introduced by the project 

office of the Municipality and the Port (Deloitte, 2015). There are two goals to these 

redevelopment projects: first, to strengthen the economy and enhance the attractiveness of the 

riverside (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2011).  

 

Currently, the area includes one apartment building but there are plans to build between 

4500 and 6000 houses (Interviewee I4, June 2020). Overall, port and city will be mixed in 

M4H, with a right balance of living and working environment, as illustrated in the figure 10.  
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Figure 10. M4H, developed between port and city. Source: Del Bono & Franco (2020).  

 

 

b. Governance and stakeholders in the area 

 

 

 

Figure 11. The Quadruple Helix model in M4H. Source: Peek & Stam (2016) 

 

While RDM functions in a Triple Helix model with research institutions, industry and 

government to foster innovation, M4H is less preplanned and innovation is generated from the 

Quadruple Helix model, with the participation of civil society (Meijer & Peek, 2017). The 

Municipality and the Port work with a network of relevant actors to support the ambitions of 

their strategy (Deloitte, 2015). On figure 11, the Quadruple Helix model is applied to M4H. 

Unlike the Quadruple Helix model of Carayannis & Campbell (2009), civil society has a lesser 

role in M4H.  
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 First, designers Daan Roosegaarde and Joep van Lieshout have a strong role in the area. 

They settled in M4H many years ago and participate in the creation of the brand of the 

neighborhood (Meijer & Peek, 2017). Those “iconic occupiers” collaborate with actors of 

M4H: they help in expanding the network, enhancing the area and inspire other relationships. 

Designer Joep van Lieshout installed art throughout the neighborhood, shaping public space in 

the area (see picture 1). In addition, AVL Mundo, founded in 2008, is a non-profit organization 

settled in M4H, aiming at stimulating the growth of Atelier van Lieshout by fostering creative 

talent, transforming the area and creating a positive impact.  

 

 

 

Picture 1. Waterwagon. Source: Atelier van Lieshout.  

 

 Multi-company buildings are typical in the area and fertile ground for collaboration: 

Keilewerf 1 and 2 host a variety of innovative businesses. Creative makers based in the 

buildings rent a space from the owners, and support each other if needed (Interviewees I2; I6, 

June 2021). Buurman, a shop with an open space to build objects out of second-hand material 

is located in Keilewerf 1. Give a Bike Foundation can also be found in the building: the 

foundation is collecting bikes which are no longer in use from companies, people and other 

organizations (Interviewee I6, June 2021). The foundation is well connected to other actors in 

the neighborhood such as the PlusPunt, which is a place where socially isolated individuals get 

to work (PlusPunt, n.d.).  
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The research helix is mostly represented by the Erasmus Center for Entrepreneurship, 

linked to Erasmus University Rotterdam and based in the Science Tower. It promotes 

entrepreneurship in the region and fulfills the role of an innovation platform (Rotterdam 

Makers District, 2018). The center accelerates relationships between actors in the area and 

supports companies involved in creative industries.   

 

Recreational space holds an important role in the neighborhood: M4H hosts several 

cafes and restaurants, including the KeileCafe and Weelde. Boulder Neoliet is also located in 

M4H: in this sport center, individuals can come to enjoy inside climbing infrastructure. Those 

places strongly participate in the attractiveness of the area (Interviewees I3; I7, June 2021). In 

addition, residents can visit the Dakpark and Voedseltuin, the two green spaces in the area. 

Voedseltuin was created, to provide food and activities for unemployed people in Rotterdam 

but is also a central place where local workers meet for lunch (Interviewee I2, June 2021).  

 

c. The Makers District: a strategy in M4H 

 

M4H is home of the “makers”, which are startups and enterprises creating and making 

(Peek & Stam, 2016). The development of the area aims to remove barriers, increase 

connectivity and collaborate on the “making city” (Europan15, 2019). Hence, the collaboration 

between actors is highly valued and encouraged:  

 

“Stadshavens is realized by residents, organizations and companies that participate in the 

the emergence of a socio-cultural and economic community” (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2011; 

21) 

 

Some local makers are pointing towards manufacturing, in Keilewerf 1 for instance, 

while other companies are high-tech makers, some of them located in the Werkplaats 

(Interviewee I8, June). Hence, there is a diversity of entrepreneurs in the area. In addition to 

manufacturing and craft industries, the Makers paradigm encompasses the Next Economy 

thinking, in which students, engineers, designers come together to experiment with new 

materials (Deloitte, 2015). Ultimately, M4H should be a place where businesses collaborate to 

grow into large enterprises (Rotterdam Makers District, 2018). In the Next Economy, 

collaboration in the network has a strong economic value.  
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At first, the vision for the area was planned to be a large-scale urban development. In 

2015, there was a shift in the strategy and the Municipality and the Port worked towards a more 

organic development (Peek, 2020). This implies that local actors contribute to the development 

in M4H. The organic development of the area, linked to the interactions in a Quadruple Helix 

model, touches upon adaptability and flexibility: citizens and entrepreneurs can shape the area 

with governments, designers, research institutions and businesses to realize their projects 

(Peek, 2020). The development of the area plays a part in enhancing an innovative 

environment. Peek & Stam (2016 : 15) say about M4H:  

 

“It is a Living Lab, where co-creation, exploration, experimentation and evaluation bring 

together public and private actors, such as companies and associations, and individuals to test 

new services or products”  

 

The organic and open urban development process coined by Peek & Stam (2016) stems 

from the interactions of actors in the neighborhood. Their interactions can be informal and 

social-oriented, through shared space. For instance, Voedseltuin is a place of interaction 

between the actors. Business owners have many interactions and help each other when needed, 

which is strengthened because they use the same co-working spaces (Interviewee I2, June 

2021).  

 

The collaboration can also take the form of a business-oriented relationship. 

Organizations located in the area are well-connected and often work together. For instance, the 

company Groencollect is collecting green waste to turn it into materials that can be used by 

companies in the surroundings (Interviewee I5, June 2021). To do so, they work in close 

collaboration with entrepreneurs in the area. Some respondents think that the area is well-

connected because businesses support each other (Interviewees I2; I5, June 2021). However, if 

the cooperation and co-creation are present, they are not always dominant (Interviewee I3, June 

2021). Indeed, if the characteristics of the network are clearly announced in the strategy for the 

area, some actors are more connected than others. The relationship between the Municipality 

and other actors of the area is not always strong (Interviewee I3, June 2021).  

 

The strategy of the Municipality is to enable living, working and recreation spaces 

(Interviewee I4, June 2021). However, the companies located in the area remain on the short-
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term because areas will be redeveloped and some terrains will be cleared to build housing 

(Interviewee I5, June 2021). Some respondents perceive that the “mixed work and living 

environment” planned in the vision for M4H could result in a majority of housing spaces, 

pushing them away due to lack of space and rise of land prices. However, this is dependent on 

the cleaning of the ground in M4H, which is polluted by former industries settled in the area 

(Interviewee I5, June 2021). This is reinforced by the fact that the most renting contracts in the 

area are temporary and need to be renewed yearly or bi-yearly after negotiation (Interviewees 

I2; I5; I6; I9, June 2021).  

 

The social strategy for the area is not yet fully developed (Interviewees I5; I10, June 

2021). This raises concerns among some respondents on the durability of this organic 

collaboration, and what could be a disguised gentrification (Interviewee I5, June 2021). By 

disguised gentrification one can understand the displacement of small businesses, currently 

used as “temporary brief placeholder” until the terrain becomes more accessible and cleared.  

 

To conclude this section, M4H seems to correspond to a type of innovation district 

developed by Katz & Wagner (2014), the “re-imagined urban area”, close to a historic 

waterfront, in an industrial district in ongoing transformation. The authors explain that an 

innovation district realizes its full potential when three types of assets – economic, physical 

and networking – can be found in the area, creating an innovation ecosystem (see figure 12).  
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Figure 12. Types of assets found in M4H. Source: own construct based on findings and Katz 

& Wagner (2014).  

 

 

II. Democratic performance of governance networks in M4H  

 

a. Meta-governance  

 

As it was stated in the theoretical framework, meta-governance is a condition to the democratic 

performance of a governance network. It is defined as the task of controlling what goes on in 

a self-regulating network (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005). The organic strategy led by the 

Municipality and the Port is rather an open invitation to local organizations to creative new 

structures of collaboration in the area (Peek & Stam, 2016). Additionally, the City and the Port 
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emphasize the engagement of stakeholders of the area with the strategy “Get involved in 

M4H!”. The Municipality and the Port determine the scope of governance networks: they 

facilitate, provide guidance and connect local stakeholders (Rotterdam Makers District, 2018). 

An organic development does not mean that there is no governance. A situation of meta-

governance can be observed in M4H. It encompasses the extent to which rules and objectives 

are set up by the Municipality and the Port. They issued numerous visions, strategies and spatial 

frameworks since they started the development of M4H. Interviewee I7 (June 2021) explains 

that the strategy and the legal framework is made by the city government and the Port, as they 

are the main landowners. The plan was made in consultation with companies in the district. 

The Port and the Municipality are also in charge of communication in the area, under the 

umbrella of the project office. In addition, they have a role in attracting companies (Interviewee 

I4, June 2021). As owner of the land, the Municipality has contracts with tenants and choses 

which contract is renewed. According to Interviewee I5, some activities could be pushed away, 

as the garbage dump for instance. It could be the main inhibitor for the development of the 

area, because of noise and smell complaints (June 2021). In the end, the Municipality makes 

the final decisions.  

 

A process-oriented approach to area development is used in the case of M4H, to deal 

with the increasing complexity of urban development (Peek, 2020). Blueprint plans cannot be 

used anymore: according to this approach, local stakeholders must determine goals and 

functions for the neighborhood hand in hand with the Municipality. Consequently, a shared 

vision has been established on this development, with three core visionary principles presented 

in the Position paper issued by Deloitte (2015). This vision includes businesses, research 

institutions and local organizations and is extended for 25 years. Interviewee I5 (June 2021) 

explains that local companies were included in the development of the vision from the 

beginning. The spatial framework designed for the area is the outcome of an intensive 

collaboration process in which entrepreneurs and developers discussed their expectations for 

M4H (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2019). Nonetheless, the Municipality of Rotterdam, the Port, 

the local environmental service and the Municipality of Schiedam were involved in creating 

the basis for this shared vision (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2019). Hence, governmental bodies 

are still the initiators of the strategy for the area.  

 

Moreover, as highlighted in the theoretical framework, meta-governance comprehends 

the participation of politicians in governance networks and the possibility to align the action of 
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the network to overall governmental goals (Sørensen & Torfing, 2005). The scope of their 

participation can be assessed by the number of public hearings and negotiation meetings 

organized by the Municipality and the Port. They dedicate a specific meeting time to discuss 

future plans with entrepreneurs of the area, collaborating themselves in an association of 

entrepreneurs1 (Interviewees I2; I5, June 2021). The association of entrepreneurs gives a 

stronger voice to local organizations when discussing with the Municipality and the Port 

(Interviewee I2, June 2021). For instance, they organize events for local businesses to meet and 

get to know other companies.  

 

b. Accountability  

 

Accountability is key to evaluate the democratic performance of a governance network. 

It embraces principles of transparency, comprehensiveness and accessibility of accounts of the 

actions of the network. The document review showed that most strategy documents are 

available online, in their long version and in their summarized version (Rotterdam Makers 

District, 2018; Stadshavens Rotterdam 2011; 2014; 2015; 2019). The language used is clear 

and the documents are available both in Dutch and in English. Those documents provide an 

outline of the plans for M4H, to inform local organizations about the opportunities in the area 

(Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2019). This can be linked to the approach to open governance adopted 

in the area and the perspective of the Quadruple Helix (Stam & Peek, 2016). In addition, the 

Port and the Municipality also insist on being transparent when dealing with new market 

initiatives and about their own investment decisions (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2014).  

 

The existence of dialogue and feedback tools is paramount to appreciate the democratic 

performance of the network. In the era of remote working and digital meetups, intensive 

dialogue can be challenging. The presence of the local government or the Port at entrepreneurs’ 

meetings to gather feedback before COVID-19 restrictions gives an indication on the existence 

of such tools (Interviewee I5, June 2021). Nowadays, an online application was created, Inside. 

It is a community platform used to share questions, events, and news with other members of 

the network (M4H Rotterdam, n.d.). The platform can also be used to rent working spaces, 

share vacancies, and create connections with students, education institutions, entrepreneurs, 

 
1 Ondernemers vereninging in Dutch.  
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investors and other organizations from the innovation ecosystem of Rotterdam (Interviewee I4, 

June 2021).  

 

The local government and the Port organize regular meetings to hear from local 

stakeholders (Stam & Peek, 2016). For instance, the Municipality accepted to change the usage 

function of a building to a sport facility, on the request of the local bouldering center 

(Interviewee I3, June 2021). Additionally, interviewee I5 argues that if the Municipality would 

be respondent if he presents a new project (June 2021). Overall, interviewees are mostly 

positive about the possibility to engage a dialogue with the Municipality. Furthermore, in the 

association of entrepreneurs, businesses and associations of the area can come together and 

negotiate with the Municipality (Interviewees I2; I6, June 2021). The Municipality and the Port 

have a physical meeting point, in the neighborhood. This office belongs to the Port of 

Rotterdam but employees of the Municipality also work there (Interviewee I4, June 2021).  

 

 

c. Representativeness  

 

Representativeness includes the extent to which networks activities are discussed in 

public meetings. The Municipality invites actors to discuss the transition in the area 

(Interviewee I2, June 2021). In addition, in the position paper made by Deloitte (2015) for the 

Municipality, there are quotes from stakeholders of the area: this is evidence of 

representativeness as they are part of the vision. This highlights the will of the Municipality to 

include network actors in the governance process in M4H. There are also possibilities to give 

feedback to the local government and the Port on the vision, as highlighted in the previous 

argument. However, the possibility to give feedback to the Municipality is limited according 

to some actors (Interviewees I3; I6, June 2021). This is mostly since their relationship with the 

local government is not officialized.  

 

Furthermore, representativeness can be assessed by looking at the affiliation of 

stakeholders involved in the network. This can be linked to the Quadruple Helix model 

mentioned in the theoretical framework. Small businesses are well-represented in the area, as 

well as in the strategy documents (Deloitte, 2015; Rotterdam Makers District, 2018). Many 
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companies are working in creative industries but there are also social entrepreneurs and other 

businesses active in circularity 

 

Some associations are present in the area, playing a role for civil society (Interviewee 

I2, June 2021). Nonetheless, there are no residents yet. In urban neighborhoods of Rotterdam, 

there are many organizations representing citizens, which is not the case in M4H (Interviewee 

I8, June 2021). This illustrates a different reality of representativeness of citizens in the area.  

 

To be rightfully represented, local actors organized themselves in sub-networks. Three 

types of networks have been observed in the area. First, tenants’ or landowners’ associations 

gather organizations located in the same building or same plots (Interviewees I2; I3, June 

2021). Second, thematic networks can be found in the area, such as the KeileCollectief, a group 

of architects and interior designers committed to a better living environment in M4H. They 

organize discussions on the transition of the area (KeileCollectief, n.d.). Lastly, local 

stakeholders join forces in the association of entrepreneurs, to have a status and engage a 

dialogue with the local government and the Port (Interviewee I2, June 2021). There are many 

entrepreneurs in the area thus the association coordinates actions for the entire district 

(Interviewee I4, June 2021).  

 

This section highlighted the conditions of governance networks in the area, which answer 

the first abovementioned sub-question. Moreover, in addition to giving further insights on 

governance processes taking place in M4H, this section tackled the second sub-question posed 

in this study. The reader is informed on the channels through which democratic performance 

of governance networks is linked to process-based in M4H, based on the 3 sub-variables 

retrieved from literature.   

 

 

II. Inclusion: challenges in M4H 

 

a. Situation in M4H  

 

M4H is surrounded by four neighborhoods: Bospolder and Tussendijken in the east, Spangen 

in the north-east and Oud-Mathenesse in the north-west (see figure 13).   
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Figure 13. Map of M4H and surrounding neighborhoods. Source: own construct (based on 

Google maps).  

 

Those neighborhoods are historically working-class neighborhoods (Del Bono & 

Franco, 2020). They are considered as vulnerable areas concentrating many challenges such as 

low employment rates and income levels and deprived and poor-quality housing supply (Van 

der Zandt, 2018). Table 3 shows statements from neighborhoods profiles issued by the 

Municipality, on income, housing, employment and qualification levels.  

 

 

 

Area  Low-

income 

household 

(in %) 

Demand 

pressure for 

social housing  

Employed 

residents 

Residents between 23 and 75 

years old without basic 

qualification 

Rotterdam 52 126 60 32 
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Table 3. Statements from neighborhood profiles used in the document review. Source: Own 

construct, based on Municipality of Rotterdam (2020).  

 

 

However, those neighborhoods, and especially Bospolder and Tussendijken, are active 

and concentrate an intensive economic activity with numerous shops and restaurants (Del Bono 

& Franco, 2020). They are connected to M4H with the Dakpark, initiated by a community-

based initiative in 2014.  

 

The two main challenges emphasized by this table are pressure on social housing, thus 

related to income and wealth, and the level of qualification of residents, which is lower than 

the average of Rotterdam and related to education and skills. Those neighborhoods concentrate 

social vulnerabilities, turning social inclusion into a crucial challenge in the development of 

M4H (Van der Zandt, 2018).   

 

According to the framework of the Municipality “Balance in the City2”, 20% of housing 

should be social housing, 30% should be middle-end, 30% upper-end and 30% high-end real 

estate (Interviewee I4, June 2021). In the case of M4H, this framework could be an issue 

because of the difference with surrounding neighborhoods (ter Avest, 2021). Indeed, their 

percentage of social rent is high, most houses are rented and the share of low-income 

households is high. Housing prices in M4H would attract different population groups, which 

have a higher income and wealth level. The arrival of new wealthy residents could result in the 

exclusion of residents of surrounding areas, due to their difference of purchasing power. The 

following quote from Deloitte’s (2015) position paper on the Rotterdam Makers District raises 

some concerns:  

 

 
2 Balans in de stad in Dutch.  

Bospolder 70 427 50 50 

Tussendijken 72 329 50 48 

Spangen 62 199 58 43 

Oud Mathenesse 60 224 62 39 
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“This new thriving waterfront is rapidly emerging with still plenty of room for more yuccies 

(young urban creatives) to break existing boundaries” 

 

Indeed, it seems like a certain socio-economic group is targeted in this development 

and there is a risk that those who do not identify to this group are excluded. This statement 

builds upon the criticism of the creative class specified in the theoretical framework. However, 

the Municipality wishes to avoid the clustering of a startup community which would be very 

different from neighboring areas (Interviewee I1, May 2021).  

 

The demographic analysis of surrounding neighborhoods can raise awareness on the 

local situation and initiate discussions on how the development of M4H could have a positive 

impact on surrounding areas (Del Bono & Franco, 2020). Indeed, the development of M4H 

could present opportunities to remove physical and social barriers through a more coordinated 

strategy of local urban renewal. In addition, it is a formulated goal of the Municipality and the 

Port (Interviewee I8, June 2021; Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2011). Hence, social inclusion is 

recognized as an important challenge but it is still questioned how it will be maintained amid 

different development stages.  

 

b. Income & wealth 

 

This section highlights the main concerns on inclusion on income and wealth in M4H and how 

it is related to the concept of innovation district.   

 

Inclusion based on income and wealth appears to be influenced by the diversity of 

individuals visiting the area. Interviewee I5 pointed out that with the reopening of bars and 

restaurants following the relaxation of COVID-19 pandemic measures, more people will come 

to visit the neighborhood. In this matter, recreational places such as cafes and sport centers play 

an important role. They are inclusive because they invite a diversity of people to participate in 

the dynamics of the area. AVL Mundo, contemporary art center, is open to all and attracts 

individuals in M4H. Interviewee I9 (July 2021) explains that this is the role fulfilled by culture 

in the area, connecting M4H with surrounding neighborhoods. Nonetheless, it is not sure that 

visitors are people from surrounding areas.  
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In the area, social companies focus on connecting with and including residents of 

surrounding neighborhoods (Van der Zandt, 2018). Voedseltuin is one of them. The primary 

purpose of the organization is to provide economically vulnerable individuals with fresh 

vegetables (Interviewee I2, June 2021). Voedseltuin is also a place where residents can 

volunteer and interact with others when working in the garden. The organization relies on 

volunteers from various ages, cultures and backgrounds (Interviewee I2, June 2021). However, 

people who come to volunteer in the garden are mostly people who have time and another job 

on the side (Interviewees I2; I5, June 2021). Moreover, the inspiration behind the development 

of Voedseltuin is a holistic conceptualization of public value, which is not only measured 

through economic value. The social value, which is linked to community living, individual 

value, through skills and learning, the cultural value and ecologic value are equally important 

(Voedseltuin Rotterdam, 2019). The development of such public value could facilitate the 

inclusion of individuals, which is the goal of Voedseltuin (Interviewee I2, June 2021).  

 

For some businesses settled in the area, the increase of rent is problematic. It stood out 

as a concern for most interviewees (Interviewees I2, I3, I5, I7; June 2021). Contrasting with 

the strategy of the Municipality to attract creative entrepreneurs in the area, the rise of rent 

prices could also be a barrier for entrepreneurs who would want to start their business 

(Interviewee I3, June 2021). Nevertheless, some companies such as ICT firms and technology-

oriented businesses would be more likely to stay in the area, notwithstanding the rise of prices 

(Interviewee I8, June 2021). This is illustrated by changing businesses in the area: from rehab 

functions of the government to more interior designers (Interviewee I3, June 2021).  

 

Furthermore, as the area is developing, more plots are sold to developers for housing. 

Local businesses are given the opportunity to keep renting, for a higher price (Interviewee I5, 

June 2021). Consequently, this urban transformation poses a issue for inclusion: to allow the 

access to or participation in opportunities and activities offered by innovation district – which 

is defined as inclusion in the previously constructed theoretical framework -, there must be 

low-prices housing options as well (Interviewee I3, June 2021). The Municipality has plans for 

new residential environments, targeting mainly middle- and high-income groups (Stadshavens 

Rotterdam, 2011). Housing would be created for groups that are not sufficiently satisfied with 

the regional housing market (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2015).  
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Lastly, the Municipality provides financial support to some companies of the area 

through subsidies, to allow businesses to thrive (Interviewees I5; I6, June 2021). This ambition 

is part of the economic strategy for the area, which is well developed. In contrast, the social 

strategy is not as developed but is currently investigated by the Municipality (Interviewee I1, 

May 2021; Interviewees I4, I8; June 2021).    

 

c. Education & skills  

 

Inclusion can be assessed at the level of education and skills in M4H, which is firmly 

linked to employment. It revolves in generating employment and giving locals the opportunity 

to benefit from economic growth. Historically, the connection between M4H and the 

surrounding areas was very strong, as residents of the surrounding neighborhoods were 

working in port industries of M4H (Interviewee I8, June 2021). When port activities were 

moved to other ports, a mismatch between local skills and new industries appeared. The 

ambition of the Port and the Municipality is to develop knowledge, creativity and skills among 

residents for them to find a job in the area (Rotterdam Makers District, 2018). The goal of the 

economic strategy is to develop innovative industries and a regional hub, made of research 

institutions, consultancy firms and training services which could attract creative and knowledge 

workers (Del Bono & Franco, 2020). This implies education requirements.   

 

According to the Monitoring report of the Project office M4H for 2019, the increase of 

employment in the manufacturing industry was 45% between 2014 and 2018 (Program Office 

M4H, 2020). Those activities can be performed by lower and middle educated individuals, such 

as former harbor workers living in the surrounding areas (Van der Zandt, 2018). This argument 

is reflected by the vision of the local government and the port, stating that the transformation 

of M4H should benefit neighboring areas by offering employment opportunities (Stadshavens 

Rotterdam, 2011). To increase employment opportunities, more space will be offered to labour-

intensive manufacturing and urban pioneers (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2015).  

 

In the vision set by the local government and the port authority in 2011, the social 

purpose in the area is highlighted: the development of M4H could support the training of a 

better-educated workforce, to increase their chances on the labor market (Stadshavens 

Rotterdam, 2011). There is an emphasis on internships and apprenticeship for young people of 
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the surrounding neighborhoods (Interviewee I8, June 2021). However, the level of education 

required is still significant. In his report, ter Avest (2021) explains that companies located in 

M4H ask exclusively workers with at least a degree from a university of applied sciences.  

 

Efforts to train a workforce do not come only from the local government, but also from 

local companies. For instance, Groencollect has an open hiring system: the company does not 

require experience nor education, daily tasks are very simple and employees can be trained 

during their working hours (Interviewee I5, June 2021). Groencollect appears as a potential 

employer for residents with less education background in the surrounding areas. The company 

is in contact with local entities supporting individuals without a job (Interviewee I5, June 

2021). However, the motivation of employees is paramount and this is one of the main selection 

criteria. Additionally, Buurman, contributes to skills building, especially of older people, who 

can themselves be excluded on the basis of their education and skills. Stedin and Give a Bike 

also contribute to the development of skills among individuals by respectively training people 

to become mechanical engineers and give cycling lessons (Interviewees I5; I6, June 2021). 

However, one should not overlook the fact that most people hired in M4H are coming from 

other parts of the city or the region, as M4H is easily accessible by car (Interviewee I5, June 

2021).  

 

This section has informed the reader on concerns connected to inclusion in M4H which 

partly answers the third sub-question guiding this study. Moreover, it also explained how those 

concerns are linked to the context of innovation districts through the lenses of income & wealth 

and education & skills. Inclusion can be problematic from the perspective of income & wealth 

as housing prices rise but is tackled by organizations with a social purpose in the area and by 

the diversity of visitors of recreational infrastructures such as cafes and sport centers. As for 

education and skills, the ambition of the Municipality and the Port is to develop innovative 

industries and manufacturing. This development should also offer opportunities to residents of 

surrounding areas. To do so, the government wishes to train a better-educated workforce, 

through internships for instance. Companies also participate in the training.    

 

 

IV. Democratic performance: a sufficient condition?  
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a. Democratic performance and income & wealth 

 

i. Meta-governance and income & wealth  

 

The investigation showed an organic development strategy (Peek, 2020) and a close connection 

between education & training and business community daily (Rotterdam Makers District, 

2018). Also, the development framework of the neighborhood is the result of a collaboration 

process and there are many discussions among local actors as well in the entrepreneurs’ 

association (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2019). However, the outcome of this collaboration, which 

is the development of the neighborhood is not necessarily inclusive. Housing prices are rising 

due to the sale of land to developers and to the will of the Municipality to attract investments. 

On the one hand, economic growth and profit are aimed in the area (Interviewee I4, June 2021) 

and on the other hand, some individuals are left behind, leading to the production of an 

exclusionary neighborhood.  

 

Most tenants can remain in the area for a couple of years only, they have short contracts 

which are re-negotiated every 2 to 5 years (Interviewees I2; I7, June 2021). Most of the land 

cannot be sold to real estate developers because the ground must be cleaned, which would 

explain why some activities are still allowed in the neighborhood (Interviewee I5, June 2021). 

Some interviewees explain that the Municipality has plans to transform the area and which will 

make the ground more expensive and push small businesses away (Interviewees I2; I3; I5; I7, 

June 2021). The makers district would then be a “transitional state” to middle- to high-end 

urban development in M4H.  

 

Generally, this issue is linked to the systemic discrepancy between real estate 

development on the one hand, as the Municipality wishes to develop housing and give space 

to developers, and on the other hand, the value of those creative entrepreneurs organized in 

collaborative networks (Interviewee I8, June 2021). Economic value seems to be important 

which could be due to the advanced economic strategy in contrast with the social strategy, still 

in progress (Interviewees I4; I8, June 2021).  

 

ii. Accountability and income & wealth  
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Despite the organic development strategy for M4H, the Municipality and the Port are still 

responsible for social strategy in the area, which implies a degree of accountability towards 

inclusive outcomes (Interviewee I4, June 2021). Proofs of the actions of the network are 

available to the public and for free (see document review). Hence, it is not excluding anyone 

on the basis of their income and wealth. In fact, it does not seem to either exclusive nor 

inclusive because those documents are established at a meta level and not specifically 

triggering inclusion mechanisms for local populations. This could be verified through a survey 

issued to future residents in further research.  

 

The study has shown that the existence of dialogue tools such as the platform Inside to 

give feedback to the Municipality and the Port has a limited impact on inclusion. Indeed, the 

platform is used only by entrepreneurs of the area (Interviewee I4, June 2021). However, the 

Municipality and the Port have an office dedicated to M4H and its development, in the 

neighborhood so easily accessible to residents (Interviewee I4, June 2021). Before the COVID-

19 pandemic, this office was a dialogue tool with the local authority and gave the opportunity 

to individuals of all income and wealth levels to express their opinion about the development 

of the area.  

 

 

iii. Representativeness and income & wealth  

 

Local stakeholders collaboratively organize tours in M4H, under the impulse of an 

association located in Oud-Mathenesse (Interviewee I5, June 2021). Those tours are held to 

bring new people in the area and allow them to engage in the neighborhood (Interviewee I2, 

June 2021). For instance, some individuals might volunteer at Voedseltuin after the tour. These 

kinds of social events are a versatile way to reinforce social connections between M4H and the 

surrounding neighborhoods. Even though those tours contribute to inclusion by raising 

awareness and creating a link between on the one hand local collaborators and residents; on 

the other hand, participants are mostly highly educated and white, which is not quite 

representative of the population living in the area (Interviewee I5, June 2021).  

 

The entrepreneurs’ association created in M4H seems to play a role in inclusion. This 

initiative displays efforts of inclusion of active business owners’ of the area, who are trying to 
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align to think of complex issues occurring locally (Interviewee I4, June 2021). With this 

association, local stakeholders have a status and a stronger voice to discuss with the 

government and the Port (Interviewee I2, June 2021). This representation contributes to the 

inclusion of actors, as no matter what their income or wealth levels are, they are given a voice 

and can represent their interest to the Municipality and the Port. In the case of Voedseltuin, one 

of their goals is inclusion: they want all individuals, regardless of their socio-economic status, 

to enjoy freshly grown food (Interviewee I2, June 2021). Hence, through the entrepreneurs’ 

associations, Voedelstuin can stand by their goals, participating to inclusion.  

 

b. Democratic performance and education & skills 

 

i. Meta-governance and representativeness in relation to education & skills 

 

The ability of neighboring residents to enjoy the benefits of developments in M4H is 

the starting point of the social strategy of the local government (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2015). 

This can be facilitated by promoting the cooperation between knowledge institutions, 

businesses and the local government (Stadshavens Rotterdam, 2011). Through this 

collaboration, the local government wants to reinforce a labor market geared towards the 

innovative economy, also in terms of education level of the workforce. This statement raises 

the question of education and skills. What is a suitable education level for innovation jobs? 

There are different types of innovative and creative industries in the area: craft & hand-

manufacturers and high-tech companies. Those two categories require different types of 

education (Interviewee I8, June 2021). The current developments seem to aim towards the 

diffusion of the second type of innovative industries, hence a concern on the mismatch of 

education and skills of individuals living in the area, and ultimately the exclusion of those 

people.  

 

The collaboration of local stakeholders facilitated by the local government, which is 

considered as a meta-governor, seems to contribute to the development of skills of local 

individuals. This is the case with partners such as Voedseltuin or Buurman. The government 

considers the garden as a serious partner, by granting it ground for free for five years and then 

with shorter-term renting contracts (Interviewee I2, June 2021). This agreement with 

Voedseltuin enables the organization to train residents to gardening and gain skills in this 
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matter. Additionally, the Give a Bike foundation, Joep van Lieshout atelier and PlusPunt work 

together to build a working environment for people who are distanced from the labour market 

in M4H (Interviewee I6, June 2021; Interviewee I9, July 2021; PlusPunt, n.d.). For instance, 

Interviewee 6 explains that citizens participating in PlusPunt workshops come to M4H once 

per week to be trained on how to fix bikes (June 2021). Thus, they can gain knowledge and 

develop skills in the neighborhood.  

 

Moreover, the Municipality collaborates with the local network through programs to 

tackle the issue of employment and inclusion in M4H. The local government and the Port 

launched the program “Stadshavens Rotterdam Works3” from 2014 until 2017. Under the 

banner of the Social Strategy Stadshavens, a group of 200 job seekers from Feijenoord and 

Delfshaven participated in the project. It took the form of a network of subcontractors from 

construction and logistics under the coordination of the Municipality and the Port. They were 

responsible for matching individuals with available positions. A personal development plan 

was outlined for each participant: they would follow a training and put in contact with other 

candidates, companies and other social partners to promote collaboration (WestPractice, 2017). 

This program started because port businesses were not able to reach out to the surrounding 

community and vice versa. The collaboration between companies of the port and the 

Municipality can be seen as a form of meta-governance and reinforces the inclusion on the 

basis of education and skills, as they are supporting unemployed residents to be trained and 

find a job.  

 

However, if the government tries to facilitate this connection between companies and 

local residents, they cannot force businesses to hire individuals. Their influence is limited 

(Interviewees I5; I10, June 2021). Businesses want their own take on who comes here. Meta-

governors then do not have a word to say, even though they can facilitate (Interviewee I8, June 

2021).  

 

The collaboration of actors in a Quadruple Helix model offers opportunities to establish 

a link between M4H and the surrounding areas. It differs from the Triple Helix model because 

it includes the participation of citizens. In this model, Citizens and entrepreneurs can reach out 

to established companies, local government, research institutions and investors through this 

 
3 Stadshavens Rotterdam Werkt Echt in Dutch.  
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model to concretize their projects and innovate (Peek, 2020). As pointed out in the theoretical 

framework, structural inequalities greatly influence inclusion. The access to or participation in 

opportunities and activities offered by innovation districts is highly dependent on one’s 

capabilities which are themselves influenced by socio-economic factors. This suggests that 

even though governance networks enable individuals to participate, they are not sufficient 

conditions to inclusive outcomes.  

 

 

ii. Accountability and education & skills 

  

The Monitoring document 2019 on employment published online by the Municipality and the 

Port stresses the influence of accountability in relation to inclusion on the basis of education 

and skills (Program Office M4H, 2020). This document informs local stakeholders on the status 

of the area development, with a focus on employment and the manufacturing industry. It serves 

an important purpose in terms of accountability as it reminds the reader the goals and ambitions 

set by the network in the Strategy established for the area (Program Office M4H, 2020). Such 

a tool indicates the will of the Municipality and the Port to monitor the achievement of their 

pre-established goals. It could contribute to inclusion as it would pinpoint where more efforts 

are necessary to enhance the access to employment opportunities to individuals from diverse 

professional backgrounds in M4H.  

 

 However, this finding must be nuanced. The ambition of the local government is to 

foster economic growth with a focus on the manufacturing industry (Program Office M4H, 

2020; Rotterdam Makers District, 2018) but not explicitly to hire individuals without education 

and/or skills. Accountability can have an influence on inclusion when the latter is clearly stated 

as a priority. Moreover, as highlighted in the Monitoring document, this information is 

especially relevant to uncover multi-year trends (Program Office M4H, 2020). Hence, this tool 

has a great potential for inclusion but still must prove its effectiveness.  
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c. Beyond democratic performance: necessary conditions for inclusive outcomes  

 

By asking if the democratic performance of governance networks is a sufficient condition for 

inclusive outcomes in innovation districts, the researcher investigates the sufficiency/necessary 

relationship between the two variables. During this study, three other conditions came forth as 

necessary to influence inclusion.  

 

First, it seems like housing prices have an important influence on who is included or 

excluded on the basis of their income and wealth. The transformation of the area has an impact 

on real estate prices, as new buildings are built in M4H. Prices increase, which results in the 

arrival of new inhabitants in the neighborhood, then impacting the prices of recreational 

activities (Interviewees I2; I3; I5, June 2021). Consequently, control over housing prices is 

essential to maintain diversity and inclusion. It should be noted that quotas on housing types 

exist in Rotterdam (Interviewee I4, June 2021). Such quotas are suitable tools for inclusive 

outcomes.   

 

Furthermore, to create a connection between M4H and the surrounding areas, the 

governance network can enable the use of new urban amenities (Interviewee I8, June 2021). 

Benefits of the new development of M4H for the surrounding neighborhoods can revolve in 

the creation of green areas and high-quality public space. The Dakpark is an accurate example 

of those benefits: local residents have access to this park, born from a community-based project 

and bordering Tussendijken and M4H. The park was developed in a collaboration of local 

stakeholders, involving the Municipality, an association of citizens, businesses located 

underneath… If the park does not generate any employment opportunity or skill development, 

it plays a role of a socio-spatial link between surrounding areas. Interviewee I8 (June 2021) 

suggests that urban amenities and especially public space can play a role in reinventing the 

relationship between M4H and surrounding neighborhoods.  

 

Recreational activities seem to have an important role to play in inclusion in the area. 

Interviewee 9 explains that arts and culture can contribute to the connection between M4H and 

Bospolder-Tussendijken (July 2021). Also, the organization of events such as Cape Verdean 

music festival or art exhibitions at AVL Mundo make M4H more welcoming for all (non)-

residents with different cultural and socio-economic backgrounds (Interviewee I7, June 2021; 

Interviewee I9, July 2021). It relates to the creation of social value and the idea that we must 
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look not only at financial benefits but also at the societal contribution (Interviewee I8, June 

2021). One challenge remains measuring this societal impact and giving it as much value as 

financial benefits. This argument can also be connected to the network assets referred to in the 

innovation ecosystem diagram (figure 1): through recreational spaces, individuals meet and 

network. Interviewee I7 (June 2021) explained that he met a person at the Keilecafe and 

introduced him to workers of the Keilewerf, who gave him an internship later.  

 

V. Wrap-up: findings in short 

 

All sub-questions have been answered. First, the study established the characteristics 

and conditions of governance networks in M4H, following the Quadruple Helix model 

involving research institutes, businesses, government and civil organizations. The study shows 

that cultural actors played an important role in the development and branding of the area. More 

than an urban transformation project, M4H serves a platform for creative entrepreneurs, 

multinationals and research institutes: local stakeholders are invited to collaborate organically, 

as the neighborhood develops. Diverse types of collaboration are witnessed in M4H, enhancing 

physical, networking and economic assets (figure 12).  

 

Second, this study examined through which channels democratic performance of 

governance networks is linked to process-based inclusion. The study has revealed the existence 

of a strategy of meta-governance, in which the Port and the Municipality determine the network 

design, framing and participation. A shared vision for area development is determined by local 

stakeholders, initiated by governmental bodies. Accountability seem to be linked to process-

based inclusion through the availability of information about activities of the network, tools of 

dialogue both online and offline. Interactions and negotiations in the context of democratic 

performance of governance networks are certainly essential for inclusive process. Lastly, on 

the one hand, representativeness turned out to be impacted by the reduced number of 

inhabitants.  On the other hand, actors are organized in sub-networks: landowners associations, 

thematic networks around professional fields and associations of entrepreneurs to have a status 

in the dialogue with the government.  

 

Third, concerns regarding inclusion in M4H were tackled. This study found that 

surrounding areas concentrate social challenges such as high unemployment and high pressure 
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on social housing, and the need to include residents in the development of M4H. Recreational 

and art venues seem to play an important role in inclusion, as well as social organizations with 

a focus on connecting with residents of surrounding areas. Overall, the increase of rent prices 

due to the development of the area came out as problematic for already-settled businesses as 

well as for potential newcomers. The study showed a mismatch of skills between historical 

workers from surrounding areas and innovative industries meant to develop in the area; 

However, there is still a strong focus on manufacturing industries, which softens this 

divergence. The Municipality also supports local companies through subsidies. In addition, the 

Municipality and local companies make efforts to train a local workforce, thanks to internships 

or simplified hiring processes.  

 

Lastly, there is evidence of the collaboration of actors in an inclusive process, but it does not 

seem to be a sufficient condition for inclusive outcomes for several reasons. First, the rise of 

land prices due to the redevelopment of the area leads to the exclusion of population groups 

and businesses. The common will to reinforce a knowledge-based labour market in the area 

leads to the exclusion of less educated and skilled workers. In M4H, this issue is taken into 

consideration, as local stakeholders self-organize to give trainings. The Municipality also 

participates by developing employment programs. However, the influence of the meta-

governor is limited. Second, accountability appears to have a limited impact on inclusion, but 

transparency and the existence of dialogue tools could be used to expose failing inclusion 

strategies for instance. Third, representativeness is important because local actors can represent 

their interest and be active in the area. However, as expected, the pitfall of representativeness 

is that those who participate are usual suspects. Overall, the main obstacle of democratic 

performance of governance networks to be a sufficient condition for inclusive outcomes seems 

to be the presence of structural inequalities. As the sufficiency/necessity relationship between 

two variables was questioned in the last research question, this study showed other necessary 

conditions for inclusive outcomes such as control over housing prices, enabling the use of new 

urban amenities to guarantee a socio-spatial link with surrounding areas and the presence of art 

and culture facilities.  
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Chapter 5: Conclusion and recommendations  
 

 

 

This chapter answers the main research question of this study in a first section. Then, the 

contribution of this research to the field and current debates is presented. This is followed by a 

discussion and recommendations for practitioners.   

 

 

I. Research question  

 

While cities concentrate complex issues such as poverty, climate change and segregation, urban 

governance policies are crucial to protect the well-being and flourishing of its inhabitants. This 

study attempts to highlight the influence of governance arrangements on inclusion. 

Specifically, this study aims at understanding how the three dimensions of democratic 

performance of governance networks influences inclusion in M4H. The sub-questions have 

been answered in the findings chapter. This chapter answers the main research question which 

is: “How does the democratic performance of governance networks influence inclusive 

outcomes in Merwe-Vierhavens (M4H)?”.  

 

First, the research has shown that the network is democratically performant but the 

biggest player in the game is still the local government. The spatial framework Ontwikkel mee 

in M4H presents open urban development and governance approaches for the area. This can be 

associated to meta-governance but operates in the shadow of hierarchy (Nederhand et al., 

2016). If the absence of government control characterizes governance networks, the 

government still influences processes. Local stakeholders are encouraged to take initiatives and 

shape the area but within a framework created by the Municipality and the Port. In relation 

with the organic development presented in official document, the dichotomy between organic 

and planned is rather unclear. The term organic implies that human and social capital are 

important in the development of the area. However, planning is crucial in decision-making: it 

enables steering towards collective goals a single actor could not achieve on its own. This is 

especially important for inclusion, as weaker players would then be represented and supported. 
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Overall, planned and organic elements should interact and not be considered in isolation from 

one another.  

 

 Moreover, the collaboration of the Municipality and local companies in educational 

programs seem to be valuable to enhance inclusion on the basis of education and skills. While 

companies’ goals are to generate profit, the public sector handles political and social tasks. If 

inclusion is not necessarily a goal for local businesses, they have something to gain from hiring 

employees. Government can act as a “connector” as in the “Stadshavens Rotterdam Works” 

program, in which they find and train suitable candidates to work in manufacturing and port 

businesses. The intervention of the government, as a meta-governor, contributes to inclusion 

in the area as it provides a trained labour pool to local companies. This study has shown that 

even though actors of M4H have divergent goals, they can gain from this collaboration: they 

have common interests. As the coordination of goals and interests do not occur naturally in 

governance networks, it is necessary to steer interactions to reach the desired outcome – 

inclusion – (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2016). Nonetheless, the influence of the government is limited 

as they cannot coordinate employment through hierarchical processes. This study highlighted 

that to deal with the complex and multi-dimensional issue that is inclusion, actors must 

collaborate in a network as standard operating procedures are not sufficient (Koppenjan & 

Klijn, 2004). The meta-governor role of the local government is especially important because 

it is bounded by the obligation to promote social and democratic tasks.  

 

In addition, there is an important role for active communities and networking in 

inclusion in M4H. Within the multiple multi-company buildings - Keilewerf, Soundport, 

Science Tower - personal contact is created and mutual support and informal exchange 

facilitated. Those strongly influence inclusion, especially on education and skills. With the 

innovation ecosystem diagram in mind, networking assets are central in the relation between 

governance networks and inclusion in this research. Nevertheless, even though this study 

showed the strong links between some creative entrepreneurs in the area, it was underlined that 

they might not be aware of the contribution they might have on the surrounding neighborhoods. 

The economic value of collaboration is preferred over its societal value. This challenge is due 

to the nature of innovation districts, focusing mainly on financial and economic benefits. Social 

benefits and inclusion are increasingly considered in literature on innovation districts, in the 

work of the Global Institute on Innovation Districts. Moreover, diversity appears to be essential 

to more inclusion, through recreational activities but also different types of manufacturing 
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companies, bringing in individuals with different skills, educational level and socio-economic 

status. By striving for diversity in their activities, stakeholders of the area can be more 

inclusive. To ensure inclusion, the right balance must be found between technology-oriented 

businesses and ICT firms and manufacturing activities.  

 

Overall, this research has shown that the democratic performance of governance 

networks partly influences inclusion in the area through the collaboration of the local 

government and companies to generate employment, create societal benefits thanks to 

collaboration with companies with social goals and giving space to local stakeholders to shape 

the neighborhood. However, the democratic performance of those networks seems to be a 

necessary condition but not a sufficient one, as highlighted in the final section of the fourth 

chapter. There are other paramount conditions in this regard, such as housing prices, structural 

inequalities and socio-spatial connections with surrounding neighborhoods. This argument is 

strongly related to the debate on state intervention and the economic development of inner 

cities (Blakely & Small, 1996; Dymski, 1996; Fainstein & Gray, 1996; Porter, 1995).   

 

The ongoing phenomenon of urban transformation results in the rise of housing prices. 

Consequently, there is an uncertainty on whether businesses can remain in the next ten years. 

According to the respondents, the Makers paradigm seems to be a “transitional” step more than 

a long-term vision. The neighborhood is not yet inhabited but it is occupied by many 

companies. The phenomenon of gentrification impacts companies, which might be obliged to 

leave the neighborhood, because of the increase of prices.  

 

Those conclusions must be considered with caution. The democratic performance of 

governance networks influences inclusion in M4H but other conditions are necessary to 

achieve inclusion. Inclusive outcomes can emerge from a mix of inclusive programs and 

decision-making processes, organic and informal collaborative structures and improvement of 

public space and networking assets.  

 

 

II. Contribution to the field and future research 
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This research contributes to the field by investigating the issue of inclusion at the intersection 

of urban economics and public administration. The current debate emphasizes economic 

benefits of innovation districts and collaboration rather than social value, which seems suitable 

to tackle inclusion. The results confirm that inclusion in innovation districts is a complex issue, 

involving more than one necessary condition. Governance networks is one of them but it seems 

to go beyond social inclusion (see figure 1). Economic and physical aspects should also be 

considered.  

 

In future research, it might be interesting to formulate a framework to further understand 

inclusion in the context of innovation districts. This could encompass other dimensions of 

inclusion such as gender-based inclusion. Additionally, it could be interesting to look at the 

way social value can be measured in relation with inclusion instead of the consideration of 

economic benefits. This research would bring a new perspective to growing analyses on the 

social aspect of innovation districts. Finally, another question that has been briefly discussed 

in this research is the influence of SI on inclusion in innovation districts. It would be interesting 

to explore whether SI can contribute to socio-economic justice by challenging, altering or 

replacing dominant socio-institutional framework in innovation districts.  

 

 

III. Discussion 

 

This section clarifies the limitations encountered during this study. Those characteristics should 

be considered because they influenced the interpretation of the findings of this research. 

 

This research has been greatly impacted by COVID-19 mitigations measures aiming at 

reducing social interactions. First, it turned out difficult to arrange interviews face-to-face, 

making it more difficult to interpret answers because body language and emotions could not 

easily be captured, but also due to internet issues and more. Second, the relaxation of sanitary 

measures in May 2021 resulted in an intense workload for local companies and especially 

recreational places, which made it more difficult to schedule interviews. It strongly impacted 

this research because data collection took place in May. Owners of cultural organizations have 

been interviewed in this study but the author would have wanted to give them a greater share 
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in the gathered data. Indeed, the social effect of recreational areas in cities appears to have an 

important role in inclusion.  

 

Moreover, the research design chosen caused limitations. It would have been interesting 

to give more space to surrounding neighborhoods in this study. There are not many residents 

in M4H, which made it more difficult to capture inclusion, apart from the inclusion of workers 

in the area. In addition, on top of interviews, this study could have benefited from the use of a 

survey, which would help to collect information from a broader target group. Citizens of 

surrounding areas would have been a relevant group of actors to further understand the 

influence of governance arrangements on inclusion in innovation districts. However, this 

method was pragmatically discarded due to a time constraint. In addition, out of the three 

variables studied for democratic performance of governance networks, it seems like meta-

governance was dominant over the others in the findings of this research. For future research, 

it would be valuable to focus solely on meta-governance, as it would give more insights into 

the functioning of self-governing networks and inclusion. The four meta-governance tools of 

Sørensen (2006) would be suitable variables to investigate.  

 

Lastly, this research has been impacted by the inevitable researcher bias. This bias is 

characterized by the tendency to encourage one outcome over another based on the researcher’s 

perception. In research, biases are not dichotomous but rather considered in the degree to which 

a bias is present. Confirmation bias has been the most important one in this study: the researcher 

formed hypotheses and used respondents’ input to confirm those. This also means that evidence 

which was not in line with those hypotheses could be ignored. Researcher-confirmation bias 

has been tackled by reevaluating perceptions of respondents. Also, potential hypotheses have 

been generated once all data had been collected and the information set was complete. 

 

 

IV. Recommendations  

 

What can be learned from this research when discussing inclusion in innovation districts in 

relation to governance? Inclusion is a complex and multi-dimensional issue and the only 

democratic performance of its governance networks is not a sufficient condition to achieve it. 

This section presents recommendations for practitioners based on the results of this research. 
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The tension between economic growth/innovation and social goals can be lessened by 

involving residents of surrounding areas, tackling structural inequalities and introducing 

inclusive placemaking in the area.  

 

Recommendation 1: Involve committees/residents from Delfshaven and Oud Mathenesse to 

the conversation on M4H, to soften the contrast between the neighborhoods. This 

recommendation is specifically essential for housing plans. In addition, boundary spanners are 

important: there is a need for initiatives bridging the different helixes with socially inclusive 

aims. For instance, initiatives like the association Wijkcollectie behind the Verhalen tour are 

making connections and look for ways to make the city better benefit from the manufacturing 

industry for a more inclusive and circular economy. The M4H project office should give a 

greater role to citizens of neighboring areas in the development of M4H and not only to local 

companies.  

 

Recommendation 2: Tackle structural inequalities through inclusion and SI strategies. If this 

study showed that the democratic performance of governance networks influences inclusion in 

innovation districts, pitfalls of this relation stem from structural inequalities in society. For 

example, the collaboration of actors in a governance network allows the creation of 

employment programs, but some individuals could not feel welcome in those programs or have 

language difficulties to follow trainings. The author recommends the local government to 

tackle structural inequalities by identifying the main difficulties in the area and using tailor-

made solutions.  

 

Recommendation 3: Make use of inclusive placemaking in the area, in collaboration with actors 

of the area (Joep van Lieshout, Weelde, Keilecafe, Keilewerf…). Previous research highlighted 

the important role of placemaking in fostering a fertile ground for innovation, because this is a 

way for researchers, entrepreneurs and residents to meet and network. However, this study on 

M4H emphasizes the importance of making placemaking inclusive. The Municipality could 

take advantage of the physical transformation of the neighborhood and the presence of 

associations such as Voedseltuin to investigate and set up public space all residents could enjoy. 

The Dakpark is a proper example of community-initiated public space which is connecting 

neighborhoods.  
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Appendices  
 

Appendix 1: Code tree 

 

This codetree shows how the codes used to analyse the data collected in this study.  

 

1. Neighborhood information  

1.1 History of M4H  

1.2 Relevant actors  

1.3 Strategy of the Municipality  

1.4 Surrounding areas 

2. Democratic performance of governance networks  

2.1 Meta-governance 

2.2 Accountability 

2.3 Representativeness  

2.4 Network  

3. Inclusion  

3.1 Income and wealth  

3.2 Education and skills 
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Information sheet for thesis research Governance arrangements and inclusiveness in 

MerweVierhavens.  

 

Under the supervision of Dr. Alberto Gianoli, Clara Glachant is examining the influence of 

network governance arrangements on inclusiveness in Merwe-Vierhavens. This research can be 

realized with the help of your participation. Clara is curious about your opinion on governance 

networks and inclusiveness. There are no right or wrong answers. 

 

Why this 

research?  

The purpose of this research is to understand the influence of governance 

networks on inclusiveness in Merwe-Vierhavens. This can give insights 

to policy-makers and other stakeholders on how to design governance in 

order to make an area more inclusive. This research is being conducted 

from the Erasmus University Rotterdam. 

Process You will participate in a study in which we will gather information 

through: 

- Interviewing you and recording your answers via audio or video 

recording. A transcript of the interview will be produced 

- The transcript of the interview will be analyzed and used for the purpose 

of this research.  

 

Confidentiality We will do everything we can to protect your privacy as well as possible. 

In addition to the student, only the thesis supervisor and second reader 

will have access to all information you provide. 

No confidential information or personal data from or about you will be 

released so that someone will be able to identify you. 

In the research you are referred to by a made-up name (pseudonym), 

unless you have given permission to use your name for quotes. 

Voluntary 

participation 

You do not have to answer any questions that you do not want to answer. 

If you do not want to say something in a group, but would like to in 

private, you can e-mail or call Clara Glachant afterwards. Your 

participation is voluntary and you can stop whenever you want. 
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If, during the research, you decide to terminate your participation, the 

information that you have already provided will be used until the moment 

that consent is withdrawn. 

Do you want to stop participating in this research? Then contact Clara 

Glachant via clara.glachant@gmail.com or +33642063129. 

Data storage Anonymous data or pseudonyms will be used in the thesis. The audio 

recordings, forms and/or other documents that are created or collected in 

the context of this thesis will be stored securely. 

The research data is stored for a period of ten years. Data will be deleted 

or made anonymous so that they can no longer be traced to a person at the 

end of this period, at the latest. 

Submitting a 

question or 

complaint 

If you have specific questions about how your personal data is handled, 

you can direct your question to Clara Glachant via 

clara.glachant@gmail.com or +33642063129. You can also submit a 

complaint to the Dutch Data Protection Authority if you suspect that your 

data has been processed incorrectly. 

 

 

 

By signing this consent form I acknowledge the following: 

 

  YES NO 

1 I am sufficiently informed about the research. I have read the information 

sheet and have had the opportunity to ask questions. These questions have 

been answered sufficiently and I have had sufficient time to decide on my 

participation. 

 

☐ ☐ 

2 I volunteer to participate in this study. It is clear to me that I can terminate 

participation in the study at any time, without providing a reason. I don't have 

to answer a question if I do not want to. 

 

☐ ☐ 

In order to participate in the study, it is also necessary that you give  



Clara Glachant – 05.08.2021 

 88 

 

 

Name participant 

 

 

 

Name student  

 

Clara Glachant 

Signature 

With digital signatures, your name and date 

are sufficient 

 

 

Signature: 

With digital signatures, your name and date are 

sufficient 

 

 

 

 

 

Date: Date: 

 

 

 

 

 

      specific permission for various elements. Note that if you are younger than  

      eighteen, a parent/guardian must also sign this form. 

 

3 I give permission to process the data collected about me during this research 

as explained in this information sheet.  

 

☐ ☐ 

4 I give permission for audio and/or video recordings to be made during 

discussions and a transcript of my answers to be produced. 

 

☐ ☐ 

5 I give permission for use my answers as quotes in the student's thesis. 

 
☐ ☐ 
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Appendix 3: Interview guide  

 

Introduction 

My name is Clara Glachant and I am currently following the MSc Urban Governance at 

Erasmus University. In this program, I learn about urban development and related societal 

challenges such as sustainability, poverty, health and social justice.  

 

My research consists in a study on innovation districts, which are neighborhoods where public 

and private actors work to attract businesses, research institutes and civil society to work 

towards technology-bases services and innovation in general. The primary goal of those areas 

is to generate economic growth, attract creative individuals and participate to urban 

transformation (often of former industrial areas). However, in theory, these kinds of industries 

attract highly skilled individuals and could lead to the clustering of certain social groups. The 

phenomenon of urban transformation and the establishment of certain amenities in the area 

could result in the rise of housing prices/living expenses for certain inhabitants, which would 

lead to gentrification. Moreover, the requirements to work in creative businesses of innovation 

districts can cause the exclusion of individuals with limited skills, network and academic 

experience.  

 

The governance arrangements associated with those neighborhoods is generally a networked 

governance, which means that actors with different interests collaborate to make the 

neighborhood thrive, mostly without a strict hierarchy. This collaboration could be considered 

as inclusive because it involves many actors.  

 

In my Master thesis, I want to see if this collaboration of actors of different sectors 

(government, business, research institutes and groups of citizens) influences the inclusiveness 

in the area, meaning that all individuals can live, work and study in M4H, no matter their levels 

of income and education & skills.  

 

The case of M4H is especially interesting for two reasons. First, it is located at the border of 

Spangen and Tussendijken, two lower-income areas of the city, with very diverse social groups. 

For this reason, the link between M4H and those areas must be strong, to avoid the exclusion 

of populations. Second, not only M4H gives space to public actors, private actors, research 
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institutes and civil society to co-create, but the typical port identity of the area also has an 

impact of its governance, as the urban development is handled by the Port and the Municipality.  

 

Questions/themes of the interview 

Note: some questions could be skipped if not relevant.  

 

• Background information:  

Introduction of the participant and the organization  

Role of the organization in M4H  

Description of the collaboration between actors in M4H 

 

• Governance arrangements in M4H 

- On the network:  

o What are the guidelines on the governance of M4H?  

o To what extent was a shared vision defined?  

o What is the extent of the participation of politicians in the network?  

 

- On accountability:  

o Do you think that the information on the governance model of M4H are easily 

accessible?  

o Is there a (sufficient) dialogue with inhabitants/workers of the area or 

surrounding areas?  

 

- On representativeness:  

o Does M4H involve four sectors in a quadruple helix model?  

o How would you say that the 4 sectors are represented? Who do you think has 

the biggest role to play?  

 

• On inclusion  

- Income & wealth  

o What is the state of inclusion in the area?  

o How are the connections with surrounding neighborhoods?  
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- Education & skills 

o What is the level of education of individuals working/living in the area?  

o Are there some programs to train individuals to work in M4H/enhance their 

skills?  

 

• Relation between governance arrangement and inclusiveness 

 

Note: the definition of inclusiveness I used is the following: opportunity to live, work, study, 

have access to facilities in the area, no matter the individuals’ income, nor their level of 

education and skills. 

 

- What would you say is the impact of the collaboration of actors in M4H? 

- What kind of actions are carried out to improve inclusiveness in M4H?  

- Does it provide opportunities for inhabitants of the area? If so, how?  

o Did it encourage individuals/workers of different levels of income and wealth 

to engage in the neighborhood?  

o Did you notice that the area offered jobs to individuals from all educational 

levels?  

o How would you describe the educational/professional background of 

inhabitants/workers in M4H? Would you say it is diverse? Different than the 

rest of the city?  

- Do you think that this area is more inclusive than a non-innovation district? If it is the 

case, why do you think so?  

- Do you think that the collaboration between the four sectors could be the reason why 

the area is more inclusive? If so, why? 

 

Closing 

Thank you for your answers and for your time. The data will be transcribed and analyzed in 

my Master’s thesis, due in August 2021. In case you change your mind on your participation 

to this study, you can contact me via email on clara.glachant@gmail.com. I will inform you as 

soon as I am done with this thesis and will send you the final document in August.  
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Appendix 4: Additional findings 

  

• Document review 

Author Title Type of 

document 

Main finding 

Stam C. 

(2016) 

« Rotterdam Innovation 

District: de optimale 

relatie tussen M4H en 

RDM » 

Student 

thesis 

Used to write about the hisstory 

of RDM and M4H. This article 

have insights on the variety of 

actors present in the area and the 

type of development (more 

organic than in RDM)  

van der 

Zandt B. 

(2018) 

« Attraction and 

retention of users in 

Urban Innovation 

Districts: An advice for 

the Merwe-Vierhavens 

based on the lessons 

learned at Strijp-S. » 

Master thesis  Used to introduce the area. This 

research provides information on 

the development of M4H, its 

demographics and tackles briefly 

inclusion challenges in the area.  

Del Bono 

D. & 

Franco M. 

(2020) 

« M4H - 

Merwevierhaven, 

Rotterdam: the 21st 

century Port-City 

interface » 

Master thesis  This research gives insights on 

Port-City developments and the 

development strategy in M4H. It 

is also used for its graphics.  

Meijer M. 

& Peek G-J. 

(2017) 

« Networking for 

innovation, The role of 

iconic occupiers in the 

development of the 

Rotterdam Innovation 

District «  

Presentation The authors explain that while 

RDM is planned in a triple-helix 

of university-industry-

govenrment relationships to 

foster innovation, M4H is less 

preplanned and follows a 

quadruple helix model, with the 

perspective of civil society in 

knowledge production and 

innovation. It highlights the role 
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of Studio Roosegaarde and 

Atelier van Lieshout in the 

shaping of the image of the 

neighborhood: those "iconic" 

occupiers are crucial to inspire, 

enhance the area and activate a 

network of relationships.  

Stadshavens 

Rotterdam 

(2019) 

« Spatial framework 

Merwe-Vierhavens 

Rotterdam: Future in the 

Making »  

Report This report provides an outline of 

what M4H will look like in the 

future. It gives information on 

the process of spatial 

development in the area and 

background elements on the 

strategies for the different sub-

areas of M4H.  

Deloitte 

(2015)  

« Position paper 

Rotterdam Innovation 

District » 

Consultancy 

report  

 

Stadshavens 

Rotterdam 

(2014) 

« Ontwikkel mee in 

M4H » 

Development 

strategy  

The report summarizes the 

development strategy for M4H: 

from port to makers district. 

Innovation is at the core of the 

strategy. This document was 

crucial to highlight the 

transparency of the collaboration 

process between the local 

government, the port and local 

initiatives (businesses and 

associations).  

Stadshavens 

Rotterdam 

(2015) 

« Stadshavens 

Rotterdam: the 

Innovation District » 

Report This document provides general 

information on the Rotterdam 

Innovation District. It gives 

insights on the social strategy for 
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the area and presents an 

employment program organized 

by the Municipality and the Port 

aiming at connecting employers 

of the area with unemployed 

individuals of surrounding areas. 

This programme also contains an 

"empowerment" training, to 

secure participants skills and 

abilities on the labour market.  

Peek G-J. & 

Stam K. 

(2016) 

« Building the 

Innovation Economy 

City-Leel Strategies for 

Planning, Placemaking 

and Promotion. Case 

Study: Rotterdam » 

Case study 

report  

This case study report informs on 

the innovative ecosystem 

growing in M4H.  

Rotterdam 

Makers 

District 

(2018) 

« Vision: Rotterdam 

Makers District » 

Vision 

document 

This document gives information 

on the history of M4H and RDM 

and the vision of the two areas, 

mostly from the economic and 

innovation point of view. This 

informed mostly the first section 

of the first section in the findings 

chapter.  

Stadshavens 

Rotterdam 

(2011) 

« Stuctuurvisie 

Stadshavens » 

Vision 

document 

This document presents the 

vision for the Stadshavens area 

(made of 6 different areas around 

the Maas in Rotterdam) and 

associated urban development. 

M4H and its innovative purpose 

is further detailed, as well as the 

importance of social inclusion in 

the area, to link the 
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neighborhood to surrounding 

Spangen, Oud Mathenesse, 

Bospolder. 

Europan 15 

(2019) 

« Activating the Urban 

Commons in the 

Productive City » 

Case study 

report  

This document gives an 

introduction on M4H and its 

urban context. It focuses mainly 

on circular urban development 

where working and living meet. 

The study zooms in on the 

Vierhavensblok especially, 

which represents a small part of 

the area.  

ter Avest 

(2021) 

« Toegang tot M4H : 

Naar een Sociaal 

Raamwerk voor een 

nieuwe stadswijk » 
 

Research 

essay 

This essay explores the social 

aspects and connections between 

M4H and surrounding areas. The 

review of this document mostly 

informed the researcher on the 

state of inclusion in M4H. 

Voedseltuin 

Rotterdam 

(2019) 

« Voedseltuin 

Rotterdam »  

Brochure This document informs the 

researcher with an introduction 

of the organization, their goals, 

missions and values. The booklet 

contains testimonies of 

volunteers at the Voedseltuin.  

Program 

Office M4H 

(2020) 

« M4H in cijfers: 

Monitor 2019 » 

Report This document gives information 

on businesses and economic 

activities in M4H for the year 

2019. The report zooms in on the 

type of businesses, workers and 

activities in the area. It informed 

the report on accountability and 

inclusion.  
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• Desk research: M4H and RDM 

 

M4H and RDM were developed jointly as part of the transition to the Next Economy, which 

encompasses accessibility, technology advanced and proposes a mixed-use of living, working 

and retail (Deloitte, 2015). This new paradigm encompasses the preparation of the city to 

environmental, economic and social challenges (Del Bono & Franco, 2020). Moreover, RDM 

and M4H have different development purposes: RDM is more linked to port activities and 

prototyping while M4H is a space where entrepreneurs can innovate and citizens live. (Van der 

Zandt, 2018; Interviewee I1, May 2021). While this study focuses on Merwe-Vierhanvens, the 

following table highlights the main characteristics of the two areas for the sake of contrast. 

 

 RDM campus M4H 

Location South bank North bank  

Land volume  30 hectares 100 hectares  

Properties  Industrial heritage All sorts  

Ownership Port of Rotterdam  Port of Rotterdam and City 

of Rotterdam 

 

Table 4. Attributes of RDM campus and M4H. Source: Peek & Stam, 2016.  

 


