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[bookmark: _Toc68856]Abstract 
Social cohesion is a crucial component of a healthy neighborhood, enhancing social resilience through processes such as the creation of networks and common civic values, the fostering of feelings of belonging, and adherence to social norms. Collaborative production of public spaces that involves residents, experts, and municipal authorities is identified as an effective way of arriving at neighborhood cohesion. In fact, such initiatives are becoming increasingly relevant in heterogenous neighborhoods in Rotterdam, like the Tarwewijk. Considered to be ‘lagging behind’, national policy interventions target the Tarwewijk for improvement, but seem to focus on traditional metrics like schooling, housing, and employment. Already existing collaborative public space initiatives and resident impetus on the ground suggests that ignoring social cohesion as a policy outcome is a missed opportunity at enhancing neighborhood resilience. In turn, the main research question addressed through this study is: how can collaborative, community-led spatial production processes foster social cohesion in ethnically heterogenous neighborhoods in Rotterdam? Furthermore, two important aspects are given special attention. Firstly, how do existing municipal processes and resident-led spatial production coexist in the Tarwewijk, and what are the impacts on the development of social cohesion? How does neighborhood diversity and pre-determined social groups impact the development of social cohesion in the Tarwewijk? The analytical framework for the present research follows a narrow approach to social cohesion, and involves its four core components: common values, social order, place identity, and social capital. Furthermore, the methodological approach is twofold. Firstly, a diagnosis of social cohesion at the neighborhood level utilizing municipal data revealed a divergence between objective and subjective measures of social cohesion. While scores and statistics reveal primarily an upward trend between 2022 and 2024, residents perceive a less cohesive Tarwewijk. Secondly, semi-structured interviews and process observations in one of the main sites of collaborative public space interventions reveal that participating actors perceive cohesion to have been fostered in the same period. This suggests the need of expanding collaborative public space interventions and resident participation in them to spread positive impacts on cohesion to a neighborhood wide level. Interestingly, the processes in the Tarwewijk show a decrease in trust for municipal institutions because of tension between institutional and neighborhood agendas. Nonetheless, collaboration exhibits potential to bridge between pre-existing local communities and foster the creation of diverse social networks.  
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[bookmark: _Toc68862]1. Introduction 
 
Social cohesion is key in the establishment of future-proof neighborhoods, as it enhances resilience through the creation of social capital, common civic values, place-based identities and social order (Kamri & Hamid, 2021; Sobhaninia, 2024). Nonetheless, cohesive neighborhoods are not necessarily good; they can involve exclusionary practices and the creation in- and out- group structures (Blokland-Potters, 2017). In fact, neighborhood diversity and socioeconomic status are considered to have an effect on social cohesion, in which homogeneity and higher incomes are expected to foster cohesiveness (Volker et al., 2006). How, then, can social cohesion manifest in heterogenous and underprivileged contexts to enhance neighborhood resilience? The Dutch city of Rotterdam is an interesting case in this regard. Although current policies and urban regeneration projects aim to curb the spatial concentration of problematized ethnic groups and achieve social mixing, municipal policy seems to ignore social cohesion and facilitating interactions between groups (Custers & Willems, 2024; Tersteeg et al., 2013). The predominantly immigrant neighborhood of Tarwewijk, with its relatively lower socio-economic character, has been identified by national policy as a target for intervention. However, the Nationaal Programma Rotterdam Zuid focuses on improving metrics related to employment, housing, and schooling, turning a blind eye to similarly important elements such as neighborhood cohesion (Gemeente Rotterdam, 2024; Programmabureau NPRZ, 2023). The present research argues that social cohesion does manifest in neighborhoods like Tarwewijk, and is a viable strategy to enhance neighborhood livability. 
Neighborhood public spaces are an effective way of fostering social cohesion, especially when resulting from a collaborative process in which resident involvement is central. Communityled spatial interventions not only crate ownership and enforce residents’ place attachment but allows them to develop emancipatory capabilities through their mobilization and build networks of social capital from the start (Alyani & Herlily, 2019; Calderon & Hernández-García, 2019). In contexts of informal development and state absence, predominantly found in cities in the global south, grass-roots mobilization is almost a necessity for communities to improve the livability of their neighborhoods (Calderon & Hernández-García, 2019). Nonetheless, it is important to understand how such processes can develop in contexts where the planning apparatus is present. In the Netherlands, whether due to a shift to neoliberal state retrenchment or the objective of community empowerment, collaborative, community-led spatial production modes are increasingly becoming prominent as an approach to planning in derelict neighborhoods (Meijer & Ernste, 2022). The Tarwewijk is a worthy example of this shift towards resident involvement in the production of space, as a wide variety of actors and organizations are active in improving its overall livability. These include, but are not limited to, the municipality of Rotterdam, the national government though the Nationaal Programma Rotterdam Zuid, key neighborhood players which lead various interventions across the neighborhood, and residents. More specifically, the Mijnsherenlaan, an important neighborhood corridor, is the target of various collaborative spatial interventions which include the previously mentioned actors. Spearheaded by a local architecture office and in collaboration with municipal authorities, key neighborhood players, and residents; a process of spatial transformation is underway which centers collaboration in the design, implementation, and management of public spaces along the corridor.  
However, there is a divergence between municipal statistics and resident perceptions regarding social cohesion in the Tarwewijk. While objective municipal statistics and scores suggest that social cohesion has been on the rise in recent years, residents still perceive it in a declining state. Moreover, there is a gap in the understanding of how local initiatives and bureaucratic processes coexist. Fieldwork has shown that not only does bureaucracy work as a barrier to resident-led public space initiatives but that there exists a tension between the agendas of municipal institutions and residents. If social cohesion is expected to be fostered through collaborative production of public spaces in the Tarwewijk, it is crucial to understand the pathways through which collaboration boosts social cohesion in this context. Furthermore, special attention must be afforded to the interactions between municipal institutions and local initiatives, together with how collaboration develops in a context of social heterogeneity and pre-existing local communities. Hence, the following research questions and sub questions structure the present research: 
· RQ: How can collaborative, community-led spatial production processes foster social cohesion in ethnically heterogenous neighborhoods in Rotterdam? 
· SQ1: What are the main components of social cohesion at the neighborhood level?  
· SQ2: How do existing municipal processes and resident-led spatial production coexist in the Tarwewijk, and what are the impacts on the development of social cohesion?  
· SQ3: How do neighborhood diversity and pre-determined social groups impact the development of social cohesion in the Tarwewijk? 
The analytical framework to study the development of social cohesion follows a narrow approach, utilizing its four core components: common values, social order, place identity, and social capital. Furthermore, the methodological approach to answering the research questions is twofold. Firstly, an analysis of existing municipal social indicators is performed to contextualize the development of social cohesion at a neighborhood wide level. The indicators taken comprise the years in which the collaborative interventions at the Mijnsherenlaan take place and are adjusted to fit the analytic framework mentioned above. Secondly, semi-structured interviews and observations in the selected site shed light on the processes which have taken place and their effect on social cohesion among participants. The interview guides are also formulated around the four main components of social cohesion. The site and process observations involve a neighborhood garden in the Mijnsherenlaan, co-design meetings for other interventions along the corridor, and neighborhood gatherings. 
The fieldwork findings reveal that; indeed, social cohesion is developed through collaborative production of public space in the Tarwewijk. Despite the existence of various pathways through which common values, social order, place identity, and social capital are developed; the enabling of social connections and process visibility seem to pave the road for all social cohesion development mechanisms. This research further points to the negative effects of municipal bureaucracy on resident-led initiatives, leading to dwindling support and trust on municipal institutions. Lastly, the present findings shed a light on the potential of such collaborative processes to bridge pre-existing communities and prevent neighborhood splintering and exclusion.  
This introductory section is followed by a thorough review of the literature in social cohesion and collaborative spatial production, which leads to the main conceptual analytical framework. Chapter 3 outlines in detail the methodological approaches followed throughout this research. Chapter 4 presents a contextualization social cohesion at the neighborhood level, followed by an analysis of the interview and observation results. Chapter 5 highlights key findings and discusses them in relation to the here established research questions and sub questions. Lastly, chapter 6 highlights the present study’s limitations and outlines recommendations for future research on social cohesion in Rotterdam. 
[bookmark: _Toc68863]2. Literature Review 
 
[bookmark: _Toc68864]	2.1. 	Social Cohesion and its Main Components 
Social Cohesion is a term frequently used in both research and policy in western European countries, which seem increasingly concerned with its development. (Gemeente Rotterdam, 2024). It has been linked to various positive outcomes in urban areas, including strong and functional communities, health and wellbeing, and high quality of life (Qi et al., 2024). Furthermore, a systematic literature review by Sobhaninia (2024) identified social cohesion; namely social capital, sense of community, place attachment and social participation, as a crucial factor in resilient disaster recovery. Given this increasing concern with cohesion in cities, many scholars have attempted to conceptualize and define it. Therefore, it is crucial to consolidate these definitions and components to inform the present research.  
Amongst the multiple definitions that have been developed for social cohesion, Moustakas (2023) identifies two main streams: narrow and broad approaches. Narrow definitions tend to include core factors of social cohesion such as social relations, connectedness, and orientation towards the common good. As Dragolov et al. (2016) put it, “a cohesive society is characterized by resilient social relations, a positive emotional connectedness between its members and the community, and a pronounced focus on the common good (p. 6)”. Schiefer & Van Der Noll (2017) provide an essentialist view of social cohesion consisting of three components: social relations, attachment and belonging, and an orientation towards the common good. Qi et al. (2024) draw similar findings from their systematic review of the literature, namely, that definitions of social cohesion factor in social relations, identification with a geographical unit, and an orientation towards a common good.  
Conversely, broader definitions include more factors such as well-being or equality. One example of such conceptualizations of social cohesion is offered by Fonseca et al. (2019), who define it as “the ongoing process of developing well-being, sense of belonging, and voluntary social participation of the members of society while developing communities that tolerate and promote a multiplicity of values and cultures, and while granting at the same time equal rights and opportunities in society (p. 246)”. The work by Kearns & Forrest (2000) is also relevant to mention, as it has informed various attempts to study social cohesion in the city. The authors dissect social cohesion into five main components, namely: common values and civic culture, social order and control, social solidarity and reductions in wealth disparities, social capital and networks, and territorial belonging and identity. Furthermore, another systematic literature review on social cohesion performed by Kamri & Hamid (2021) identifies five main components to the concept, namely social capital, civic engagement, values and culture, governance and development, and a psychological factor. The subcomponents for each of these factors are summarized in table 1. However, scholars argue that such broad definitions conflate causes and consequences of social cohesion with its core components (Moustakas, 2023). 
 
Table 1 
Components & Subcomponents of Social Cohesion identified by Kamri & Hamid (2021) 
Component
 
Subc
omponent
 

	 
	 

	Social Capital 
	Bonding, Bridging, Linking, Trust 
 

	Civic Engagement 
	Volunteerism, Politics & Leadership, Community Organization 

	Values & Culture 
 
  
	Norms & Values, Diversity 

	Governance & Development 
	Economy, Policy, Physical Development, Security 

	Psychological Factor 
	Psychological Health, Personal Value, Attitude 



Note. Adapted from “A Systematic Literature Review of Factors Linked to Community 
Cohesion in the Society”, by Kamri, K. & Hamid, A, 2021, Hong Kong Journal of Social Sciences, 58, p. 68 
Table 1. Components & Subcomponents of Social Cohesion by Kamri & Hamid (2021) 
After broadly sketching the multiple definitions of social cohesion and its composing factors, it is relevant for the current research to narrow down its focus into the most relevant components. In turn, common values, social order, place identity, and social capital will be positioned at the center of social cohesion. Definitions for these components are provided by Kearns & Forrest (2000) by building on previous scholarly work. Common values are those who enable agents to identify and support common aims, while fostering a common set of moral principles which guide their behavior in their interactions. It also involves support for institutions and general engagement with political systems. Secondly, social order concerns itself with routines, demands, and reciprocities of everyday life. It is this interdependence that aligns actors as a part of a social project which benefits all parts (Kearns & Forrest, 2000).  Moreover, Wrong (1994) sees social order as the conditions through which individuals are made to co-operate with one another to reach common goals. Thirdly, place identity refers to notions of belonging, place attachment and spatial mobility. This component is forged through a locality’s physical features, people’s observable activities and the meanings that residents attribute to their neighborhood. Place identity contributes to social cohesion through its positive effects on adherence to common norms and values and participation in social networks and building of social capital. However, an important note must be made concerning place-based identities, as wider societal cohesion could be hindered by strong place based senses of belonging and attachment (Kearns & Forrest, 2000). Lastly, social capital is understood as the norms and networks of civil society which enable cooperative action among citizens and institutions. Without such forms of capital, healthy institutions, civic engagement, trust, and norms of mutual reciprocity are at risk (Putnam, 1998). 
 
[bookmark: _Toc68865]	2.2. 	Cohesive Neighborhoods through Collaborative Production of Public Space  
Following a thorough understanding of social cohesion and its central components, it is important to establish how it is forged. Jennissen et al. (2023) identifies four categories of mechanisms through which this happens. Social-interaction mechanisms refer to contact between residents, predominantly in the context of small-scale local initiatives. Secondly, environmental mechanisms mainly concern physical qualities of spaces, which can enable or hinder social cohesion. Thirdly, institutional mechanisms are concerned with how socio-physical infrastructure affects community cohesion. This contrasts in the previous mechanism in that it does not focus on the effects of the physical qualities of space, but institutions and processes. Lastly, cultural mechanisms refer to local identities and place attachments. These four pathways highlight the importance of public spaces to enhance social cohesion. As Calderon & Hernández-García (2019) put it, sense of community and cohesion is a crucial contribution made by public spaces, as they provide the arena where people can meet, socialize and develop relationships. Moreover, bottomup processes of public space production are understood to contribute to social cohesion through their influence on sense of place, which occurs through the direct action of local residents in shaping their built environment (Alyani & Herlily, 2019). Therefore, contributions of public spaces towards social cohesion result from both their design and processes associated to its production, the latter being the focus of the present study. 
Place-making and urban commons research contributes to the understanding of spatial production processes. Originally conceived in relation to a physical product, these concepts have been developed to be understood as processes. Place-making refers to the action of integrating various actors’ viewpoints in the shaping of urban space, focusing on the social processes that construct places as well as their physical forms (Akbar & Edelenbos, 2021). Similarly, urban commons are understood as a practice involving resources, institutions and community (Dellenbaugh et al., 2015; Huron, 2017). Commoning practices are not merely focused on the production of a space, but are a medium through which institutions are shaped (Ferguson, 2014). Furthermore, public space production can be classified in three categories: top-down, bottom-up, and collaborative. Namely, it can take the form of large-scale interventions by government or private actors who act as the main decision makers, community-led initiatives with limited involvement from other stakeholders, or the collaboration between multiple stakeholders at various stages of the process (Akbar & Edelenbos, 2021). The present research is concerned with the latter, in which residents, experts, municipal institutions, and other actors cooperate in the provision of neighborhood public spaces. While collaborative place-making enhances local empowerment, social capital, and place attachment and identity, urban communing fosters neighborhood resilience through creating ‘communities of practice’; involving shared practices, knowledge, identity building, and tangible products (Akbar & Edelenbos, 2021; Feinberg et al., 2023). Hence, the core components of social cohesion are expected to be fostered through collaboration in the production of public spaces. 
Consequently, it is crucial to grasp how collaboration fits in the processes related to the provision of public spaces. Existing scholarly work describes collaborative spatial production through the concepts of co-production, co-creation, and co-design. According to the systematic literature review performed by Lee et al. (2024), these concepts represent similar processes where participation is central, but have distinctive features between them. For instance, while co-creation and co-design primarily refer to the planning stages of a space, co-production relates mostly to the implementation and management phases. Furthermore, co-creation and co-design emphasize the ‘localness’ of a process and aims at creating social benefits or solving social problems through participatory processes. For the purpose of this paper, elements from all three concepts are borrowed and constitute ‘collaborative spatial production’, namely participatory processes in the planning, implementation, and management phases that aim to generate social benefits.  
This relationship between collaborative modes of spatial production and social cohesion has been tested by Calderon & Hernández-García (2019). In their study of bottom-up process of developing a neighborhood park in Bogota and its impact on social cohesion, they concluded that the involvement of residents in the production of public spaces in their neighborhood is effective in nurturing the four main components of social cohesion. Active resident involvement in the planning and implementation phases of the park fostered common values and a strong sense of belonging anchored to the neighborhood park. Furthermore, residents’ active use and management of the public space further enforced social order and curbed antisocial behavior. Lastly, social capital was developed through increased resident interaction during the development process and through it use, in addition to the political mobilization and linking to organizations needed to bring the project to fruition. In sum, Calderon & Hernández-García (2019) conclude that there is a virtuous cycle between bottom-up processes, public space design and social cohesion.  
Although the existence of this synergy between resident involvement in public space production and social cohesion is clear through this literature review, some questions arise which this research aims to tackle. Firstly, as the case study performed by Calderon & Hernández-García (2019) highlights a context of neighborhood abandonment by the state, how do these communityled processes affect social cohesion in a context of collaboration with local and municipal governments? How does self-mobilization and organizational linking, seemingly important determinants of social cohesion, manifest in the context of municipal bureaucracy? A second question is brought forth by sociologist Talja Blokland-Potters in her book titled Community as Urban Practice (2017). Together with her concept of public familiarity as a catalyst of community formation, she suggests caution to exclusionary practices in the pursuit for cohesive communities. Boundary work, involving the establishment of in- and out-group structures, reinforces cohesion of bonded groups at the cost of wider neighborhood social cohesion. Hence, how does collaboration come about in heterogenous neighborhoods where multiple distinct communities coexist? Does collaborative spatial production serve as a tool for bridging these groups or is it exclusionary in nature? In sum, the present research aims to map out the development of social cohesion through collaborative production of public spaces, with special attention to municipalresident interactions and neighborhood heterogeneity.   

[bookmark: _Toc68866]3. Methodology 
[bookmark: _Toc68867]	3.1. 	Case Study Selection 
The case study of the Binnenstebuiten in the neighborhood of Tarwewijk, Rotterdam Zuid was started in 2022 and is still ongoing. Developed by the architecture firm El Kantoor, it involves a proposal to redesign a main neighborhood transportation artery for cars and public transport. The current layout of the street already sees vast green areas, but these are currently underused and surrounded by roads. The proposal aims at maximizing usable green space for neighbors, introducing small gardens and other elements to encourage people living in the near vicinity to come together and interact in the space. The project is being developed in collaboration with the municipality of Rotterdam, local neighborhood organizations and residents. The latter saw involvement in the design, implementation, and management phases of the project. As a part of this street redevelopment, small segments are being collaboratively developed first as pilots. These spots, visible in figure 1, are the focus of the current research. One of them has already been developed since 2022, which includes a garden, water point and sitting spaces for residents to use. Gardening sessions are also organized to get the residents involved in the actual building and maintaining of the space. Despite the other interventions on this street are still at its co-design stages, they still inform this research in how social cohesion develops from the initial stages of collaboration. 
This public space intervention was chosen due to its location in a diverse and ethnically heterogenous neighborhood with a comparatively lower socio-economic status (Gemeente Rotterdam, 2024). Tarwewijk, which also sees issues regarding the quality of its public spaces and criminality, has been established as a priority for government intervention through the National Program Rotterdam Zuid (Programmabureau NPRZ, 2023). Together with this top-down policy, several local actors, including El Kantoor, have been active in improving its current situation. Furthermore, the BinnensteBuiten is a relevant example of collaborative production of space: all the involved actors are engaged in co-designing and co-creating the space, as well as co-producing during the implementation and management stages of the initial pilot garden.  Therefore, the nature of the intervention and its urban context allow for the study of the effects of collaborative spatial production on social cohesion in heterogenous neighborhoods.  
[image: ] 
Figure 1. Map of the Case Study Site. Background map retrieved from ESRI. 
 
[bookmark: _Toc68868]	3.2. 	Analytical Framework, Methods and Data Sources 
The following section outlines the methodological approaches followed during the research process. The present research is based primarily on semi-structured interviews and observations of the site and the collaborative process. As a mode of contextualizing this case study, 2022 and 2024 municipal data for the neighborhood of Tarwewijk is used and arranged according to the main four components of social cohesion. These figures are presented in Rotterdam’s wijkprofiel website, which are the result of bi-annual surveys and statistics for every neighborhood in the city. Survey responses are averaged and given a score, and together with statistics, they are classified in the categories ‘physical index’, ‘safety index’, and ‘social index’. Furthermore, they are distinguished between objective measures, which include statistics and survey responses with a punctual answer, and subjective measures concerning residents’ perceptions. The reclassification of these indicators is crucial to use them in measuring social cohesion at a neighborhood level, which is done according to the analytical framework presented on table 2. This first part of the research methodology is relevant to preliminarily assess Tarwewijk in terms of neighborhood cohesiveness, and to compare it with the results from the fieldwork in the specific site of the Mijnsherenlaan.  
Secondly, an assessment of the collaborative interventions in the Mijnsherenlaan aims to shed a light on the pathways through which social cohesion is developed in line with the components and indicators on table 2.  Interviews were conducted with the project participants, including 2 project owners and initiators, 3 key neighborhood players, and 4 involved residents. Initially, the project owners were reached out to for their participation in the research. Through their network and by attending various sessions organized by the neighbors, it was possible to reach out to the involved residents. The findings from the interviews are further triangulated through observations, namely 5 one-hour long sessions in the neighborhood garden site, 2 codesign workshops in different sites along the Mijnsherenlaan, one street trash collecting session, and one neighborhood meetup. Throughout the research process, during interviews and observations alike, it was possible to meet various neighborhood and municipal actors. Therefore, the informal conversations which were had are useful to contextualize the present research, despite not being formally coded. 
In the case of the semi-structured interviews, the developed interview guides take into consideration the components of social cohesion which were narrowed down in the literature review section. Through the thorough understanding of these dimensions, an operationalization table was made as shown in table 2, where the main components, indicators and sources of data are outlined. Furthermore, the questions are adjusted in relation to the existing survey prompts utilized by municipal authorities discussed above, which facilitates the comparison between the two methodologies and their results. Additionally, these guides vary between interviewee classifications. The interviews with project owners and key players focus on understanding the nature of the collaborative processes, its different stages and their perceived outcomes based for social cohesion. The Interviews with participating residents aim to measure the extent to which the four components of social cohesion were developed in their personal view. For this purpose, subjective and objective questions are included to uncover perceptions as well as tangible outcomes. The complete interview guides can be found in Appendix A and Appendix B. SQ1 is addressed through the questions in the sections titled ‘common values’, ‘social order’, ‘place identity’ and ‘social capital’. SQ2 is tackled in the section titled ‘collaborative process’, ‘common values’, and ‘social capital’; namely when inquiring on the relationships of trust with the municipality and linking with municipal institutions. Lastly, SQ3 is mainly addressed in the ‘social capital’ section when inquiring about social and aid networks and their perceived diversity. The semi-structured nature of the interviews allows the interviewer to elicit answers for any research sub-question throughout the interview if the topic arises. 
Table 2 
Components of social cohesion, indicators and associated data sources 
Component Indicator
 
Data
 

	1. Common Values 
	1.1 Participation in 
neighborhood initiatives 
 
	Interview Responses 
Workshop Observations 

	 
	1.2 Feelings of responsibility 
 
	Interview Responses 
Workshop Observations 

	 
	1.3 Institutional trust & support  
	Interview Responses 
Workshop Observations 

	 
	1.4 Consensus building 
	Interview Responses 
Workshop Observations 

	2. Social Order 
	2.1 Perceptions on anti-social behavior 
	Interview Responses 
Workshop Observations 

	
	2.2 Feelings of safety 
	Interview Responses 
Workshop Observations 

	
	2.3 Physical order 
	Interview Responses Site Observations 

	3. Place Identity 
  
	3.1 Sense of belonging 
	Interview Responses 

	
	3.2 Pride for neighborhood 
	Interview Responses 

	
	3.3 Public space use patterns 
	Interview Responses Site Observations 

	4. Social Capital 
	4.1 Social networks (bonding and bridging)  
	Interview Responses 
Workshop Observations 

	
	4.2 Aid networks 
	Interview Responses 
Workshop Observations 


4.3 Institutional linking 	Interview Responses Workshop Observations 

Note. Components of social cohesion identified through the literature review. 
Table 2. Conceptual & Analytic Framework for Social Cohesion 
The site observations concern the components of social order and place identity (as seen on table 2). In the case of social order, the work from Sampson & Raudenbush (1999) on social disorder was utilized to outline visual indicators to focus on during the observations. These include adults loitering or congregating, public consumption of alcohol, and littering. For place identity, the observations focus on use patterns of the space. Apparent care for the space by residents and frequency of usage are some useful indicators in assessing place identity and attachment of residents with this area. Appendix C shows a field observations guide, which contains a calendar of field visits together with a checklist of important points to focus on. Lastly, the co-design workshop and neighborhood meet-up observations aim to triangulate the components of common values and social capital. Through observing resident interactions in the decision-making process, it is possible to shed light on the indicators for common values, social order, and social capital. Appendix D shows a workshop observation guide in relation to these indicators, with a checklist of relevant items.  
 
[bookmark: _Toc68869]	3.3. 	Fieldwork Challenges 
The present research encountered various challenges throughout the fieldwork. Firstly, resident willingness to participate was much lower than originally expected, which forced the present methodology to expand from mainly interviews to integrate municipal data and field observations. Another pathway to overcome this challenge is through interviewing project owners and key neighborhood players. As these actors are central to collaborative interventions in the Tarwewijk, they are aware of resident perceptions and have a birds-eye view of both processes and outcomes. Furthermore, there was a greater difficulty to recruit residents with a migrant background for a formal interview, as they sited reasons such as wanting to remail ‘under the radar’ to avoid being interviewed. Nonetheless, it was possible to gage their perceptions on the various indicators through informal conversations, field observations, and other residents’ interviews.  
[bookmark: _Toc68870]4. Results & Data Analysis 
[bookmark: _Toc68871]	4.1. 	Social Cohesion Diagnosis in Tarwewijk 
The Municipality of Rotterdam assesses different social and spatial indicators throughout time at the neighborhood level; classified in physical, safety, and social indicators. Furthermore, these are differentiated between objective indicators, including scores and statistics; and subjective indicators, involving resident perceptions. Given the nature of this research as an evaluation of social cohesion components in relation to collaboration in shaping Tarwewijk’s physical environment, the available municipal data is useful in contextualizing this development at a neighborhood wide scale. Among the available indicators, 41 were selected as relevant to the characterization of the 4 main components of social cohesion. In terms of objective indicators, 19 were selected from which 4 contribute to common values, 6 to social order, 2 to place identity, and 7 to social capital. In the case of subjective indicators, 22 were selected from which 3 relate to common values, 8 to social order, 3 to place identity, and 8 to social capital. Data from 2022 and 2024 was selected to evaluate the development of these indicators between these two years, which further coincides with the duration of the collaborative interventions in the Mijnsherenlaan. Appendix E outlines the objective and subjective indicators respectively, together with their corresponding components of social cohesion.  
The municipal data paints a mixed picture of the development of social cohesion in the neighborhood of Tarwewijk. As seen on figure 2, the objective municipal indicators hint towards a positive development in common values of 14.1%, compared to an average decline of 2.1% for the whole of Rotterdam. Regarding this component, more residents are active in their neighborhood and participate in volunteering efforts. Furthermore, while participation in local initiatives remained unchanged, residents in Tarwewijk participate less in city plans. On the other hand, subjective indicators show common values as stagnant in this time period with an average of 0% change, which does not stray far from the city-wide average of -1% (see figure 3). While more residents of the Tarwewijk believe there be consensus regarding social norms, it is offset by declining feelings of responsibility and trust in institutions.  
Social Order, in reference to objective indicators, has worsened in this time period by about 97.2%, compared to a much less drastic city average decline of 15.3%. A significantly better situation with public nuisance, together with slightly cleaner public spaces and less vandalism is more than offset by large increases in pickpocketing, public violence, and street robbery. Alternatively, resident perceptions reflected in figure 3 paint a more optimistic picture, as Tarwewijk shows a worsening of 7.8% compared to 17.1% for the entire city. While perceptions of nuisance from youth and drug use in public point towards stronger social order, worsening perceptions on street harassment and certain forms of vandalism such as graffiti and damages to street furniture offset these positive developments.  
Thirdly, the two objective indicators of place identity paint a mixed picture: while long term residents in the neighborhood have increased by 16.7%, the neighborhood turnover remained the same. This lowers the average variation for this component to an 8.3%, though still more significant than Rotterdam’s 2.5%. Subjective indicators, however, suggest a very different development of place identity, with pride, attachment and feelings of home all decreasing and accounting for an average decrease of 8.6% between 2022 and 2024. In comparison, the city-wide average decrease is slighter at a mere 2.6%.    
Lastly, objective indicators of social capital show an average increase of 4.7%, while an average decline at the city level of 1.8%. Among these indicators, figures on provision of help and informal care between neighbors evidenced the highest increase with 23.1% and 18.2%, respectively. Alternatively, contact with neighbors and readiness to help someone in their environment decreased by 9.1% and 6.7%, correspondingly. In this component, again, subjective indicators show a more pessimistic development of Tarwewijk’s social capital. All 8 indicators identified here show worsening perceptions on the development of social capital in the neighborhood. 40% more residents find it difficult to ask for help to their neighbors in 2024 compared to 2022. Furthermore, connections and mutual help between neighbors see the largest decreases with 20.7%, and 17.5%, respectively. Additionally, it is important to mention that perceptions on getting along between neighbors, age groups, and ethnicities, as well as taking initiative to contact people and having enough contacts to get help, all show significant decreases of more than 5%. Altogether, these figures render perceptions of the development of social capital in the Tarwewijk to a 14.8% decrease, whereas Rotterdam shows a mere 1.4% decline.  
In sum, objective indicators suggest that the Tarwewijk is outperforming the city-wide average in terms of common values, place identity and social capital, while lagging behind concerning social order. Comparatively, Tarwewijk residents’ perceptions on these same components highlight a dwindling state of social cohesion: while common values appear to remain stagnant, all other components evidence noticeable decreases. Interestingly, despite statistics indicating that social order decreased more acutely in the Tarwewijk, resident perceptions worsened less in comparison to city-wide averages. These findings are useful in two ways. Firstly, it is relevant to conclude that there is a certain level of resident disenfranchisement in the Tarwewijk, possibly due to residents buying into harmful narratives problematizing the neighborhood (as suggested by interviewees in the following section). Secondly, understanding that social cohesion at the neighborhood scale does not indicate definite improvements serves to limit the later discussed findings and prevents a wrongful generalization of the impacts from the collaborative interventions to the entirety of Tarwewijk.  
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 Figure 2. Variation in Objective Municipal Indicators 2022-2024 per Social Cohesion Component. Coded so that positive (green) represent a fostering of the component while negative (red) values represent a hindrance to the component.  
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Figure 3. Variation in Subjective Municipal Indicators 2022-2024 per Social Cohesion Component. Coded so that positive (green) represent a fostering of the component while negative (red) values represent a hindrance to the component. 
 
 
 
 
 
 	 
[bookmark: _Toc68872]	4.2. 	Fostering Social Cohesion through Collaboration 
The following section discusses the main findings of this study’s fieldwork, involving the semi-structured interviews and the various types of field observations. Different subsections are attributed to the impacts of collaborative production of neighborhood public spaces on each of the four main components of social cohesion and their respective indicators (as outlined in table 2).  
 
[bookmark: _Toc68873]4.2.1. Common Values 
In terms of participation in collaborative production of space, the main actors involved can be described as follows. Firstly, key neighborhood players are active residents involved in various projects throughout the Tarwewijk and surrounding areas, and also include professionals in the fields of social work or even architecture and urban planning. These actors can play the role of project initiators, such as is the case for the Mijnsherenlaan redevelopment proposal with its pilot development sites, or aiding resident-led initiatives reach local communities and navigate municipal bureaucracy. For this case study, the project initiators were formalized by the municipality through an official assignment, which blurs the line between key actors, residents, and the municipal body. Secondly, municipal authorities partake in these initiatives as representatives of Rotterdam’s planning apparatus. These seem to be mainly the neighborhood networkers, but also may include other workers such as neighborhood gardeners. Lastly, residents play a pivotal role in these interventions, their functioning relies on their participation and commitment during co-design, implementation and maintenance stages. Residents often times have ideas about what they find important to have in the neighborhood, which they communicate with the key neighborhood players who then vouch for them in municipal settings such as the neighborhood council.   
According to municipal data, the Tarwewijk has seen a 55.6% increase in active residents and an 11.1% increase in participation in volunteering efforts. This study’s fieldwork presents a possible explanation to this trend. While interviews show that most participating residents do so for the first time, they often show interest in more frequent involvement and realizing their own ideas. This was repeatedly mentioned during the interviews with the key neighborhood players, as well as evident during observations and conversations with residents in which they expressed their interest in pursuing projects in the neighborhood. Furthermore, there are various avenues through which residents realize their ideas, including reaching out to key neighborhood players they know, attending co-design meetings, or approaching other residents during sessions for implementation or maintenance of public spaces. In sum, it seems that collaborative production of public spaces, whether through participation or process visibility in the neighborhood, has a hand in motivating residents of the Tarwewijk to pursue their own initiatives.  
Development of a sense of responsibility, although declining by 2.6% at a neighborhood level, appears to be an avenue through which collaboration fosters common values in the Tarwewijk. Firstly, the abovementioned resident interest in participating speaks to a developing feeling of responsibility towards the neighborhood. Residents attend co-design meetings to collaboratively ideate what their public spaces will look like, and even voice the interests for population groups not in attendance. For example, during the first co-design meeting observation, an attending elderly resident was vocal about the rights of kids in the neighborhood to safely play outside the reach of cars. A developing sense of responsibility is further seen through resident involvement in maintaining public spaces. As observed during the garbage pickup observation, the target area extended beyond the neighborhood garden to include the whole block; and participating residents even mentioned how the clean-up area is usually larger, but it was reduced on this instance due to limited attendance. However, residents’ sense of responsibility goes beyond their own maintenance of public spaces. During an interview with a middle-aged Dutch woman who has resided in the Tarwewijk for more than ten years, she asserted that visibly taking care of neighborhood spaces such as the garden is crucial to inspire other residents to do the same. Therefore, participation in all stages of collaboration, securing wider neighborhood interests, and active motivation of other residents hints to a fostering sense of responsibility. 
Consensus building through collaboration is another crucial indicator in understanding common value creation. There seems to be general agreement amongst residents over the qualities of a good neighborhoods in terms of greenness and safety. However, during the actual creation of these spaces, diverging priorities regarding what elements to include arise. An element repeatedly stated to facilitate consensus is the open-endedness of the collaboration process. As the interventions are always modifiable, residents are more willing to agree on certain aspects they felt initially reluctant about. Additionally, the inclusion of diverse ideas into final designs appears to facilitate consensus building as residents are more willing to support others’ contributions if their own impact on the space is tangible. Lastly, social connections are cited as a prerequisite for building consensus, given that meeting on a personal level can enable the negotiation of values among residents. It seems that, to allow these connections to take place and facilitate consensus, getting started with shaping public space at an early stage is crucial. These findings mirror municipal data reporting, which suggests a 5% increase in residents who report common views on social norms with their neighbors.  
It is important to note, however, that collaborative spatial production is not an infallible strategy for consensus building, as some opinions are inevitably ignored throughout the process. For instance, interviews mention frictions with neighbors that were not resolved, but did not halt spatial transformations. An interesting reflection was brought up while interviewing one of the residents who initiated the neighborhood garden project, who works as local architect and is involved in other interventions along the Mijnsherenlaan and throughout the Tarwewijk (Project Owner #2). Namely, when disagreements cannot be resolved through resident negotiation, expert values often determine which route will be pursued. In turn, although fallible, collaborative production of public spaces appears to have facilitated consensus building in the Tarwewijk. 
Institutional support further illustrates the development of common values. Interestingly, however, all interviews point to a decrease in trust for the municipality of Rotterdam due to bureaucratic hurdles. Through collaborating with municipal institutions in shaping neighborhood public spaces, participants are confronted with its bureaucratic apparatus, which they must navigate to realize their ideas. In the case of the neighborhood garden, all residents and project owners mentioned how it took almost three years for the municipal implementation of a water point and children’s playing items. Furthermore, open communication between project initiators, who are in contact with the municipal government, and residents increases these hurdles’ visibility and resident skepticism for the municipality. Key Neighborhood Player #1, a Tarwewijk resident and social worker with wide involvement in neighborhood public space initiatives, states:  
The front runners are even the more skeptical, skeptical on cooperating with the municipality. What do you think the other neighbors think? They look at us […] But we need to strengthen each other to go on, yeah? And it’s not the municipality that encourages us to go on, by word but not by action. (14:40). 
Project owners and key neighborhood players skepticism on municipal institutions is further attributed to their lack of influence in larger neighborhood development plans. It appears that grassroots involvement is encouraged in small-scale projects such as urban gardens and public spaces but not in envisioning wider transformations. Dwindling trust on municipal institutions is also evidenced at the neighborhood scale: trust on municipal institutions and participation in city plans dropped by 2.3% and 10.3%, respectively.  
On a separate note, the inverse trust relationship has been mentioned as a constraining factor in collaboratively developing neighborhood public spaces. Municipal mistrust towards Tarwewijk’s residents, driven by its stigmatization as a crime ridden neighborhood, seemingly dictates development decisions and hampers resident initiatives. Key Neighborhood Player #3, a long-term resident leading various neighborhood public space and social initiatives, feels this stigma and its associated mistrust. Furthermore, a discussion with a social worker and community builder with ample experience in supporting spatial initiatives in the Tarwewijk sheds a light on the negative impacts of this stigmatization:  
I think it's a direct effect of the stigmatization, that you take different choices as a municipality, as a Housing Corporation. And I guess what we try to show, and do show is that communities in the south are very capable and very powerful, and that if you support them in their agenda, then you know they'll flourish and they'll make a good neighborhood. (Key Neighborhood Player #2, 32:10) 
In this context, collaborative production of space and resident involvement is identified as a pathway to combat stigma and as evidence of the benefits of supporting community agendas. In turn, despite trust between municipal institutions and residents being negatively affected by this collaborative approach to public spaces, it seemingly motivates neighborhood actors to get involved and prove the benefits of supporting resident initiatives. 
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To understand the impact of collaborative production of public spaces on social order in the Tarwewijk, it is first important to understand how it has impacted anti-social behavior. Antisocial behavior in the neighborhood has been mainly defined by local actors as nuisance, coming from either loitering, drug usage, and dog waste in public space. Activities defined as anti-social are, therefore, breaches of a social contract which determines what is deemed as acceptable behavior in the neighborhood. At the neighborhood level, public nuisance has improved by 29.3%, while perceptions indicate that nuisance from youth and drug usage has improved by 19% and 9.1%, respectively. Similarly, interviews rarely report nuisance from anti-social behavior in the collaboratively created space, confirmed through site observations. Additionally, residents deem this an unexpected outcome due to the stigma on Tarwewijk previously discussed. There are two pathways identified which play a role in limiting instances of anti-social behavior. Firstly, adherence to social norms is motivated by respect for managing residents, as visible grassroots involvement in the implementation and maintenance of public spaces discourages anti-social behavior. Interestingly, an often-cited example is that of residents picking up after their dogs or walking them around the neighborhood garden as it became more established. Key Neighborhood Player #2 further reflects on this behavioral change, and attributes it to visible changes in the built environment: “…whenever you start working with people on the street, you make it cleaner, you make it greener, you make it nicer; what you see is that people start to behave differently” (29:17). The second pathway identified is through having ‘eyes on the street’. Namely, residents using and working on public spaces translates into vigilance of unwanted behavior, which in turn dissuades it from happening in the first place. Hence, visible resident involvement in spatial production is crucial in deterring unwanted behavior, whether through eliciting respect or having eyes on the space. 
Furthermore, feelings of safety are important in tracking social order. At the neighborhood level, public violence, crime and street harassment have worsened in this time period. Interview responses for safety vary greatly, as some say to have felt unsafe on some occasions, while some were very adamant about not having felt unsafe in the neighborhood. Interestingly, Tarwewijk’s stigmatization is also brought up in this regard, as Project Owner #2 puts it: 
Neighborhoods in the south, on the whole Rotterdam south, depends who you talk to, have a bad image or a little stigma on them, like it's unsafe. So, people were asking me: but can you walk outside by yourself? Is it safe there and this? And I don't know, but if that's what you hear, you also start to look around like, okay, is it? (22:26). 
However, interviews indicate that collaborating in the creation of public spaces has a positive impact on residents’ feelings of safety, which happens mainly in two ways. Firstly, public familiarity, as outlined by Talja Blokland, plays a crucial role in fostering feelings of safety. As mentioned by Key Neighborhood Player #3 and a participant in the co-design meeting #1, recognizing faces in public space, regardless of personal connection, makes them feel safer in their neighborhood. The second way of fostering feelings of safety comes through the creation of social networks (discussed in detail in section 4.2.4. on social capital). Various respondents brought up feelings of safety induced through togetherness and place-based support networks. The existence of such networks is an important factor not only by making residents feel safer but by providing crucial support when unsafe experiences take place. Furthermore, diversity within these support groups is an asset in mitigating unsafe feelings linked to cultural stigmas. Resident #3, a young woman residing in the Tarwewijk for eight years, explains how when being catcalled by a group of men from a different cultural background, the presence of her friend from that same culture made her feel safer. In sum, collaboration in public space production fosters feelings of safety through public familiarity and diverse resident support systems. 
The last indicator for social order is cleanliness and upkeep of public spaces, which involves physical disorder and vandalism of the built environment. While municipal data indicates worsening perceptions on cleanliness and vandalism, all interviews and site observations point towards clean and well-maintained public spaces with few vandalism incidents. Interestingly, the few cases of vandalism by users of the garden brought the participating residents together to fix it. As mentioned by Resident #2, Resident #4, and Key Neighborhood Player #1, these instances make residents come out and collaborate to fix the damage focusing on their skills and how they can best contribute to a solution. Residents in the Mijnsherenlaan also organize garden and street cleanups, or just do it in their own time, which further indicates that collaboration is not limited to the design and implementation but extends to maintenance. Additionally, this does not appear to be limited to residents who have partaken in the previous stages of collaboration. In fact, Key Neighborhood Player #2 suggests that most people react to positive changes in public space by adjusting their behavior and contributing to its cleanliness.  
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The first indicator contributing to place identity is sense of belonging. Although neighborhood scale feelings of attachment and home among neighbors have dropped 10.8% and 2.9%, respectively; interview responses indicate that collaborative production of public spaces does foster feelings of belonging. Moreover, all interviewees agree that the main factor contributing to this indicator is the creation of social networks throughout the process. This is stated by Key Neighborhood Player #2:  
And of course, there's this, maybe a sense of pride in that you've created something together. But I guess it's, you know, the fact that you can actually talk to your neighbors. You're always welcome there. People will help you. I think that matters more the sense of belonging than pride itself. (39:09) 
The fostering of a sense of belonging amongst neighbors is pointed out across interviews as the main reason for people deciding to stay in the neighborhood, and even overlooking issues in their living situation which are suboptimal. In fact, neighborhood level data shows that long-term residents have increased in the Tarwewijk by 16.8% in this time period. During a related discussion with a project initiator, a Colombian architect living and working in the Tarwewijk, he mentions the following: 
Yeah. But while we were doing the garden with the neighbors, we were speaking to everyone, and everyone had the idea that they wanted to move because there are conditions that the houses are not being properly maintained by the landlords, or they don't find the neighborhood quite good […] but then no one wants to move (Project Owner #1, 26:46).  Project Owner #2 goes further to identify social connections as a more important determinant for belonging than the actual physical products resulting from the process. Nevertheless, this phenomenon is not universal. Key Neighborhood Player #2 points out that some residents still would prefer to move out of the Tarwewijk, and do not do so due to financial constraints and lack of housing supply elsewhere. 
In regards to the development of sense of pride, although diminished by 12.1% at the neighborhood scale, it has been fostered through the collaborative initiatives. Interviewees agree that pride comes through visualizing a tangible product, namely the public spaces, in addition to witnessing its use by other residents. A young adult resident who has been heavily involved in the neighborhood garden project mentions that:  
If it makes people smile, then I think that's the best gift you can get for your work. Yeah, you know, sometimes you see an old lady walking by and she's tired and she's sitting down on the bench, and the bench keeps together. Yeah, I kept that bench together. (Resident #2, 34:59)  
Additionally, another involved resident further transmits this feeling of pride: after battling skepticism from neighbors towards the garden, seeing it utilized to advertise housing around the site made him proud of their achievements. Similarly, the development of pride seems to be attached to the bureaucratic hurdles during the process and the achievement of municipal collaboration. Key Neighborhood Player #1 mentions that collaborating with municipal institutions results in pride, as it means being taken seriously. This is seemingly the case due to neighborhood actors’ limited involvement in larger transformations and the abovementioned stigma on Tarwewijk.  
Lastly, usage of public spaces is a good indicator to approximate the development of place identity. In the case of the neighborhood garden, all interviewees agree that the space is extensively used, not only by the participating residents but by people in the Tarwewijk. The garden appears as the primary meeting space for nearby residents, where people from different cultures meet and connect, as seen during the neighborhood meetup observations. Furthermore, site observations show that the space is used by people from different ethnic backgrounds, ages, and cultures, developing a sense of place identity across social boundaries. Resident #4 further confirms this:  
And it's a nice place for people to rest or to drink something, because there's lots of different kinds of people are sitting over here, people, students, I saw one time, two girls from abroad with a laptop, and our children playing over there, or all people, or just people from the neighborhood, reading a book. (06:57) 
Additionally, residents shaping public spaces and using them how they find best can be a factor in determining place identity. Key Neighborhood Player #3 mentions that having public spaces adjust this way to fit the need of the residents is better for social cohesion than having rigid and nonadjustable spaces. As seen in co-design meeting observations #1, the furniture outside the cornerstore is moved around the space to adjust to where and with whom residents want to sit. Moreover, the development of façade gardens by the residents and placement of outdoor furniture around the site indicates that residents are invested in their neighborhood and want to make it their own. 
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The first indicator in the component of social capital refers to the creation of social networks. While municipal data indicates to declining personal networks at the neighborhood level, interviews and observations suggest synergies between collaborative public space production and the formation of social networks. Observations performed in co-design meetings in the neighborhood showed that attending does not merely involve pitching and realizing ideas but meeting other residents and expanding networks. For example, during the co-design meeting observation #2, residents of the same apartment complex who did not previously know each other exchanged conversations and contacts. Additionally, visibly gathering in public spaces appears important as connections were made with residents passing by and inquiring about the initiative. Across interviews, actors agree that the most meaningful outcome of collaborative processes is this expansion of social circles and connecting with fellow residents. 
This begs the question of whether collaboration in producing public space leads to bonding of social groups or bridges distinctive pre-established groups. Fieldwork findings hint towards the creation of both kinds of social capital. Firstly, as evident by the interviews with residents involved in the neighborhood garden, the collaborative creation of this space has not merely bonded but created close friendships among them. These residents frequent each other’s houses, and even spend holidays together, indicating that their closest friendships have come as a result of this intervention. For instance, when talking about her experience making friends through the garden initiative, Resident #3 states the following:  
You know, actually, most of our friends we met through the garden. So, we, of course, we had some couple friends and our family, but that's it. And we didn't really have friends in Rotterdam, because like I said, everybody is really keeping it to themselves and being very distant […] Our closest friends came because of the garden. (36:40).  
In this case, bondedness of a social group does not imply homogeneity. Residents mention that within this bonded circle, people from different backgrounds such as Morocco, Poland, Colombia, and The Netherlands are present. Although bonding social capital has benefits for residents, such as the feelings of belonging and support networks discussed in previous sections, there are dangers to groups becoming too bonded and excluding residents outside of them. Key Neighborhood Player #2 talks about this danger:  
When you work together for a longer time, it becomes very safe and very comfortable to be together, and then it also becomes less natural and less obvious to talk to people that you don't know yet. And before you know it, you're organizing your own parties. (04:21)  Therefore, it is crucial to determine how bridging social capital is developed in collaborative public space initiatives in heterogenous neighborhoods like that of Tarwewijk to achieve a cohesive and inclusive neighborhood.  
Interviews mention that visibly working on the space is a way of meeting people who are outside of a bonded social group. For instance, Resident #1 mentions that while working on the garden, people would pass by and inquire about the initiative, which would lead to longer conversations and the expansion of her social network beyond her close friendships. Furthermore, expanding an intervention’s scope is useful in connecting with new people in the neighborhood, as explained by Project Owner #2 while discussing this topic:  
We saw the other people, and also some people in the street, you know, also through the picking of the rubbish, we got to know some people there. Now that we're also working on the three other spots, we got to know some people over there. (29:48)  
Given the diverse nature of the Tarwewijk, key neighborhood players and project owners are actively seeking to bridge pre-existing communities in the neighborhood. One method, as explained by Key Neighborhood Player #3, is to let go of the idea of connecting everyone through collaboration. Instead, including members of each group in activities is an effective way of bridging groups, as these members can communicate with their respective communities and invite their members to join future activities. In the Tarwewijk, this is achieved through approaching people on the street and performing door to door work. Furthermore, resident involvement in various interventions is an effective way of bridging social groups, as pointed out by Key Neighborhood Player #2: 
They (communities) can be geographical. They can also be cultural, based on language. Can be based on values, but there's always some people that sort of hop between them. And those people are important, we call those people buurtmarkers, yeah. (25:41) 
Buurtmakers, in this case, are crucial in transferring knowledge and experience between interventions, evidenced by local actors’ involvement in initiatives across the Tarwewijk. According to Key Neighborhood Player #1, actors hoping between initiatives is vital to prevent resident groups working within their own siloes, hindering collaboration. 
Collaborative production of public spaces further enables the creation of aid networks. At the neighborhood level, while mutual provision of aid has significantly increased, residents’ perceptions point to the opposite trend. Interview responses for the Minsherenlaan site, on the other hand, hint towards the development of aid networks across pre-existing social groups. For instance, Dutch residents appear to be willing to help residents from other cultures with Dutch bureaucratic issues, such as taxes. In some cases, residents even provide help without having to be asked for it beforehand. Key Neighborhood Player #2 agrees in that a lot of aid is provided and goes unnoticed:  
When I look at the Moerkerkestraat, in the community there's a lot of aid, and sometimes it's mental, sometimes it's about food, sometimes it's about lending a hand. So, whenever people meet and start to connect and start to belong a little bit, it also comes with aid, or it actually comes with a possibility to ask. (44:20) 
This possibility to ask is crucial, especially in Tarwewijk where 40% more residents find it difficult to ask for aid when in need. Furthermore, aid is seen through the involvement of Buurtmakers in various initiatives across the neighborhood: they share their knowledge and experience with project initiators, help them navigate Rotterdam’s bureaucratic apparatus, and connect them to the right people within institutions. 
Lastly, linkages between residents and institutions seem to be an essential component in collaborative production of space in the Tarwewijk. Linking with municipal institutions is prominently mentioned across actors, in light of the importance of navigating Rotterdam’s bureaucratic apparatus for an initiative’s success. Financial and technical support appear to be the most relevant reason for involving the municipality in neighborhood initiatives. In contrast, interviewees mention that organizational support is not usually provided, and these capabilities rely mainly on neighborhood actors. Additionally, project owners and key neighborhood players mention the importance of linking with municipal institutions to spark wider neighborhood transformations. Nonetheless, neighborhood actors have limited agency in this regard. For instance, Project Owner #2 attributes this inability to spark wider change to strict municipal rules:  We had a presentation also with people from municipality. It was about another project, but similar issues. They say, but there's just a rule for parking and we cannot change. And then it's like, okay, we make those rules better as a community, as a society. It is not flexible, it's like given by God. (16:52) 
On the other hand, Key Neighborhood Player #2 and Key Neighborhood Player #3 agree that strong municipal priorities diverging from community agendas are the main culprit:  
On a positive note, people from institutions are usually willing to help, but they're also bound by the agendas of their own organization, and usually those agendas are stronger than the space they feel to follow the agenda of the community. (15:16)  
Nonetheless, all actors agree that to overcome these barriers and lobby for municipal change, linking with individuals within the bureaucratic structure is key. When talking about the power of institutional linking, Key Neighborhood Player #2 brings up a municipal official who unconditionally supported community agendas, going as far as lobbying for them within her own organization. 
Other types of linkages have been identified throughout this research. Firstly, linkages between neighborhood actors and non-municipal institutions were mentioned as relevant. For instance, Co-design Meeting #2’s location outside of the Nationaal Programma Rotterdam Zuid offices had the aim to provide a space for residents and institutional workers to meet each other, and invited both residents and institutional officials to participate. During the meeting, participants even agreed on inviting a neighborhood greening organization, which further illustrates the importance of organizational linking to achieve community goals. Furthermore, linking with neighborhood actors with specific skills or connections seems to be prominent throughout the development of these initiatives. Interviewed residents all mention that linking with project owners and key neighborhood players is important to see their ideas to realization, either through their direct support or through their contacts in municipal or neighborhood institutions. In the case of project owners, they highlight that linking with social workers and experts is crucial, as they are able to expand an initiative’s outreach capabilities, as well as establishing meaningful connections with their participants.  
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The previously outlined pathways to the development of social cohesion shed light on the structuring research questions formulated in the introductory chapter. The present section circles back to these inquiries, and provides tentative answers based on the fieldwork findings. The questions being addressed in this chapter are SQ1: how do existing municipal processes and resident-led spatial production coexist in the Tarwewijk, and what are the impacts on the development of social cohesion?, SQ2: how do neighborhood diversity and pre-determined social groups impact the development of social cohesion in the Tarwewijk?,  and RQ: How can collaborative, community-led spatial production processes foster social cohesion in ethnically heterogenous neighborhoods in Rotterdam? Thereafter, it summarizes the discrepancies between perceptions of social cohesion at the site and neighborhood scale, providing further reflections on possible reasons for this gap.  
Firstly, it is relevant to touch upon the relationship between municipal bureaucratic processes with resident-led spatial production initiatives. The present findings suggest that, through collaboration between local and the municipality of Rotterdam, resident trust on municipal institutions is negatively impacted. The primary culprit identified for such degradation of trust is the direct contact with institutional bureaucracy, which poses adverse effects on an initiative’s ability to get financial and technical support. Furthermore, the fieldwork in the Mijnsherenlaan site has uncovered a tension between municipal institutional priorities and local community agendas. While institutional functionaries appear to be willing to collaborate with Tarwewijk residents in realizing their goals, municipal priorities limit the extent to which this is possible. Additionally, the stigmatization of the neighborhood impacts residents’ ability to enact change, as it seemingly dictates institutional choices and erodes trust on Tarwewijk’s residents. Nonetheless, it appears that hurdles associated with collaborating with the municipality of Rotterdam enhances resident pride in initiative outcomes, and further motivates local actors to find ways of improving municipal collaboration.  
Secondly, it is possible to understand the potential of collaborative public space production in bridging pre-existing communities in heterogenous neighborhoods such as the Tarwewijk. As identified through the fieldwork, there is a danger in creating mostly bonding social capital, as tight-nit groups can be uninviting for residents outside them and become effectively exclusive. However, active efforts in including Tarwewijks’ diverse social makeup seem to mitigate this risk. 
Fieldwork has shown the inclusion of diverse age and cultural groups in Tarwewijk’s community building efforts through collaborative spatial production, further strengthening common values, social order, and place identity in the neighborhood. Buurtmakers, door to door work, and streetlevel engagement are the main strategies used for this purpose in the Tarwewijk. The importance of buurmakers here should not be understated, as they are crucial actors in bridging diverse local communities and collaborative efforts, preventing neighborhood splintering. 
Following this deeper contextual understanding of the Tarwewijk, it relevant to discuss the main identified pathways through which collaborative spatial production fosters social cohesion and its core components. Firstly, the creation of social connections through collaborative initiatives seemingly catalyzes positive developments in all social cohesion components. In terms of common values, social connections are identified as a prerequisite for residents to negotiate diverging perspectives and arrive at common ground. Social order is similarly facilitated by social connections through two pathways: it fosters a sense of respect for residents and their contributions to public space, curbing anti-social behavior and enhancing cleanliness; and boosts the creation of support networks that positively impact perceptions of safety. Concerning place identity, feelings of belonging to the Tarwewijk appear primarily propelled by the creation of place-based social networks that derive from initial connections at collaborative sites. Lastly, the impact of connections on social capital is twofold. Not only do they lay the groundwork for the development of bonded but diverse social and aid networks, but connecting with institutional actors further enables resident-institutional linkages. 
The second identified pathway to the development of social cohesion is that of process visibility, entailing a public setting and the ability of residents to spontaneously get involved. Such an arrangement appears to foster common values by developing a sense of responsibility amongst residents, together with incentivizing participation in the present initiative or motivating similar ones elsewhere the neighborhood. Similarly, social order is impacted through visible collaboration. Residents openly working on public spaces appears to promote wider behavioral change, curbing anti-social behaviors and encouraging cleanliness in collaboratively developed spaces. Moreover, neighborhood pride is stated to be developed through visualizing an initiative and resulting change, which fosters the creation of place-based identities. Finally, public and open processes encourage social capital creation through allowing people to spontaneously meet their neighbors and expand their social networks. Additionally, bridging social capital is increasingly viable when residents from different neighborhood communities can approach collaborating residents in public spaces.  
Given the gap between perceptions on social cohesion at the neighborhood and site level observed across components, it is relevant to provide some reflections. Although most indicators appear to be fostered by collaborative interventions; municipal data suggests their decline at the neighborhood scale. It is possible to ascertain that the benefits that collaborative spatial production has on social cohesion indicators are felt primarily by involved residents. For instance, feelings of responsibility, cleanliness and upkeep, and pride are mainly harnessed through involvement in the transformation of public spaces and witnessing results, while feelings of safety, belonging, and social and aid networks are reliant on the associated development social connections. Hence, positive developments on social cohesion would not be felt at a neighborhood scale without considerable expansion in the presence of these initiatives, as well as resident participation within them. While some indicators do seem to be paralleled at the neighborhood scale, it is difficult to attribute it to collaborative spatial production at its current state. Fortunately, increasing rates of participation in local initiatives across Tarwewijk suggests the viability of this development trajectory and future gains in social cohesion. 
Neighborhood stigmatization could also provide an explanation to dwindling perceptions of social cohesion in the whole neighborhood. Disenfranchised residents could be buying into problematizing narratives about the neighborhood, tainting their perceptions on Tarwewijk and its residents. Nonetheless, and as discussed previously, involvement in collaborative initiatives is effective in mitigating these biases. As Key Neighborhood Player #2 puts it: 
But there's a lot of capability within the community, and I feel, after five years working two years in Tarwewijk, like the strength and the power of the community is pretty big and keeps growing. People actually start to look differently at this whole stigmatization, fortunately, and starting to claim more of what the community finds important instead of following the agenda of the institutions amazing (32:10). 
Hence, an expansion of collaborative public space initiatives could go a long way in mitigating stigma and negative perceptions on Tarwewijk’s residents, spreading gains in social cohesion.   
 	 
[bookmark: _Toc68878]6. Conclusions 
The central objective of the present research was to identify the pathways through which collaborative public space production supports the development of social cohesion in the heterogenous neighborhood of Tarwewijk, in Rotterdam. Through a review of the existing literature, a narrow approach was taken to arrive at a conceptual framework for social cohesion in relation to its four central components, namely common values, social order, place identity, and social capital. The developed conceptual framework, together with existing municipal survey questions, further supported the operationalization of the core components of social cohesion into the applied analytical framework. This study has found that, indeed, social cohesion is forged in the neighborhood of Tarwewijk through collaborative production of public spaces involving residents, key neighborhood actors, and municipal institutions. Despite aggregate data at the neighborhood level suggesting residents perceive a declining state of cohesion, the semi-structured interviews to neighborhood actors and associated observations in the Mijnsherenlaan site points to a synergic relationship between collaboration in the provision of public spaces and social cohesion. In light of the heterogenous nature of the Tarwewijk, the collaborative processes displayed potential to bridge pre-existing communities and prevent cohesion through exclusion and boundary-work. On the other hand, neighborhood actors’ trust and support towards municipal institutions seemed to dwindle through coming in contact with bureaucratic hurdles related with the involvement of municipal authorities. However, collaborative initiatives are aware of these hurdles and aim to better link residents and authorities to facilitate smoother collaboration and lobby for community agendas. 
The present findings point towards the importance of collaborative spatial production processes in fostering social cohesion in Rotterdam’s most diverse neighborhoods. The established gap in social cohesion perceptions between participating residents and the wider neighborhood population points towards the need to expand collaborative initiatives and promote residents’ involvement. As participation rates in the Tarwewijk are on the rise, collaborative public space initiatives could be a viable trajectory for the development of social cohesion that impacts the neighborhood as a whole. To achieve such an expansion, however, municipal institutional support is crucial. Although financial and technical support schemes for resident-led public space initiatives is in place, the present study suggests the need to streamline them to minimize bureaucratic hurdles and better incentivize the establishment of such initiatives down the line. 
Furthermore, given the previously discussed viability of this trajectory, national level policy efforts like the Nationaal Programma Rotterdam Zuid could benefit from the inclusion of objectives relating to social cohesion to improve livability in the city’s south.  
The current study provides a detailed account of the development of social cohesion through collaborative public space interventions in Tarwewijk; however, some limitations are worth noting to strengthen subsequent research efforts in this topic. Firstly, the study ignores the possible impacts of such processes on non-participating residents. Although reasonable to assume that benefits such as the establishment of networks and consensus building is mostly developed through resident active participation, other factors such as feelings of responsibility or pride could develop through seeing the processes unfold in one’s environment. Future research on this topic should take this into account to fully grasp the impacts of collaborative spatial production. Secondly, given that the present fieldwork focuses primarily on resident perspectives on social cohesion components, municipal structures are seen mainly from this perspective. While this study suggests the need to streamline municipal support schemes, a complete diagnosis of such structures is required for a comprehensive and effective restructuring. Moreover, research endeavors in other heterogenous neighborhoods in Rotterdam could be further useful in generalizing findings and prescribing solutions at the city level. Lastly, it is important to reiterate the challenges faced in reaching non-Dutch residents for formal participation. Despite being addressed by triangulation through observations, informal conversations, and interview responses from other participants; research could benefit from detailed accounts of their experience taking part in collaborative spatial production initiatives.   
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[bookmark: _Toc68881]	8.1. 	Appendix A. Interview Guides Project Owners and Key Neighborhood Players 
 
Consent 
This interview is part of the data collection for my master’s thesis investigating the effect of collaborative production of space on social cohesion in the neighborhood level. Over the next hour we will be going over details about the BinnensteBuiten project, as well as your perceptions on how this project has had effects on social cohesion indicators. The data collected by this interview will be used for research purposes and will be pseudonymized. If at any point you feel uncomfortable and want to stop, you can just say so and we will conclude the interview. Do you consent to this interview? Do you consent to being recorded to ease the transcription and analysis of this interview? 
Background  
 
a) How old are you? 
 
b) Where are you from? 
 
c) How long have you been living in Tarwewijk? 
 
Collaborative Process 
 
a) What motivated you to initiate this project? Were you inspired by your neighbors’ grievances? 
 
b) Who was involved in this project? Which kind of actors collaborated to help this project lift off the ground? 
 
c) Were these actors from diverse ethnic backgrounds? Could you go in detail about the different ethnicities of participating residents?  
 
d) How did you reach out to residents to get them involved? Did you prioritize getting a diverse group of residents in this outreach process? 
 
e) Can you explain in detail what were the stages of the project?  
 
f) How was the process of reaching out to municipal authorities and getting them involved? Did you experience any troubles in this regard? 
 
g) Given that you are a resident as well as a sort of expert, how did you reconcile these two positions? Was your role more of a mediating role or did your own ideas also come to the forefront? 
 
1. Common Values 
 
a) How much experience did the participating neighbors had in neighborhood initiatives? (1.1) 
 
b) Do you perceive an increase in the sense of responsibility amongst participating residents for their neighborhood? Have you had residents reach out to increase their involvement in neighborhood initiatives since the start of this project? (1.2) 
 
c) Do you perceive a shift in resident’s feelings of trust in local institutions through this process? How have these changed for you personally? (1.3) 
 
d) How was the process of building consensus throughout this collaborative intervention? Did residents have very different ideas of what should be done in the space? Did these vary depending on resident’s ethnic background? (1.4) 
 
e) Do you think that this process has resulted in an aligning of values amongst participating residents? (1.4)  
 
2. Social Order 
 
a) How do you perceive nuisance or vandalism on the street since this project has been in place? Do you experience it more or less? (such as groups of youth, conflict, drug consumption, etc.)? (2.1, 2.3) 
 
b) How do you perceive the cleanliness of the space? How do you compare the levels of cleanliness with other places in the neighborhood (more or less clean, about the same)? (2.3) 
 
c) Do you feel safer around the area since the garden was implemented? Are there any behaviors that happen in the area that make you feel uneasy? (2.2) 
 
 
3. Place Identity  
 
a) Why do you decide to stay in this neighborhood? Has this project motivated you to stay? (3.1) 
 
b) Do you perceive a shift in resident’s pride for their neighborhood through this process? How about for yourselves? (3.2) 
 
c) Do you perceive a shift in resident’s attachment to Tarwewijk through this process? How about for yourselves? (3.1) 
 
d) Do you think pride and attachment is the same across different ethnic groups? (3.1, 3.2) 
 
 
4. Social Capital 
 
a) Do you think residents have expanded their social circles through participating in this initiative? How about yourselves? (4.1) 
 
b) Do you think these circles have expanded to include members of other ethnic/social backgrounds?  (4.1) 
 
c) Do you perceive networks of help within the neighborhood have gotten stronger through this intervention? Are residents more willing to ask for and offer help to other residents in need? (4.2) 
 
d) Were linkages with institutions and authorities made throughout the process? Do you think these connections would be helpful for future initiatives? (4.3) 
 
 
 	 

[bookmark: _Toc68882]	8.2. 	Appendix B. Interview Guides Residents  
 
Consent 
This interview is part of the data collection for my master’s thesis investigating the ability of collaborative production of space on social cohesion in the neighborhood level. Over the next hour we will be going over details about the BinnensteBuiten project, as well as your perceptions on how this project has had effects on social cohesion indicators. The data collected by this interview will be used for research purposes and will be pseudonymized. If at any point you feel uncomfortable and want to stop, you can just say so and we will conclude the interview. Do you consent to this interview? Do you consent to being recorded to ease the transcription and analysis of this interview? 
 
Background  
 
a) How old are you? 
 
b) Where are you from? 
 
c) How long have you been living in Tarwewijk? 
 
 
Collaborative Process 
 
a) How did you hear about the project? 
 
b) Why did you decide to get involved? 
 
c) In which stages of the process did you participate (co-creation workshops/building the garden/maintaining the garden)? 
 
 
1. Common Values 
 
a) Was it your first time being involved in a neighborhood initiative? Have you taken part in another neighborhood initiative since being involved in this process? (1.1) 
 
b) Do you think this process has developed in you a sense of responsibility for bettering your neighborhood? How so? (1.2) 
 
c) Are you more trusting in neighborhood and municipal institutions since taking part in this process? Why do you think that’s the case?  (1.3) 
 
d) Were there different viewpoints amongst residents on how public spaces in the neighborhood should look like? Could you build consensus during the collaborative process? (1.4) 
 
e) Do you feel like this process has helped in aligning residents’ values? How so? (1.4) 
 
2. Social Order 
 
a) Have you witnessed vandalism or nuisance near the site since the garden was implemented? (2.1, 2.3) 
 
b) Has the garden been kept clean and taken care of by neighbors and people using it? (2.3) 
 
c) Do you feel safer around the area since the garden was implemented? Are there any behaviors that happen in the area that make you feel uneasy? (2.2) 
 
 
3. Place Identity  
 
a) Why do you decide to stay in this neighborhood? Has taking part in this process motivated you to stay in the neighborhood? (3.1) 
 
b) Do you feel prouder of your neighborhood since taking part in this collaborative process? Why is that? (3.2) 
 
c) Do you feel more attached and connected with your neighborhood since participating in this process? Why do you think that is the case? (3.1) 
 
 
4. Social Capital 
 
a) Have you expanded your social circle in the neighborhood through participating in this project? Do you keep in touch with the people you have met? (4.1) 
 
b) Have you provided help to neighbors in need since partaking in this process, whatever type of help that may be? Has this process motivated you to do so?(4.2) 
 
c) Has this process made you more willing to help out your neighbors or ask them for help? Why do you think this is the case? (4.2) 
 
d) Have you met people who work at the municipality or have more connections that could help with bettering the neighborhood through this process? (4.3) 
 
e) Would you feel comfortable in reaching out to these people for help starting an initiative or bettering something in the neighborhood? Do you have a way to reach them if you need? (4.3)  
 	 

[bookmark: _Toc68883]	8.3.	List of Interviewees 
 
	Date 
	Interviewee 
	Brief Description 

	12/05 
	Project Owner #1 
	He is a middle-aged man from 
Colombia, resident of the Mijnsherenlaan (for around 5 years) and local architect under assignment of the municipality of Rotterdam. He initiated the interventions in the 
Mijnsherenlaan together with project owner #2. 

	06/06 
	Project Owner #2 
	She is a middle-aged woman from The Netherlands, resident of the Mijnsherenlaan (for around 5 years) and local architect under assignment of the municipality of Rotterdam. She initiated the interventions in the Mijnsherenlaan together with project owner #1. 

	23/05 
	Resident #1 
	She is middle-aged Dutch woman resident of the Mijnsherenlaan (for about 13 years), active participants in the design, implementation and maintenance stages of the neighborhood garden. 

	23/05 
	Resident #2 
	He is a young adult Dutch resident of the mijnsherenlaan (for about 8 years), active participant in the design, implementation and maintenance stages of the neighborhood garden. 

	23/05 
	Resident #3 
	She is a young adult Dutch resident of the mijnsherenlaan (for about 8 years), active participant in the design, implementation and maintenance stages of the neighborhood garden. 

	06/06 
	Resident #4 
	He is an elderly Dutch man resident of the Mijnsherenlaan (for about 13 years), active participant in the design, 

	
	
	implementation and maintenance stages of the neighborhood garden. 

	23/06 
	Key Neighborhood Player #1 
	He is a middle aged Dutch social worker living and working in public space interventions in the Tarwewijk. Previously worked under assignment of the municipality and in local urban resilience organizations, now works independently. 

	23/06 
	Key Neighborhood Player #2 
	He is a middle aged Dutch social worker living and working in public space interventions in the Tarwewijk and surrounding neighborhoods. Previously worked under assignment of the municipality, now works independently. 

	23/06 
	Key Neighborhood Player #3 
	She is a middle-aged Dutch woman, long term resident of Carnisse (adjacent to the 
Tarwewijk) and active in local initiatives. 


Table 3. List of Interviewees 
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Checklist 
1. Check physical state of the park (litter, bottles, state of greenery, state of furniture) 
2. Sit & observe for an hour 
a. What kinds of people are using the space? 
b. Is it groups or individuals? 
c. How long do they stay? 
d. What sort of activities do they do? 
e. Do they bring food or other trash items? Do they pick up after themselves? 
f. Do they meet people there? Or do they keep to themselves? 
g. Are people working on the space?  
 
	Date 
	Name 
	Description 

	28/04 
	Site Observation #1 
	Sunny & warm (Morning, between 12:00 and 13:00) 

	29/04 
	Site Observation #2 
	Sunny & warm (Afternoon, between 14:00 and 15:00) 

	01/06 
	Site Observation #3 
	Overcast/Sunny & warm (Afternoon, between 14:00 and 15:00) 

	06/06 
	Site Observation #4 
	Overcast & windy (afternoon, between 16:30 and 17:30) 

	28/06 
	Site Observation #5 
	Overcast (Morning, between 11:00 and 12:00) 


Table 4. List of Site Observations 
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Checklist 
1. Common Values 
a. Who comes to these meetings? Are they residents, experts, institutions? 
b. Do residents show feelings of responsibility somehow? (i.e. representing others’ interests) 
c. How do residents talk about municipal institutions? Do they trust and support them? 
d. Do residents have diverging points of view? Do they reach consensus through the process? 
2. Social Order 
a. How do residents define anti-social behavior? 
b. How do residents perceive safety? Do they explain how feelings of safety are developed? 
c. What are residents’ perceptions on cleanliness of public spaces? Does it affect their position in relation to public space initiatives? 
3. Place Identity (not concerned in workshop observations) 
4. Social Capital 
a. Do participants meet new people? Do they share contacts? 
b. Are institutions present in these meetings (municipal, local, etc?) If not, are they mentioned? Do residents make an effort in contacting and linking with them to further their goals? 
 
	Date 
	Name 
	Description 

	23/05 
	Neighborhood Gathering 
	Social gathering in the neighborhood garden in the evening attended by residents in the mijnsherenlaan, participating in the collaborative initiatives in different capacities 

	10/06 
	Trash Pick-up Observation 
	Trach-pickup session by residents on the mijnsherenlaan between 19:00 and 19:30, attended by few residents from the surrounding area. 

	11/06 
	Co-Design Meeting #1 
	Co-design meeting in front of local corner shop in the Mijnsherenlaan between 19:00 and 20:00, attended by a few residents from the surrounding area, a shopkeeper and a key neighborhood player.  

	10/06 
	Co-Design Meeting #2 
	Co-design meeting in front of the NPRZ offices in the Mijnsherenlaan between 19:30 and 21:00, attended by a few residents from the apartment block in front and surrounding areas, key neighborhood players and project owners. 


Table 5. List of Process Observations 
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Table 3 
	Indicator 
	Description 
	Social Cohesion Component 

	 
	 
	 

	1. Neighborhood Turnover 
	Percentage of homes which see turnover of their residents (within and outside Tarwewijk) 
	Place Identity 
 

	2. Long-Term Residents 
	Percentage of Households whose head has lived in the same dwelling for more than 10 years 
	Place Identity 

	3. Active Residents  
 
  
	Percentage of residents active in their 
neighborhood in the past year 
	Common Values 

	4. Participation in 
Volunteering Efforts 
	Percentage of residents who volunteered in the past year 
	Common Values 

	5. Participation in Local 
Initiatives 
 
	Percentage of residents active in neighborhood initiatives the past year 
	Common Values 

	6. Participation in City Plans 
	Percentage of residents active in city plans in the past year 
	Common Values 
Place Identity 

	7. Variety in Social Networks 
	Score where 5 represents a wide social network and 0 represents a lack thereof 
	Social Capital 

	8. Participation in 
Cultural Initiatives 
	Percentage of residents who attend cultural activities monthly 
	Common Values 
Social Capital 

	9. Provision of Informal Care 
	Percentage of residents who provide informal 
care to those in their environment 
	Common Values 
Social Capital 

	10. Provision of Help  
	Percentage of residents who have helped their neighbors in the past year 
	Common Values 
Social Capital 


Objective municipal indicators and associated social cohesion components 

	11. Readiness to Help 
Friend or Neighbor 
	Percentage of residents who say are ready to help a friend or neighbor 
	Common Values 
Social Capital 

	12. Readiness to Help someone in their Environment  
	Percentage of residents who say are ready to help someone in their environment 
	Common Values 
Social Capital 

	13. Contact with Neighbors  
	Percentage of residents who have weekly contact with neighbors  
	Social Capital 

	14. Vandalism 
	Municipal vandalism score including property crimes, graffiti and small fires 
	Social Order 

	15. Public Nuisance  
	Municipal public nuisance score including conflicts and drug usage in the living environment  
	Social Order 

	16. Public Violence  
	Reports of public violence per 1000 residents 
	Social Order 

	17. Street Robbery 
	Reports of street robbery per 1000 residents  
	Social Order 

	18. Pickpocketing 
	Reports of pickpocketing per 1000 residents 
	Social Order 

	19. Cleanliness of Public Space 
	CROW cleanliness scores (from 0 to 5) 
	Social Order 



Note. Only residents above 15 years of age considered. Extracted from Gemeente Rotterdam. 
(2024). Wijkprofiel Rotterdam. https://wijkprofiel.rotterdam.nl/nl/2024/rotterdam 
Table 6. Objective Municipal Indicators and Associated Social Cohesion Components 
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Table 4 
	Indicator 
	Description 
	Social Cohesion Component 

	 
	 
	 

	1. Pride in Neighborhood 
	Percentage of residents who say are proud of their neighborhood 
	Place Identity 
 

	2. Attachment to Neighborhood 
 
  
	Percentage of residents who feel connected to their neighborhood 
	Place Identity 

	3. Feelings of 
Responsibility 
	Percentage of residents who feel responsible for their neighborhood 
	Common Values 
Place Identity 

	4. Trust in Institutions 
 
	Percentage of residents who trust sector and local commissions  
	Common Values 

	5. Connections between Neighbors 
	Percentage of residents who believe neighbors 
somewhat know each other 
	Social Capital 

	6. Getting Along with Neighbors  
	Percentage of residents who believe neighbors get along with each other 
	Social Order Social Capital 

	7. Common Views on Social Norms  
	Percentage of residents who believe neighbors view what is or not allowed in the neighborhood similarly 
	Common Values 
Social Order 

	8. Mutual Help Among Neighbors  
	Percentage of residents who believe neighbors help each other 
	Social Capital 

	9. Getting Along across Ethnicities  
	Percentage of residents who believe neighbors from different ethnicities get along with each other 
	Social Order Social Capital 


Subjective municipal indicators and associated social cohesion components 


	10. Feeling Home among Neighbors 
	Percentage of residents who feel at home among their neighbors  
	Place Identity 

	11. Getting Along across Age Groups  
	Percentage of residents who believe neighbors of different age groups get along with each other 
	Social Order Social Capital 

	12. Taking Initiative to Contact People 
	Percentage of residents who take initiative in contacting people they care about 
	Social Capital 

	13. Difficulty in Asking for Help 
	Percentage of residents who find it difficult to ask friends from friends, family and neighbors 
	Social Capital 

	14. Enough Contacts for Getting Help  
	Percentage of residents who believe they know enough people to ask for help or advice 
	Social Capital 

	15. Nuisance from Youth  
	Percentage of residents who report experiencing nuisance from groups of youth 
	Social Order 

	16. Nuisance from Problematic or Loud 
Youth 
	Percentage of residents who report experiencing nuisance from screaming and fighting kids 
	Social Order 

	17. Drug Addicts on the Street 
 
	Percentage of residents who report drug addicts on their street 
	Social Order 

	18. Drug Usage on the 
Street 
 
	Percentage of residents 
who report drug usage on their street 
	Social Order 

	19. Street Harassment  
 
	Percentage of residents who report having experienced street harassment on the street 
	Social Order 

	20. Graffiti  
 
	Percentage of residents who report graffiti as a usual problem 
	Social Order 

	21. Vandalism of Public 
Transit Infrastructure 
	Percentage of residents who report vandalism of 
transit infrastructure as a usual problem 
	Social Order 

	22. Vandalism of Street Furniture 
	Percentage of residents who report vandalism of 
	Social Order 


street furniture as a usual 
problem 

Note. Only residents above 15 years of age considered. Extracted from Gemeente Rotterdam. 
(2024). Wijkprofiel Rotterdam. https://wijkprofiel.rotterdam.nl/nl/2024/rotterdam 
 
Table 7. Subjective Municipal Indicators and Associated Social Cohesion Components 
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