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Abstract

The creative city thesis states that creativity —eraative milieu — is an
important precondition for innovation to flourisHet, the creative city is often
considered a hype, something momentary. This rdisegjuestion of whether
this thesis has any long-term value. This papdects on this question from a
local policy perspective. It first presents keynedmts (success factors) of the
creative city as emphasised in academic literatmetiding an assessment of
the extent to which these can be applied in locéties. Next, it analyses their
practical application in the two main Dutch citidensterdam and Rotterdam.
By assessing these cases against the backgrotine lfted success factors, the
paper concludes with some implications for locdiqyo
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1. Introduction

The creative city has become a popular concept gnushan policy-makers
worldwide. Particularly the work of Richard Flori¢2002) has given a boost to
this idea. Whereas Florida was not the only, onabe first, to embark on the
creative city discourse, his version “[...] has prdve be a hugely seductive one
for civic leaders [in cities] around the world”, wlihave [...] paid handsomely
to hear about the new credo of creativity, to lelow to attract and nurture
creative workers” (Peck, 2005:740). In the end kRequite critical of Florida’s
ideas, particularly of their relative disregardsofcial consequences. Chatterton
(2007:392) even states that the creative econonoftén “little more than a
rhetorical device which can placate the heartsmammdis of local councillors and
politicians that they are actually doing somethivigjist doing hardly anything
at all’. But controversial as it is, the prospedtionovation and economic
development based on creativity, represented kyemrithe creative class or
creative industries, appears attractive.



The creative city thesis has its icon cities, sashSan Francisco, Glasgow
and Barcelona. And, as often with concepts thabimecvery popular in a short
period of time, other cities tend to adopt it rath@critically (cf. Amin and
Thrift, 2007:151-2). But that something is a suscisone city not necessarily
makes it a success elsewhere. This implies thaehemseductive the creative
city thesis may be, creative city policies run gngicant risk of failure because
no elaborated methodology exists to effectivelpsfar concepts like this thesis
from first mover cities to other cities. To makstart, this paper examines what
actually are essential characteristics of a creatity, and to what extent are
these have the potential to be viable for urbameouc development, also in
the longer term.

In view of the above, this article reflects on tbeg-term value of the creative

city thesis for the economic competitiveness ofesitfrom a local policy

perspective. Its recent, quick spread across on@sdwide resembles a hype

(cf. Peck, 2005; Harris, 2006) by which policy makere swayed by the

message of today. We focus on the longer term plogrg the sustainability of

these ideas. This is guided by four research ouresti

1) what are key elements that determine whether asgyccessful or not as a
creative city?

2) to what extent, and how, can these key elementsffieetively influenced
and applied in local policies?

3) to which extent, and how, are they already beingieg in local policies at
present?

4) what could be the more permanent, long-term paknaf the creative city
for local policy-makers, from the perspective ofbam economic
development?

The next section addresses the first two of thesestgpns on the basis of a
systematic, comparative review of academic liteeatan the creative city thesis.
Because the answer to the third question is cipeddent, it is reached by
means of case studies of the two largest citiegbarNetherlands — Amsterdam
and Rotterdam — in section 3. Section 4 discussesldng-term value, and
implications, of the thesis for urban policy makii@pme tentative conclusions,
as well as some starting points for further redgaronclude the paper.

2. Thecreative city thesis. a brief overview and key-elements
The popularity of the creative city thesis as abauar development strategy is

partly explained by overarching processes of sak@tange that are beyond its
emergence, and that are structural rather than m@amye These processes are



economic (globalisation, service economy) as weligao-political (vanishing

national borders and rise of regions as enginegr@ith), technological (ICT

and transport), and socio-cultural (consumption) nature. As a result, a
consumer market has emerged in advanced econohaédst driven by an

increasingly diverse and volatile demand for goaxls services. Particularly the
consumption of symbolic values and experiences, #rel diversity and

authenticity of goods and services have become r@apo In a broad

perspective, urban atmospheres and spaces areoalsidered such ‘goods’.

Competitive high-cost urban economies can no Iorggmpete on mass
products, but have to focus on symbolic valuessTkguires a shift of their
production structures towards creative design #ietsv Moreover, it requires a
capacity for permanent and rapid innovations. Hegoeative innovation now
constitutes the main activity of a broad rangenaolustries. In view of this, the
observation that (creative) people is the mostialtuesource for economic
performance of cities today, is fundamental todieative city thesis.

It is not only types of activities (jobs) that dveing labeled ‘creative’, but
also entire branches of industries (firms). Furtimme, these industries are
called rather randomly either creative or cultuval. best, we can observe a
certain tendency to refer to the design of new petglin close connection with
advanced technology as creative industry, and te, grerformances and
heritage-based products as cultural industries. lISmander then, that the
creative city thesis includes a variety of idead parspectives. A fundamental
distinction can be made between a focus on innexgiroduction milieus and a
focus on consumption milieus. The first focus isawmative ideas and processes
and how these are born, transferred and implemetmedighout clusters of
firms — not necessarily all part of the creativdustry — due to their mutual
proximity. The boost that was given by Florida (2P the creative city debate
concerns the urban consumption milieu. This apgrdacuses on the qualities
of place and life in a city that make creative méldecide to move there. It
assumes that ‘capital (investments, jobs) followbolir (creative people)’
instead of the classical reverse order.

Table 1 presents main success factors, or key eksmef the creative city. It is
mostly a summary of our systematic analysis ofrdii@e in this field.

Noteworthy, most are elements that refer to both fginoduction and the
consumption milieu and are indeed difficult to sepa This reflects the close
intertwining of working, living and leisure by waeks in the creative economy
in both place and time. Hence, local creative @blicy should not focus
exclusively on either the people-oriented or thesifess-oriented policy
perspective, but should combine both perspectiliess not the exclusive

domain of ‘traditional’ economic policy, but reges a more integrated local



policy with ramifications into other fields, espaity art and culture, leisure,
housing, spatial development and urban (re)gemeralihe ranking of the key
elements from top down (except the bottom elemesflects the ascending
degree to which we suppose — to the best of ouwledpe — that these can be
influenced by local policies. The bottom elemerdgants ideas on governance,
l.e. how, by which institutional arrangements, estiwork on these success
factors.

Table 1: Key elements of the creative city and their main characteristics.

Key element Characteristics Production or
consumption
milieu

social climate prevailing values and attitudesjadolerance; both

openness towards diversity (e.g. gay and foreign-
born population, subcultures)

representation image; symbolic value of cultural heritage; ‘story’ both
humous soil or DNA of the city as a whole or
specific intra-city areas

labour market and diverse pool of talented workers; vocational tnagni  both
employment ‘thick’ labour market

buzz; atmosphere face-to-face networks; tacit kadge; street life; both
possibilities for unplanned encounters in ‘third

spaces’
built diversity and size of buildings; vibrant streegfif both
environment; diverse, pedestrian-friendly public spaces; auibent
living and neighbourhoods
residential
environment
amenities cultural festivals; outdoor sporting fiies; parks;  consumption

education facilities; specialist libraries; speisial
shops; diversity of cafes and restaurants

clusters; affordable spaces; old industrial buildings; production
incubators authenticity

policy; creating conditions rather than detail planning;

government and cooperation between local authorities, firms and

governance interest groups

Source: based on Romein and Trip (2008).

The geographical scale of the production and coptommilieu usually entails
entire cities or city-regions, in spite of the dalcrole of proximity in the
former. Cities however, consist of highly differégpes of areas or zones, with
quite distinctive characteristics and potentialsdeeative sector developments.



The integration of policy fields should be, moreqQuaore area specific than
theory reflects. Actually, many cities hold suchb@ad view on economic
performance, but have put this into practice incatevery conceivable way.

3. Creative city development in Amsterdam and Rotterdam

Amsterdam and Rotterdam, the two largest citiethefNetherlands, are both
located in the country’s western part at a mutustiadce of only 75 kilometres
by motorway. With 743 thousand and 596 thousandakitants in 2007
respectively, they are comparable in size. Furtbeemboth faced a dramatic
de-industralisation in the 1960s-80s and both neweha highly multi-ethnic
population. Otherwise, however, they differ considdy on many of the key-
elements of the creative city. All over, these jmlevAmsterdam with better
prospects for creative city development.

These better prospects of Amsterdam are beingectefl by a larger
proportion of total employment — 7.0 percent aga$8 percent in Rotterdam
in 2004 — in arts, media and entertainment andtieedusiness services
(Manshanderet al, 2005). Despite its disadvantages, however, Rizte also
considers creative industry crucial for a compeatitipost-industrial urban
economy (Gemeente Rotterdam 2004a, 2005, 2006d&b7a?, and has
elaborated creative city ambitions in recent polioitiatives. The next two
subsections focus on recent trends in both citegganding key-elements of
creative city development and on their policiesaite these trends. These latter
are summarised in Table 2 (p.7).

3.1 Amsterdam

Creative industries in Amsterdam have grown comalolg over the last decade
and the city is now often acknowledged as the toreacapital’ of the
Netherlands. It considers its inner city the seifient number one location for
the creative economy in the Netherlands. Its diessénd diversity of authentic
cityscapes, cultural facilities, ‘third places’,caresident creative workers are so
abundant that it is even considered one large,temupted creative zone.
Besides, Amsterdam is still renown for its traditiof tolerance, openness and
social diversity — illustrated by its large gay amoshemian scenes. Amsterdam
nourishes this reputation, and although it has aemshed recently by several
assaults on gays, it is still conceived as relgtivelerant and open. The main
resource of the city for the development of a dveahowever, is its historic
inner city. It has grown organically throughout emt ages, and is how blessed
with a fine-grained physical structure and a highgity and diversity of cultural
heritage. In fact, it is one of the largest arelthis kind in Europe. Due to the



types of residents, and the many tourists thisaeir it has also a high-level
infrastructure of nightlife ‘pub and club amenitie§he high potential of this
area for innovative and creative entrepreneurshiptaurism is marketed by the
motto ‘I AMsterdam’. This motto should demonstraersonal endorsement for
the city, based on the self-evidence of qualitidstwithstanding these good
prospects, recent policy documents also signalradvigends that are about to
threaten both the production and consumption cksiatAgainst this
background, the 2007-2010 Economic Programme paysifisantly more
attention to the creative economy than the prevanes (Gemeente Amsterdam,
2003a; 2007a/b).

Primarily business-oriented policies

The current economic programme acknowledges ceeaindustries as a
separate sector, added to the cluster of ICT amdmedia. The programme on
creative industries is rather generic; only desmd game industries are
mentioned more explicitly. The objective to strdregt creative industries can
also be observed in other fields of municipal pplilomcument, for instance the
new Arts Plan Amsterdam Creatieve StadCreative City) (Gemeente
Amsterdam, 2004a). This Plan proposes to improaaitrg and coaching
facilities and to provide affordable business accmaation. Overall, however,
it only applies general elements of the city’'s emait policy to the creative
industries.

Since 1999, the municipality has invested in aaulmator space policy,
making ‘old buildings’ like former factories, war@lises, schools etc. available
as business spaces for small-scale start-upsativaeeand cultural industries. At
the moment there are 40 such incubators, mostlgteitl in and around the inner
city. This policy was a response to the observatdrgrowing scarcity of
adequate spaces for creative businesses. At présavver, a conflict between
subsidizing incubators and benefiting from the gehteend of rising land prices
by the city is becoming evident (Gemeente Amsterda?2®03b:48;
www.vrijeruimte.n| February 2006). Actually, a lack of affordableadirscale
business spaces still hampers the growth of ceeatndustry (Gemeente
Amsterdam, 2007b:6).




Table 2: Local trends and policy issuesin Amsterdam and Rotterdam by key element of

the creative city.

Amsterdam Rotterdam

Social climate « retain open, mellow atmosphere « strong focus on public safety and zero-

(reS|der)t « guard position as a tolerant city; position tolerance (part. in 2002-2006) put

population) as a ‘gay capital’ endangered by recent Openness and tolerance under strain

anti-gay violence e encourage young people as initiators of

creative activities (e.g. graduate students
and pop musicians)

Image and « tolerant, | Amsterdam campaign, * ‘rough’ and ‘unfinished’ city with many

representation

Buzz, atmosphere

Employment .

Built environment, «
living and
residential
environment

Amenities .

Clusters, incubator e
spaces

Policy, .
governmentand
governance

retain attractive inner city with many
‘third spaces’

risk of becoming too much of an ‘in-
crowd’ atmosphere

free inner city from ‘criminogeneous’
activities

strong position in producer services (e.Q.
finance) needs to be reinforced, being
threatened by several factors

improve level of education of working
force .

‘key projects’ in historic inner city to .

possibilities for experiments;
conflictuous with City as a Lounge.
need to upgrade inner city; lacks
liveliness and ‘third spaces’

‘roughness’ and opportunities to
experiment attract certain creative
talents; less attractive for general public

need to compensate the decline in (still
relatively strong) manufacturing
industries, transportation, and
construction branches

need to reinforce producer services

filling in ‘empty’ spaces between high-

face endangerment of quality of place by rise buildings

overcrowding (tourism) and ‘criminal
infrastructure’

address shortage of, particularly,
middle-income housing; excessive price,
level due to dysfunctional housing
market

improve transportation system
redevelopment of former port areas

policy focuses on constructed amenities
in arts, sports, tourism, leisure etc.

despite large-scale construction still
need to address shortage of high-quality
housing

relatively low price level reflects poor
image as a residential city

redevelopment of former port areas

upgrading of inner city for leisure,
shopping, living

need to spread amenities and tourism, assubsidies focus on ‘old names’

inner city suffers from a too large .
concentration

strong position in creative industries, but
needs to be reinforced in view of but
recent stagnating development .
strong policy focus on creative
industries, but rather generic

provide affordable working space in old ¢

promoting of Rotterdam as a festival
city

somewhat ambiguous stimulation of pop
music (e.g. podiums)

focus on strengthening creative
production, particularly since 2005
focus on architecture and urban design,
design and product innovation,
audiovisual production and music

provide affordable working space in old

buildings; nevertheless still a shortage of buildings, but on a limited scale

cheap working spaces
shift from government to governance e

shift to more active approach rather tham
waiting for others to taken the initiative

shift from government to governance

increasing co-operation, co-ordination
and co-financing




Additionally, other business-oriented programmesifoon the coaching of new
entrepreneurs and on the delineation of ‘speciahegdo where business
regulations, for instance concerning labour, aneisaed in favour of starting
creative entrepreneurs. Business space — not ragtdgsa old buildings — is
also provided to small-scale entrepreneurs with obgective to revitalise
disadvantaged neighbourhoods just outside the imitgr Partly, this is a
response to a spontaneous process of outmigratioreative business from the
inner city due to growing scarcity and rising reotspaces.

Primarily people-oriented policies

Recent local policy documents in Amsterdam plagdieix emphasis on quality
of life (e.g. Gemeente Amsterdam, 2003b; 2004bAccordingly, the 2007-
2010 Economic Programme comments that “qualityfef+ a good climate for
working and living — is becoming ever more impottéor the business climate
of metropolitan regions. Increasingly, firms areidga by the availability of
well-educated personnel — firms follow people rath®an vice versa — and
these people like to choose for a city with anaattve living climate, safety and
good cultural amenitie®fir translatior}” (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2007a:3).

Policies to improve the quality of life in Amstewid focus strongly on
‘constructed amenities’ for arts, culture, tourideisure, sports and education
(Gemeente Amsterdam, 2007b/c). These policies pitynaim to give a new
impetus to Amsterdam as a metropolis of internafigtanding that attracts
highly skilled professional workers and touriste(@ente Amsterdam, 2004a),
rather than to encourage the street-life and in&ditgnthat are supposed to be
highly appreciated by workers in the creative econdy, for instance, Florida
(2002, 2005).

A main bottleneck for the quality of place of Amstam for creative workers
IS a severe mismatch on its housing market. Thesaes policy focus on
providing cheap social housing during most of thaustrial era, has resulted in
a housing stock that fits in badly with the chaggstructure of demand in the
current post-industrial city. Scarcity and exceslivrising price levels in
several segments of the market obstruct the erfttgveer-income and lower
middle-income groups (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2007d) ame serious
constraints to the attraction of young creativenalat the beginning of their
careers. The problem is the largest in the histaricer city, the type of
residential environment that is also most poputaorg artists, designers, media
folk and the like in further stages of their carektunicipal policy for the
coming decade aims to achieve a radical changdn@ncomposition of the
housing stock, decreasing the cheap housing stathknareasing the amount of
middle-income and expensive housing; the lattemsegomewhat at odds with



the object to ease the entry of creative talentht® city’'s housing market,
however (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2007d:60).

A serious drawback for the rather unique peoplaatk in the historic inner
city of Amsterdam is a trend towards a congestedafunctional tourism area.
One of its most beautiful parts — postal code 181has fallen victim to the
city’s reputation as a tolerant city. The ‘red ligind cannabis tourism’ has been
at the root of ever more ‘low-quality activitiesidt frequently lead to nuisance
and crime. Local government is now working on a poghensive programme
of spatial economic transformation of the entirdé2@rea into a new, dignified
heart of the city (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2008a).hEumtore, it also aims to
redistribute some tourism to other parts of thg, ¢dr instance along the river 1J
(new Music Building and Film Museum), and in neigbhthoods adjacent to the
inner city in accordance with the objective to takse these both economically
and socially. The city's new hotel policy is quiggplicit in this (Gemeente
Amsterdam, 2007c; 2008b). Nevertheless, the snoalesand diversity of the
inner city is still emphasised as a precious afsetirban quality (Gemeente
Amsterdam, 2006), although not necessarily in cotoe to the creative
economy.

Policy approach

On the whole, Amsterdam’s current economic ance@llpolicies explicitly
include several key elements of the creative digsis, but do not articulate
these very well. And if they do, they mainly foons creative businesses. The
implementation of people-oriented ideas is lessargclalthough many key
elements that play a role in the creative city hrs toroader sense are there.
Apparently, both the large proportion of highly edted residents and the
unique quality of place for the creative economyhia inner city are considered
so self-evident that the people climate shouldnead explicit policy support.

Regarding the implementation of creative city pgliAmsterdam is shifting
from a re-active towards a more pro-active apprpatieaning that the
municipality looks actively for initiatives that gport policy objectives, rather
than waiting for initiatives to come. Furthermotiee cooperation with a range
of actors will be reinforced (Gemeente Amsterda@f7a). This is likely to be
more of a gradual change than it appears from d¢ieypdocuments, but it is a
change in the direction indicated by several ofrhwewed authors.

3.2 Rotterdam

The transformation towards a post-industrial econpast more painful in
Rotterdam than it is in Amsterdam. Be it a causaroeffect of that, it leaves no



doubt that social tolerance and openness have leecomer more strain in
recent years than in Amsterdam. The local goverarimenffice in 2002-6 in
Rotterdam made zero tolerance against unsafetynaisgance its main policy
issue. That provoked fierce public debates and temosphere of decreasing
rather than increasing tolerance among populatiomugs (cf. Van Ulzen,
2007a:214). In addition, Rotterdam has no high iquainer city space. The
post-war reconstruction of the inner city that wiasessary after the destructive
bombardment in 1940, combined a top-down plannipgiesn with a strict
modernist separation of functions. Up to 1980 tksulted in separate projects
of office buildings, shopping zones and high-cagyamifrastructure for rapid
traffic circulation. This has recently been suppmabted with high-rise
residential and office buildings and big-ticketsl#ie venues. Nevertheless,
qguality of place remains relatively poor (Gemeerf@tterdam, 2008):
Rotterdam lacks Amsterdam’s diversity, density aodtinuity, and is not very
enticing now people increasingly attach importatwehe social and symbolic
values of space. The official representation oft&dam as a world city,
referring primarily to the un-Dutch concentratioh lagh-rise buildings in its
inner city and its relatively young population, doeot alter this low quality.
Finally, the level of education of the residentdab force in Rotterdam lags
seriously behind other cities.

In 2004, local government created the advisorynBouc Development
Board Rotterdam (EDBR) with the assignment to gsteeideas to renew and
diversify the economy. Its advise to local governméDBR, 2004; 2008)
includes creative industry as one of the three econ clusters — besides port
and industry, and health care — that should bénéurdeveloped by acquiring
more innovative firms and stimulating local stapistand spin-offs. This explicit
emphasis on the economic importance of creativesing has been worked out
further in several other, more recent policy docatseParallel to this advise,
several other policy documents have also recomnmiet@@&nprove the quality
of place in the inner city. The most elaborated -enénner City as a Lounge —
was published quite recently (Gemeente Rotterd @382

Primarily business-oriented policies

Since the policy document Vision on the Creativeoritomy (Gemeente
Rotterdam, 2007b), Rotterdam concentrates its teff@n four innovative
creative branches: architecture and urban desa&pig and product innovation,
audiovisual production (incling film and new mediand music (Gemeente
Rotterdam, 2006b, 2007b). The objectives to stiteularchitecture and
audiovisual production are not new; local policyeally focused explicitly on
their development quite some time before publicatd the Economic Vision
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2005-2020. Architecture received a boost in Ro#erdvhen the city won the
fierce competition with Amsterdam for the locatiasf the Netherlands
Architecture Institute in the late 1980s. It is nogpresented by some world-
famous bureaus, such as OMA of ‘starchitect’ RemlKaas.

The recent cultural policy in Rotterdam (GemeeRt&terdam, 2004b) is
motivated by Rotterdam as the only Dutch city wahrejuvenating (and
increasingly multi-national) population. Rotterdasees young people as a
resource: the local government self-declared thg ttie European Youth
Capital (EYC) of 2009. Music production by youngopk is considered
promising as a creative industry. Rotterdam isrofédelled ‘hip-hop capital’ of
the Netherlands. Others, however, comment thatotted music scene has lost
much of its previous élan: the once celebratedetsarof small podiums has
disappeared without being replaced by a podium etfepolitan standard, and
several clubs wrestle with financial and housingbtgms. One of the projects
of EYC was the development of an urban culture podibut the project has not
yet been a great success and is fiercely criticised

Overall, Rotterdam’s creative city policy entias mixture of supportive
measures and instruments to stimulate entreprempute establish commercial
and social networks of entrepreneurs, and torfileicunas in the value chain of
education — design — production — marketing — disition in the four
priority branches. Notable emphasis is placed ogorawving the potentiality of
interactions between the four creative key bran@mekthe knowledge base in
the city and its region, including two universities one a University of
Technology with large architecture and industriedign faculties — and tertiary
vocational training in fields like technology, aesd graphic media and design.
Besides, policy places emphasis on a better \igilmf creative production in
order to stimulate start-ups by other creative nfal@Gemeente Rotterdam,
2006b; 2007b; EDBR, 2008). In practice, Rotterdaas loffered affordable
working space in large, and indeed very visibled ‘duildings’ to starting
creative entrepreneurs with some technological ¢packnd. The scope of this
policy is relatively small, however. It is limited a very few buildings — much
less than in Amsterdam — that were easily to aegoiiralready in ownership of
the municipality.

Primarily people-oriented policies

Public investments in upgrading the quality of plaaf the inner city have
already been made since the 1980s. Neverthelesgjuality remains poor and
the area still lacks ‘buzz’ (Gemeente Rotterdam08}0 Recent documents
therefore considers its improvement an importartampifor a successful
transformation of the Rotterdam economy. This is ey beneficial for the
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creative cluster as such; the two other key-clssi@r economic transformation
of the city are also highly dependent on workemsbwledge and creativity
(EBDR, 2008).

Quality of place policy in Rotterdam also expligiincludes housing. Its
housing market suffers from a similar mismatch rmfAmsterdam (Gemeente
Rotterdam, 2007c). In the beginning of the 20004%arge-scale construction
programme high-rise buildings of high-quality apsent started in the inner
city. Because apartments in Rotterdam are still rgnthe cheapest in the
Netherlands, it appears a shortage of high-quedsydential environments is a
more important strain than a shortage of demandaegllidgs per sé. What is
more, this construction programme aims at mediugh-hand high income
householdscum highly educated professionals rather than expficit the
creative class. Moreover, the main objective of mlesv housing policy is to
offer the opportunity for a housing career to &lbtterdammers’ (Gemeente
Rotterdam, 2007c¢).

An explanation of the still poor quality of plagaf its inner city is
Rotterdam’s long-standing emphasis on being ‘a otyprojects’ of built
hardware (urban highways, high-rise buildings, txget entertainment venues)
and an annual calendar of national and interndtiesdivals of film, music,
sports, and ethnic carnival. It has been acknovdddgnly recently that the
urban software of high-quality spaces to stay anthé¢et other people, either for
fun or for doing business, between the projects anathe difference in the
competition with other cities nowadays. Inner City a Lounge (Gemeente
Rotterdam 2008) presents six mutually coherentegras to improve the urban
software up to an internationally competitive lewesidential milieus; culture
and leisure; streetfronts and the waterfront; graad parks; ‘power to the
pedestrian’; and use of architecture, culturalthge and ‘Rotterdam themes’ in
public spaces.

Overall, the recent people-oriented policies db camplement the explicit
focus on the creative industry by the businessatetk policy with an equally
explicit focus on the creative class. As the in@mees at OBR commented,
“‘Rotterdam has no explicit creativaty policy that merges both perspectives.
What it has is a business-oriented creagigenomypolicy that is supplemented
with people-oriented objectives with a more genes@pe than only creative
talent.”

Policy approach
Policy-making in Rotterdam has also shifted towad®vernance model. Local

government is neither able nor willing to renew tig’s economy and quality
of place all by itself. It explicitly invites andtampts to inspire non-government
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benificaries in culture, leisure and creative piohin to co-operate, to co-
finance and even to co-manage programmes and {qEDBR, 2004, 2008;
Gemeente Rotterdam, 2008). It sees its own rolecextito investing in physical
and institutional infrastructure, assisting othenificiaries with the design of
Initiatives, and examining these initiatives’ cormpidity with overall policy
objectives. Furthermore, Rotterdam set up semiipuldbundations for
formulation and implementation of policy in someesific fields (e.g.
Rotterdam Festivals).

A remarkable feature of current urban plannin@Rotterdam is its focus on
area development. This is a response to the hidifilgrent potentials of the
production and consumption milieus in differentaaran the city. An early
example is the former port area of Lloydkwartiemtthas been developed into a
cluster of audio-visual industry for some fifteeeays now. Nevertheless, the
creative city is far from dominant in current amavelopment schemes. The
Inner City as a Lounge divides the inner city imiome ‘focus areas’ to
implement the six strategies it proposes in difier@mbinations, but creative
workers and creative production play an explicié ia only one of these.

5. Implicationsfor local policy

Although the creative city thesis is often depicésda hype, it is plausible that
many elements of its thesis have a more permaradum ecause the underlying
processes that have contributed to the growingifgignce of innovation and
creativity for urban economic development are stmad rather than temporary.
In this section, we derive some tentative — basethv® cases only — valuable
implications of the thesis for urban developmerigyan the longer term.

Both cities have an incubator policy that promdtesreuse of old buildings
that are ‘unfinished’ and cheap. These buildingsyéver, are also in demand
for more profitable uses in the short term, andtegqa few were simply
demolished — particularly in Amsterdam — to makace!l for new luxurious
apartment buildings, constructed amenities, occeffi Policy-makers have to be
aware of the risk that even young creative talbat ts embedded in the local
urban society may, in the end, move to other ciweere affordable working
space is less scarce.

Scott (2000) and Storper and Venables (2002) esiphdhe importance of
‘buzz’, generated through face-to-face contactsanially based networks of
key persons of cultural and creative industriestif@ir performance. Although
there is no guarantee that the limited scope fdicyioaking to create buzz —
such as programming live performances in the steswt more pubs and
tearooms — effectively stimulate these networks sfardam and Rotterdam do
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not go far beyond such measures. What is more, éuaetn highly relies on its
historically grown inner city that should require further action at all.

Even in case of strong social networks in thetoreandustry, it still seems
unlikely that these may lead to a substantial afiehis industry the urban
economy in relatively small cities like AmsterdammdaRotterdam. Such
networks can have considerably stronger impactisely also include branches
that do not belong to the creative or cultural stdes as such, but face the need
to pay increasing attention to design and expostiteeir products, e.g. high-
tech industries, business services or care. These extended networks should
facilitate small-scale creative firms with knowledgexchange, training if
necessary, and ultimately partnerships in valuesha

Creative workers attach great importance to theb®jic meaning of spaces
both in their role as consumer and as entrepre@eative city policy should
take the symbolic meaning — the ‘identity’ or ‘stor— of the city as such, and
of the district where the development of creatiegiveties is being planned,
explicitly into account. With a suddenly populancept as the creative city the
danger of becoming a copycat is imminent. This @stmobvious regarding
flagships like Guggenheim, but also imminent wiglspect to the ‘history’ of a
robust industrial or port area. For a sustainaldenpetitive advantage that
prevents imitations, cities should make the most autheir uniqueness of
interconnected amenities, atmosphere, cityscapkeclasters of specific cultural
industries. Most cities have no unique historiceingity like Amsterdam and
have to work hard for that. Rotterdam, for instarsses its current identity of
high-rise building capital of the Netherlands bemgde visible in several TV
series and commercials made by its audiovisualsingubut has not exploit the
presence of world-famous architecture bureaus (M&en, 2007b:31). Rem
Koolhaas is a born Rotterdammer, but his creatwagelatively scarce and not
commonly known in the city.

Cities must realize that the vision on qualityptdce of Florida (2002, 2005),
and Jane Jacobs (1961) as his main source of atigpiy could not be put into
practice easily. Florida’s creative class attacimesh importance to a vibrant
and diverse street life, to compact, distinctivel authentic neighbourhoods
with a finely meshed street pattern, to ‘third glsic and to pedestrian-friendly
public space, all with the aim to encourage spauas meetings. If these things
are indeed indispensable, there is little hopefoity like Rotterdam. However,
creative talent can also be attracted by other renments: “[...] many
architects and designers settled in Rotterdam Isecatiits port city image, the
‘rhythm of the river, and the anonymity in its opespaces” (Van Ulzen,
2007b:10-1). In the interview with us, she addeat tii...] not all these people
feel the need to lengthy discuss every new idealocal café or in the street”.
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What seems to matter most is the unfinished nattimiildings and areas, and
the opportunities these offer to creative peopiesfgeriments.

To be effective, creative city policy must alsodpecific as to which group(s)
of creative talent it aims at, and how this valdégerent urban qualities and
amenities. For, even the ‘creative class’ is nanbgeneous (Marlet and Van
Woerkens, 2004; Clark, 2004; Florida, 2008). Depeman variables like their
creative branch and stages in life- and family-eyatreative professionals
merge lifestyle factors with ‘traditional factor@he presence of good schools,
clean and save streets, or parks), into highlyedgffit combinations. In policy
practice, however, creative city policy in both Aerslam and Rotterdam not
even make a clear distinction between creativentaknd other groups,
particularly spending tourists and highly-educagieafessional workers.

6. Conclusions

Current policies in both Amsterdam and Rotterdachuthe key elements of the
creative city in more explicit forms and in morestegal policy documents than
before. Actually, their creative city policies dotrdiffer fundamentally from
each other in emphases, target groups and inehalti organisation of
implementation, regardless of their highly differemontexts. But despite the
rising importance of the people-oriented approactne creative city debate, the
business-oriented component of their policies istmexplicit. We cannot yet
conclude that the creative economy has alreadyheshsome sort of ‘natural
ceiling’. Actually, its potentials to strengthemuovative capacity still seem not
optimally utilized. For a better use of its potaitj local policy should invest in
the elaboration of a strategy to optimize the cog@oce of economic policy
with other relevant policy fields, like culture,idare, housing and spatial
development.

Current research on creative city development [ittles attention to the role
of intangibles and amenities, and more particulady these are appreciated by
different groups of creative talent. Surely thesseies are hard to grasp, but they
for a large part define the qualities (plural) daqe of cities, including the
growing importance of symbolic values. We therefaeggest a socially
structured analysis of context-specific networkawfenities that focuses on the
guestions how amenities are combined into netwbgksheir users, and what
specific values ‘user groups’ attach to these nétsvoThe outcomes of such
analyses would provide useful new insights to bpl@mented in creative city
policies. That research should explicitly addréssissues of scale and location.

We are convinced that the creative city thesisoisanhype in the sense that
all of its message will be soon forgotten. The cetitiveness of western urban
economies in the current global playing field siyngquires (more) creativity
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to uphold the innovative capacity that is essetiatheir competitiveness. But

to be viable in the longer term, local policy mdstd a balance between

supporting new creative entrepreneurship; geneealgnditions such as an open
social climate, safety, amenities, and accommodatemd a clear focus on

specific strengths as attributed by different ug@ups. A creative city is far

from an easy city.
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