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Chapter 7 
 
Geographies of Knowledge Formation in 
Mega-City Regions: Some Evidence 
from the Dutch Randstad  
 
This chapter was published as: 
 
Lambregts, B. (2008) Geographies of Knowledge Formation in Mega-City Re-
gions: Some Evidence from the Dutch Randstad, Regional Studies, Vol. 42, no. 8, 
pp. 1173-1186. DOI: 10.1080/00343400802360402. Copyright © 2008 Regional 
Studies Association. All rights reserved. 
 
It has been slightly edited to fit the format of this book. 
 
Abstract 
An important source of competitiveness for mega-city regions results from their 
capacity to combine a strong local knowledge capital base with high levels of 
connectivity to similar regions elsewhere in the global economy. Globally net-
worked advanced producer services firms are presumed to play a key role in 
transferring knowledge between local and global circuits. But how does this actu-
ally work? Which kinds of knowledge may be acquired through global networks 
and which others not? An in-depth analysis of the practices of knowledge pro-
duction by advanced producer services firms in the mega-city region of the 
Dutch Randstad provides some answers.  
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7.1 Introduction  
 
In today’s knowledge-intensive economy, the competitiveness of regions is 
highly dependent on the capacity of actors located within them to generate lead-
ing-edge knowledge. In generating state-of-the-art knowledge, however, no city 
or region can be constantly self supporting. No matter how ‘knowledgeable’ and 
creative a region’s economic agents are, it is rather likely that elsewhere in the 
world particular pieces of new and valuable knowledge are formed either just a 
little bit earlier or in just a slightly more advanced form. Regions that combine a 
strong local knowledge capital base (sustained by a healthy ‘local buzz’) with high 
levels of connectivity to similar regions elsewhere in the global economy (‘global 
pipelines’) are best off in this matter (Simmie, 2003; Bathelt et al., 2004).  

Global or mega-city regions (MCRs), in their capacity as ‘basic motors of 
the global economy’ (Scott, 2001, p. 4), should have such qualities almost by 
definition. After all, they stand out as regional accumulations of (economic) mass 
and opportunity and are typically very well tied into the global economy (Scott et 
al., 2001; Hall and Pain, 2006). Their local knowledge bases should be rich 
enough to fuel a continuous process of leading-edge knowledge formation and 
the myriad external relationships maintained by their many internationally ori-
ented and globally networked firms should ensure that new and valuable bits of 
knowledge created elsewhere quickly find their way to these regions as well. 

MCRs’ external knowledge relationships may be maintained by a variety 
of (economic) actors, including universities and research institutes, governmental 
agencies and firms. Advanced producer services (APS) firms1 form a particularly 
interesting category among these. After all, APS have over the past three decades 
rapidly evolved into a very central and highly knowledge-intensive feature of to-
day’s post-industrial economy and the firms have emerged as active agents in the 
creation and circulation of knowledge in local and regional economies (Coffey, 
2000; Sassen, 2001; Wood, 2002; United Nations Conference on Trade and De-
velopment (UNCTAD), 2004). In many of Europe’s most urbanized regions, 
APS now make up 15–30% of the local employment base with the highest scores 
reached in such typical MCRs as South East England, the Paris region, the Brus-
sels Capital Region and the Dutch Randstad (EUROSTAT, 2006; Rubalcaba and 
Gago, 2003). The APS firms find in MCRs the human resources and the client 
base that they so critically need and through their active role in investment, inno-
vation and technical change the firms actively facilitate the continuous adaptation 
of the MCR’s production system. Moreover, the ‘global players’ among the APS 
firms through their transnational office networks maintain a great many relations 
with other centres of knowledge creation all over the world (Taylor, 2004) and, 
as such, may be conceived as – at least potentially – strongly constitutive to 
MCRs’ external knowledge linkages.  

Yet, while such notions may sound rather straightforward, they are, in 
principle, not much more than a set of interconnected ideas and assumptions. 
There is empirical support for parts of it (e.g. APS firms do tend to concentrate 
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in large urban agglomerations or MCRs), but less so for others (cf. Coe, 2003). 
Much remains to be explored. Unanswered questions include those about the 
extent to which APS firms’ transnational office networks are used indeed for the 
exchange of knowledge, the kinds of knowledge that are typically acquired and 
exchanged through these networks, the kinds of knowledge of which the acquisi-
tion is typically a local affair, and the ways in which intra- and extra-regional 
knowledge circuits interconnect. These are the questions that occupy centre stage 
in this chapter and they will be addressed by looking at the knowledge-
exchanging activities of internationally networked APS firms in the Dutch MCR 
of the Randstad. The Randstad is Europe’s fourth or fifth regional economy 
measured by gross regional product, a major APS stronghold, and a particularly 
multifaceted and well-connected space economy (Lambregts et al., 2006; Taylor, 
2002), and as such it makes an interesting case. The analysis is meant to contrib-
ute to one’s understanding of how a key group of economic actors organizes its 
knowledge practices and by means thereof helps MCRs to stay at the forefront of 
knowledge developments.  

The chapter is structured as follows. The second section digs deeper into 
the relationship between knowledge and geography. It briefly discusses some of 
the key literature dealing with knowledge-generating practices in regional con-
texts and takes due note of some recent contributions that emphasize the impor-
tance of relational as opposed to spatial proximity in the theorization of 
knowledge formation. Next, the chapter takes note of the dynamics of knowl-
edge formation in transnational multi-office firms, borrowing from such disci-
plines as international business studies and organizational sciences. In the fourth 
section the specific knowledge needs of APS firms are identified and trans-
formed into a typology of knowledge domains relevant to APS firms. This typol-
ogy structures the empirical analysis of the knowledge practices of multi-office 
APS firms in the Randstad. This analysis, which takes up the fifth section, draws 
from the insights gained through some 64 in-depth interviews with Randstad-
based APS firms. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the implications for 
theory and policy.  
 
7.2  From spatially bounded to transscalar geographies of knowledge 

creation  
 
In 2005, businesses in the Randstad were responsible for 32% of research and 
development performed in the Netherlands (Statistics Netherlands, 2007). The 
Netherlands as a whole at that time conducted no more than 1% of world re-
search and development (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Devel-
opment (OECD), 2007). For the Randstad, this means that the ratio between 
research and development performed within and beyond its boundaries is close 
to 1 : 300. Even if all of the region’s businesses would qualify as extremely alert 
and advanced, it is still rather likely that valuable pieces of knowledge in many 
cases are developed just a little bit earlier or in a slightly more advanced form 
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somewhere else in the Netherlands or, more likely even, elsewhere in the world. 
And with the share of non-OECD countries in the production of world research 
and development having increased from 8% to 20% between 1995 and 2006 
(OECD, 2007), the importance of such places ‘elsewhere in the world’ will 
probably only increase in the years to come.  

This example serves well to illustrate that few cities or regions, not even 
a substantial regional economy as the Dutch Randstad, can assume to be fully 
self-supporting in terms of state-of-the-art knowledge creation. Claims like these 
have recently both been theorized (e.g. Bathelt et al., 2004) as well as tentatively 
empirically explored. For example, Simmie (2002, 2003) indeed finds a (positive) 
relationship between the innovativeness of firms and the reach of their networks 
and linkages. Simmie argues that for the most innovative firms national and in-
ternational customers are the most important sources of knowledge and con-
cludes that: “[a]s no region has a monopoly on new knowledge those that form 
nodes in national and international systems of knowledge exchanges benefit from 
both high levels of local knowledge capital and being the first to receive and de-
code new knowledge from other similar nodes.” (Simmie, 2003, p. 618) Obvi-
ously, and as noted by Bathelt et al. (2004), these benefits become more 
substantial as the agents that are actually involved in receiving and decoding this 
knowledge are better capable of transmitting the newly acquired knowledge to 
other actors operating in their direct surroundings.  

The kinds of knowledge referred to in these arguments include both 
‘explicit’ knowledge – to which access is becoming easier anyway – and ‘tacit’ 
knowledge. Tacit knowledge is the kind of knowledge that is ‘person-embodied, 
context-dependent, spatially sticky and socially accessible only through direct 
physical interaction’ (Morgan, 2004, p. 12). It differs from explicit knowledge in 
that it ‘is difficult to communicate effectively through written – and sometimes 
even verbal – form’; it ‘often resides in the unconscious realm of knowledge’; and 
is ‘context-specific’ (Gertler, 2003, pp. 105–106). The central idea is that it is 
formed relationally and that its formation and transmission depend on ‘close and 
deep interaction’ between parties who already share some basic similarities such 
as the same language; common codes of communication; shared conventions 
and norms; and personal knowledge of each other based on a past history of 
successful collaboration or informal interaction (Gertler, 2003, p. 106). Explicit 
and tacit knowledge are complementary categories. Often it needs tacit insights 
to interpret explicit knowledge meaningfully and it is often from the interaction 
between explicit and tacit knowledge that new knowledge is created (Nonaka et 
al., 2000). While ‘a firm’s ability to produce, access and control tacit knowledge’ 
is widely considered to be ‘most important to its competitive success’ (Gertler, 
2003, p. 106), the question to what extent tacit knowledge can be transmitted and 
formed over longer distances and across boundaries is currently the subject of a 
lively debate.  

Since the 1980s, an extensive body of literature has emerged on the spa-
tiality of innovation and learning. Until recently, this literature was dominated by 
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perspectives that see a strong link between knowledge diffusion and spatial prox-
imity. Examples include knowledge based theories of spatial clustering (e.g. Mas-
kell et al., 1998; Malmberg and Maskell, 2002), the learning regions thesis (e.g. 
Morgan, 1997), and the systems of innovation literature (e.g. Lundvall and John-
son, 1994; Cooke et al., 1998). In a nutshell, these theories, each with its own 
emphasis, build upon the notion that the basic similarities referred to above are 
especially likely to emerge if the actors involved are part of the same spatially 
confined environment and thus have been shaped by the same unique combina-
tion of socio-economic, cultural and institutional conditions – a factor empha-
sized by the systems of innovation literature notably – and thus are able to meet 
each other in person relatively frequently. Over time, such conditions may prove 
conducive to the (path-dependent) formation of (increasingly) distinct and local-
ized ‘ecologies’ of knowledge formation that potential imitators in other regions 
may find very difficult to follow (Gertler, 2003). A key characteristic of such 
ecologies is that they produce (assumedly) likewise spatially bounded knowledge 
spillovers. These are knowledge externalities that enable their beneficiaries ‘to 
introduce innovations at a faster rate than rival firms located elsewhere’ (Breschi 
and Lissoni, 2001) and as such have come to be seen as important determinants 
of local and regional competitiveness (Malmberg and Maskell, 2002) and an im-
portant agglomerative force (Gordon and McCann, 2000).  

During the past decade or so, however, a growing number of authors 
have started to ask if these readings of the spatiality of knowledge diffusion and 
creation do not put too high a premium on spatial proximity (e.g. Oinas, 2000; 
Coe and Bunnell, 2003; Amin and Cohendet, 2004; Bathelt et al., 2004; Boschma, 
2005). They share the concern that knowledge- generating processes have come 
to be understood too narrowly as highly localized or ‘island’ activities and that 
‘internal links and/or “home-base” characteristics, distinguishable from external 
and distant or omnipresent forces’ have come to be seen too selectively and par-
tially as the main factors driving business creativity and performance (Amin and 
Cohendet, 2004, p. 92). In response, these authors, each in his or her way, call 
for greater sensitivity to the existing variety of geographical contexts in which 
knowledge tends to be formed and circulated. While acknowledging: (1) that the 
formation and sharing of (tacit) knowledge depends indeed primarily on the exis-
tence of ‘thick’ relationships in which people are able to ‘internalize shared un-
derstandings or [. . .] translate particular performances on the basis of their own 
tacit and codified understandings’ (Allen, 2000, p. 28); and (2) that spatial prox-
imity does actually increase the likelihood of regular encounters and the devel-
opment of ‘thick’ relationships between actors; they also argue that ‘geographical 
proximity per se is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for learning to 
take place’ (Boschma, 2005, p. 62). Support for this viewpoint comes from the 
‘communities of practice’ literature (e.g. Wenger, 1998; Wenger and Snyder, 
2000), which contends that tacit knowledge ‘may also flow across regional and 
national boundaries if organizational or “virtual community” proximity is close 
enough’ (Gertler, 2003, p. 106), and from increasingly credible indications that, 
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enabled by ever more sophisticated means of communication and ease of travel, 
learning and knowledge sharing do in fact take place between persons or com-
munities that are distant but linked through cultural, ideological, occupational or 
organizational affinities and ties (Amin and Cohendet, 2004; Coe and Bunnell, 
2003).  

The geography of knowledge formation that results from these views is 
trans-scalar rather than made up of constructs implying a high degree of spatial 
boundedness (e.g. ‘islands of innovation’, ‘clusters’, ‘districts’). For example, Coe 
and Bunnell (2003) consider the making of a priori presumptions as to how the 
configurations of knowledge-generating network relations are spatially bounded 
simply unproductive. Instead, they view innovation systems as: “combination[s] 
of intra-local, extra-local and transnational network connections, the exact bal-
ance of which is an empirical outcome that will vary from place to place, and 
sector to sector.” (Coe and Bunnell, 2003, p. 454) Amin and Cohendet (2004, p. 
93), likewise, envision knowledge practices as ‘tracings in criss-crossing and over-
lapping networks of varying length and reach’ so as to allow individual sites to be 
understood as ‘node[s] of multiple knowledge connections of varying intensity 
and spatial distance’. Below, while exploring the knowledge practices of APS 
firms in the Dutch Randstad such notions will be firmly kept in mind.  
 
7.3 Knowledge creation and the transnational multi-office firm 
 
In the literature on the functioning of trans-scalar or ‘stretched’ knowledge rela-
tionships much attention is given to the knowledge practices of (transnational) 
multi-office firms. The latter are seen as organizational forms that pre-eminently 
facilitate practices of both ‘decentred learning in local communities’ and ‘distan-
ciated learning’ across corporate space and, as such, may be suspected of playing 
an important role in interconnecting different regional innovation systems (Coe 
and Bunnell, 2003). While (transnational) multi-office firms are a heterogeneous 
lot, they all try hard ‘to hold various knowledge architectures in place’ and seek 
to achieve relational proximity across their distant sites: “through translation, 
travel, shared routines, talk, common passions, base standards, brokers, epistemic 
and community bonding, and the ordering and orientation provided by files, 
documents, codes, common software and so on.” (Amin and Cohendet, 2004, 
pp. 96, 99)  

This does not mean, however, that knowledge gets transferred and 
formed in such organizations without any resistance. Transnational corporations 
have gradually come to be seen as to owe their existence at least in part to their 
ability to transfer and exploit knowledge more efficiently than markets (Gupta 
and Govindarajan, 2000) but it is also recognized that the barriers to knowledge 
transfer are many and substantial (e.g. Kogut and Zander, 1993; Frost, 2001; 
Schulz, 2001; Hansen, 2002). Foss and Pedersen (2002), for example, consider 
the success of knowledge transfer to be a function of: (1) motivational factors; 
(2) the existence and richness of transmission channels; (3) the characteristics of 
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the transferred knowledge (e.g. in terms of tacitness, ambiguity, context-
relatedness); and (4) the recipients’ absorptive capacity. Motivational factors can 
work both against and in favour of effective knowledge transfer. Depending on a 
corporation’s culture and the nature of the relationships between its individual 
units, units may either feel that they have something to lose (e.g. bargaining 
power, a competitive edge) by passing on knowledge to other subsidiaries or the 
headquarters or know that they will gain something if they manifest themselves 
as active knowledge transmitters (e.g. recognition, status, influence, knowledge 
shared by others returning the favour).  

The knowledge creation process itself, in turn, has been carefully mod-
elled by Nonaka et al. (2000). They view organizations as continuously concerned 
with creating and recreating knowledge and define knowledge itself as dynamic, 
context-specific, humanistic and relational. Knowledge, after all, they argue: ‘is 
created in social interactions amongst individuals and organisations’, has meaning 
in a ‘particular time and space’ only, is ‘essentially related to human action’, and 
becomes valuable when it is ‘interpreted by [. . .] and given a context and an-
chored in the beliefs and commitments of individuals’ (Nonaka et al., 2000, p. 7). 
Knowledge creation is understood by these authors as a dynamic process shaped 
through the interactions between explicit and tacit knowledge. Such interactions 
lead to knowledge conversions of which Nonaka et al. (2000, pp. 9–10) identify 
four modes: socialization, externalization, combination, and internalization. So-
cialization refers to the process whereby tacit knowledge gets shared (e.g. 
through sharing experiences in communities of practice or through the interac-
tion between client and producer in the production of a service) and converted 
to form new tacit knowledge. Externalization concerns the process of articulating 
tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge, as happens, for example, in the presen-
tation of new concepts in a product development process. Combination is the 
process of converting ‘basic’ explicit knowledge into more complex and system-
atic sets of explicit knowledge. It includes such processes as the putting together 
of explicit knowledge from many different sources in one context and the further 
dissemination of the new knowledge product. Internalization, finally, is the proc-
ess where explicit knowledge is assimilated into tacit knowledge. It occurs when 
individuals make themselves familiar with pieces of explicit knowledge, reflect 
upon them and, as such, enrich their tacit knowledge base. According to Nonaka 
et al. (2000), the knowledge-creating process is a continuous process of dynamic 
interactions and shifts between all these different modes of knowledge conver-
sion, whereby knowledge transmissions may take place both within and beyond 
organizational boundaries.  
 
7.4 Advanced producer services (APS) firms’ knowledge needs 
 
Knowledge is a heterogeneous resource and the empirical study of knowledge-
generating practices full of challenges (Amin and Cohendet, 2004). The above 
two sections have already produced the insight that making a priori presumptions 
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about the spatiality of knowledge-generating practices may not be productive and 
that the occurrence of various modes of knowledge conversion should be antici-
pated. In addition to this, the literature is riddled with different knowledge ty-
pologies (e.g. explicit versus tacit knowledge, individual versus collective 
knowledge, general knowledge versus specific knowledge), that may be of help to 
direct further an empirical analysis. Not all of these, however, are equally practi-
cable for present purposes.  

The aim, once again, is to explore empirically the knowledge-generating 
practices of (global) APS firms in the MCR of the Randstad. Such an analysis, it 
could be argued, should also be sensitive to the specific knowledge needs of such 
firms (cf. Coe, 2003; Lindsay et al., 2003). Much of the literature on knowledge 
and multinational organizations is tuned to the conditions pertaining to manufac-
turing firms. However, important organizational differences exist between these 
firms and their antipodes in the producer services domain. While global manu-
facturers typically roll out their value chains across the world in search of the 
right match between activity and locality, global services firms typically replicate 
(almost) the entire value chain in each city or country of operation (Moore and 
Birkinshaw, 1998). Naturally, such differences also affect the knowledge-
generating practices in such firms. Whereas the various units of a global manu-
facturing firm are often engaged in distinct and highly specialized (production 
and/or design) activities and, consequently, require and produce very specific 
knowledge inputs and outputs, the units of a global APS firm in many cases are 
involved in a much broader range of activities and, therefore, face a much wider 
set of knowledge needs. The knowledge concerns of, for example, a Dell or a 
Procter & Gamble global production facility in Malaysia (or any other country) 
are likely to remain confined mainly to issues relating to the management of the 
local production process, local regulatory and labour market conditions, and local 
logistics, and not to spill into such fields as marketing and product development 
(since other Dell or Procter & Gamble units take care of that). The latter is not 
true for services firms. A branch office of, for example, KPMG or Clifford 
Chance in Amsterdam (or any other city), in order to be able to service the local 
market successfully, not only needs to be familiar with local regulatory and la-
bour market conditions, but also should know all about the workings of the local 
client market (marketing) and, in addition to that, make sure its service products 
continue to satisfy local preferences and needs (product development).  

Generally speaking, the operations of a fully fledged APS front-office 
can be divided into three ‘activity packages’: the acquisition of new business, the 
actual delivery (production) of services, and the continuous anticipation of, adap-
tation to and exploitation of conditions produced by a variety of relevant envi-
ronments. Performance in each of these fields depends largely on the extent to 
which these firms are successful in acquiring, internalizing and using to their ad-
vantage the corresponding informations and knowledges. These can be boiled 
down to: (1) the knowledge required to acquire new business successfully; (2) the 
knowledge required to keep the quality of the service products up to date; (3) the 

 148 



knowledge that is required to deal optimally with the regulatory environment (the 
rules of the game); and (4) a residual category reserved for knowledges relating to 
other environments in which the firm operates (e.g. the labour market). These 
will be labelled respectively: market-related knowledge, product-related knowl-
edge, knowledge related to the regulatory context, and knowledge related to 
other contexts. Especially for market- and product-related knowledge, it fur-
thermore makes sense to distinguish between operational and strategic compo-
nents. The operational components are essential for running daily operations. 
They are exemplified by such questions as follows. Which business opportunities 
does the market currently offer? Or how should service product X be adjusted to 
satisfy the needs of client Y? The strategic components, in contrast, are crucial 
for the long-term competitiveness of the firm. What will ‘tomorrow’s’ market 
conditions look like? Which product innovations should be anticipated given 
expected developments in, for instance, information technologies or clients’ 
regulatory environment? For an APS firm to master these and other questions in 
a timely and adequate fashion requires the constant collection and processing of 
various kinds of explicit and tacit knowledge (as modelled by Nonaka et al., 2000; 
see the previous section). The next section explores how these processes work 
out for each of the knowledge categories identified and how they articulate in 
(and beyond) the space of the MCR of the Randstad. 
 
7.5  Knowledge practices of multi-office advanced producer services 

(APS) firms in the Randstad  
 
At the start of this paper it was argued that the global players among regions’ 
APS firms may be strongly constitutive to such regions’ external knowledge rela-
tionships. Armed with the insights developed above on the spatiality of knowl-
edge diffusion/creation, the dynamics of knowledge creation in organizations, 
and the main knowledge domains APS firms need to master, it is now time to 
turn to the actual behaviour of these firms and try to find out exactly how they 
acquire and create knowledge, and how these activities are articulated in space. 
This section draws from the insights gained through 64 in-depth interviews with 
Randstad-based APS firms held within the framework of the POLYNET project 
(see the Introduction in this issue). In the summer and fall of 2004 these firms 
were asked about, among other things, the ins and outs of their knowledge prac-
tices. The semi-structured, face-to-face interviews were held with senior staff 
members (mostly executives) occupying key positions within the firms. The firms 
were selected for having multiple offices in various regions of which at least one 
should be located in the Randstad. The 64 firms (listed in the Appendix) divide 
more or less equally across the eight APS industries adopted in the study (i.e. 
legal services, accountancy, financial services, insurance, information and com-
munication technology/ management consultancy, advertising, design consul-
tancy and logistics services). For a dozen of these firms the office networks 
remained confined to the Netherlands. The networks of the other firms (more 
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than 80%) were European and/or global in scope. The typology of APS knowl-
edge needs developed in the previous section is used to organize this section, 
meaning that successively market-related, product-related, legal environment-
related and other knowledge needs pass in review. For starters, however, the 
Randstad and its APS complex are briefly introduced.  
 
Advanced producer services in the Randstad  
The Randstad is the horseshoe-shaped urban configuration in the western part of 
the Netherlands. It roughly runs from Dordrecht and Rotterdam in the south, 
via The Hague and Leiden in the west, to Amsterdam in the north and Utrecht 
and Amersfoort in the east. These cities surround a predominantly rural area 
called the ‘Green Heart’. The area measures about 70 by 75 km (16% of the 
Dutch land area) and houses about 6.6 million people (40% of the Dutch popu-
lation). They live in a large number of mainly medium-sized cities and an even 
larger number of smaller towns and villages. At the beginning of 2007, the region 
included twelve cities with more than 100 000 inhabitants and another 13 in the 
range 70 000–100 000. The biggest cities are Amsterdam (743 000), Rotterdam 
(584 000), The Hague (474 000) and Utrecht (288 000). The co-presence of so 
many individual smaller and larger cities in a relatively small area gives the Rand-
stad its archetypal polycentric appearance.  

The Randstad is also the country’s economic powerhouse. It is home to 
some 3.3 million jobs (47% of Dutch employment), most of them in various 
kinds of services. The main population centres and their surroundings are also 
the main job centres, with the exception of Schiphol Airport, which has devel-
oped into a massive logistics and services centre of its own. The Randstad stands 
out as the Netherlands’ most services-oriented region. At the end of 2005, 816 
000 or 56% of the country’s jobs in financial and business services were located 
in the Randstad. Financial and business services accounted for 24% of total em-
ployment in this region compared with 21% in the rest of the Netherlands (Sta-
tistics Netherlands, 2008). Within the Randstad, the Amsterdam and Utrecht 
regions are particularly important business services strongholds. Here, the share 
of financial and business services in local employment is almost 30%.  

The region is well-served by global APS firms. From the 100 global ser-
vice firms identified by Taylor (2004), some 75% have a presence in the Rand-
stad (Lambregts et al., 2006). Most of these (almost 75%) have their Dutch 
headquarters in the Amsterdam region (Lambregts et al., 2006). Quite interesting, 
however, is the fact that many of these global APS firms service the Randstad 
market through two (front) offices or more. In 2004, the sample of 177 multi-
office and inter-regionally networked firms from which the interviewed firms 
were selected, together had at least 436 offices in the Randstad area (on average 
2.5 per firm). Apparently, many such firms do not find it feasible to serve the 
entire Randstad from a single office (Lambregts et al., 2006). It will be shown 
below how this finding relates to the knowledge practices of these firms.  
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Market-related knowledge  
The acquisition of operational market-related information for most (if not all) 
APS firms is an ongoing and vitally important process that is very much inter-
woven with the actual practice of acquiring new contracts itself. For the latter 
different models apply, but they have in common that a firm’s chance of success 
strongly depends on the extent to which it has access to not publicly available 
information.  

Tenders for service contracts are sometimes publicly advertised but 
more often they are not. In such cases the organization in need of a service may 
either grant the work directly to its ‘preferred supplier’ (e.g. the bank, accountant, 
legal office or insurance company with which it usually works), it may follow the 
advice of a trusted contact (quite often one of the preferred suppliers just re-
ferred to) and grant the job (more or less) directly to another service supplier, or 
it may invite a small number of service suppliers to present a bid in competition. 
In each of these cases it is essential for service firms to be on the radar screen of 
as many as possible organizations belonging to or being associated with their 
target group(s), especially in times such organizations are planning to put out to 
tender. As many interviewees reported, the art is to become and remain ‘pre-
ferred supplier’ for particular clients and, in addition to that, to get short-listed 
and invited for tender procedures as often as possible. This is in part a matter of 
delivering good-quality services, careful name building, and keeping existing cli-
ents satisfied, but also a (never-ending) process of securing access to information 
that helps the service provider to undertake purposive actions aimed at winning 
new contracts. Such information is highly valuable and typically transmitted 
through personal, trust-based relationships. Such relationships are maintained by 
the service firm’s individual employees, notably the customer-oriented among 
them. In their work and even beyond the latter are continuously concerned with 
the scope of their inter-personal networks and the quality of the individual ties. 
They are constantly, also during weekends at the proverbial sports club, on the 
alert for useful information that might give them an (temporal) advantage over 
their competitors. Interviewees repeatedly emphasized that building and cultivat-
ing such trust-based networks with clients, former clients, potential clients, (oc-
casional) partners, suppliers, people working in adjacent producer services 
branches, etc., requires more or less frequent interpersonal, face-to-face encoun-
ters (be they organized or not). Email and telephone exchanges were considered 
useful for filling the spaces in between but not to suffice on their own. While at 
first sight the practice of acquiring operational market-related information may 
come across as a relatively straightforward information collection process, it ac-
tually concerns the employment of a deep (tacit) understanding of a market in 
order to secure access to exclusive information that is often distributed among a 
(very) few people only. As one Amsterdam-based accountant observed: “it is 
possible to serve a client in Maastricht [a provincial capital some 200 km south of 
Amsterdam] from Amsterdam without much trouble, but to acquire new busi-
ness is a completely different story: you will need to be there for quite some time 
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in order to become an insider and secure access to the right people and their in-
formation, and thus become able to compete successfully with the local firms.”  

The interviews also learned that a trickle of useful ‘inside’ information 
on upcoming business opportunities travels between different offices of the 
same firm or a well-functioning alliance, but although some interviewees ob-
served a gradual increase in the importance of such channels, their relevance was 
generally considered of secondary importance at best. The prevailing picture is 
clearly one whereby the acquisition of operational market-related knowledge for 
APS firms is very much a story of ‘being there’ – physically that is – and that it is 
notably this particular knowledge need that eventually leads APS firms to service 
the Randstad market through more than one office, if resources allow.  

The story for strategic market-related knowledge, however, runs rather 
differently. For APS firms to prepare for ‘tomorrow’s’ market conditions they 
need to familiarize themselves with a variety of local, national and global trends 
that might in the (near) future affect the volume and the nature of the demand, 
the place where demand will manifest itself most prominently, and the behaviour 
of competitors. While in the acquisition of operational market-related knowledge 
Nonaka et al.’s (2000) ‘socialization’ and ‘internalization’ modes of knowledge 
conversion (i.e. sharing tacit knowledge and converting explicit knowledge into 
tacit knowledge, see also above) are chiefly seen at work, the formation of strate-
gic market-related knowledge rather involves a combination of the ‘combination’, 
‘internalization’ and ‘externalization’ modes of knowledge conversion. From the 
firm’s perspective it involves the collection and synthesis of various streams of 
mostly explicit knowledge (‘combination’), the interpretation and further devel-
opment of this knowledge with help of the firm’s tacit understanding of its line 
of business and the local markets in which it operates (‘internalization’), and the 
articulation of the result into a knowledge product that can be shared throughout 
the firm (‘externalization’). Networked firms have typically introduced a division 
of labour between their units to perform this strategic knowledge activity, with 
headquarters or a dedicated subsidiary taking care of the identification and inter-
pretation of the global trends and the (other) subsidiaries seeing to the transla-
tion of these insights to their national and/ or local contexts. For the ‘average’ 
subsidiary, the office network of which it is part and the local and national con-
texts in which it operates constitute about equally important arenas from which 
strategic market-related knowledge gets abstracted and internalized. In geo-
graphical terms this results in a rather more diverse and ‘stretched’ configuration 
of knowledge relationships than for operational market-related knowledge.  

 
Product-related knowledge  
APS firms are often hired to solve more or less unique problems that require 
highly customized solutions. Jobs may start with the (tentative) application of an 
‘off-the-shelf’ solution but in many cases require considerable fine-tuning or even 
the development of a completely new product for the problem to be solved. 
New knowledge is likely to be produced along the way, with an important role 
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set aside for the client itself. The latter, after all, possesses much of the (explicit 
and tacit) knowledge that the service provider needs to deliver its service solution 
successfully (also Bettencourt et al., 2002).  

Interviewees explained that the mobilization of (operational) product-
related knowledge often already starts during the making of a bid. This is still 
part of the business-acquisition process and tends to happen at the office of the 
service firm. Depending on the complexity of the contract on offer, the making 
of the bid document may require intense communication between the makers 
and other experts. These experts are initially searched for within the office, but it 
might well be the case that they are only available elsewhere in the firm or even 
only outside the firm. Mobilization of the knowledge of these experts is either 
facilitated through (as some interviewees were keen to show) sometimes very 
advanced virtual knowledge sharing devices or, if the potential gains associated 
with the contract are large enough, through flying in the expert(s) in person. In 
either way, the bid-makers benefit from the ‘stretched’ knowledge relationships 
that are available within the firm.  

Once a work is granted, the actual production and delivery of the service 
begins. Here again, a variety of models can be identified. There are jobs in which 
a (team of) service provider(s) for a certain period of time are stationed at the 
client’s premises to manage a particular process or design and implement a par-
ticular tool. Especially these kinds of jobs enable the service provider to acquire 
and take advantage of the tacit knowledge embedded in the client’s organization. 
There are also assignments, however, where most of the service production takes 
place in the office of the service firm and where producer and client just meet or 
otherwise communicate on a regular basis to discuss progress, share knowledge 
and make decisions. The nature of the product and the need for either ‘inside’ 
information or frequent intermediate consent from the client determines how 
intensive interaction during the service production process is, which modes of 
communication are used, and whether the bulk of the production takes place ‘at 
the client’s’ or ‘in-house’. Depending on the value attached to the job by both the 
client and the service provider, both parties may be willing to invest heavily in 
communication. Respondents referred frequently to jobs requiring frequent 
travel over large distances (e.g. weekly between Amsterdam and London, or daily 
between different places in the Randstad) or the installation of quite extraordi-
nary data-transmission devices (e.g. a dedicated satellite-based communication 
device to facilitate massive data transport between a Rotterdam-based service 
firm and its client in Beijing, China). Apart from these, the people working on a 
particular job of course have at their disposal the same possibilities to mobilize 
missing knowledge parts within and, if necessary, outside their firm environment 
as their ‘bid-making’ colleagues referred to above.  

After a job is finished, the knowledge that has been generated along the 
way is usually ‘brought back’ to the office where it may be enhanced (possibly by 
dedicated product or knowledge development divisions), filed and made accessi-
ble to the firm at large (‘externalization’ in the words of Nonaka et al., 2000). The 
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latter often happens with the help of the same sometimes very advanced virtual 
knowledge-sharing devices mentioned above, but traditional (intra-firm) face-to-
face knowledge-sharing meetings are also still in use and, reportedly, valued. 
Within a single office these may take the shape of monthly presentations over 
lunch while at the firm level thematic specialists may congregate once every so 
many months to discuss the latest (extra-firm) developments and (intra-firm) 
experiences within a particular field.  

As far as operational product-related knowledge is concerned, other 
sources than the firm’s client base and internal knowledge resources appear to be 
of secondary importance at best. Relationships with universities and other 
knowledge-producing institutes do exist, but most respondents observed that 
these tend to serve junior staff recruitment rather than knowledge- development 
objectives. In a similar vein, branch organizations and the like were considered 
useful for many things but not particularly for the formation of product-related 
knowledge.  

Altogether, interactions with clients and other units within the firm ap-
peared to be the most instrumental to a subsidiary’s operational product-related 
knowledge formation. As the client base of the APS subsidiaries interviewed of-
ten appeared to be largely regionally defined (i.e. coinciding with the Randstad or 
parts thereof ) and since the office networks of which they are a part often 
spanned (large parts of) the world, the resulting geography of the knowledge rela-
tionships is typically multi-scalar with nearby and stretched relationships com-
plementing each other.  

Strategic product-related knowledge often gets developed in close rela-
tionship with and along the same lines as strategic market-related knowledge 
(discussed above). Insight in tomorrow’s market demand enables and stimulates 
thinking about the matching service products. An important difference between 
the two processes seems to be that in the development of strategic product-
related knowledge, a slightly more important role is reserved for the subsidiaries. 
Service products are often ‘cut to size’ in order to be compatible with nationally 
defined socio-institutional and legal frameworks and practices. Their further de-
velopment depends heavily on dedicated, hands-on knowledge of these national 
contexts and therefore is best done locally.  
 
Knowledge related to the regulatory environment  
Regulatory frameworks define the ‘rules of the game’ in a particular line of busi-
ness. Such frameworks are frequently adjusted by the responsible legislative 
powers, usually only marginally, but every now and then also more drastically 
(see, for instance, the recent regulatory changes affecting especially accountancy 
and management consultancy firms). An important development is that firms’ 
operations are no longer affected only by the rules and regulations set up by na-
tional legislative bodies, but also increasingly by those established by interna-
tional bodies such as the European Union and the US Securities and Exchange 
Commission. Even if firms do not strictly fall under the jurisdiction of a (foreign-
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based) legislative body, they may still feel the need to follow its rule in order to 
stay on a par with important international competitors. This means that the regu-
latory context for many APS firms with sectoral differences has become more 
complex over the years and probably will continue to do so in the years to come. 
Legal intelligence teams usually keep track of the international developments at 
the corporate level and translate (‘internalize’) their consequences for the firm as 
a whole. At the national level, subsidiaries are usually able to benefit from the 
services of professional bodies whose job it often is to translate national as well 
as international legislation into a set of workable directives for its member firms. 
Yet, there always remains some intelligence and translation work to be done 
within the firm/ subsidiary itself as well. From a subsidiary’s perspective, the key 
knowledge relations in this domain appear to be with the corporate unit(s) re-
sponsible for keeping up to date with and internalizing international regulatory 
changes and with the professional body (or bodies) that do the same at the na-
tional level, meaning that in geographical terms both relatively nearby and 
stretched knowledge relationships are being talked about.  
 
Knowledge related to other contexts  
Firms can further enhance their competitiveness by making sure they are getting 
the best out of the local labour market, making the most of their office location, 
using to their best advantage the knowledge spillovers produced by the region, 
etc. Questions such as: ‘Which high-potentials currently working for competitors 
might be willing to make a career move’; ‘How do we make sure that our new 
office will get 20% more parking places as set out in the local building code’; and 
‘Which people are currently busy figuring out something that might come in 
handy if we want to enhance this product of ours’, all require delicate intelligence 
procedures in order to be answered. As in the case of the acquisition of opera-
tional market-related knowledge (see above), such procedures rely heavily upon 
trusted interpersonal relationships and a sound understanding of the local institu-
tions, cultures and practices. The main knowledge conversion mode at work, to 
refer once more to the typology developed by Nonaka et al. (2000), is that of so-
cialization (sharing of tacit knowledge). The arenas across which such knowledge 
relationships stretch are typically quite tightly spatially bounded, perhaps more 
tightly even than those associated with the acquisition of market-related knowl-
edge. Respondents mentioned that the kinds of knowledge referred to are typi-
cally shared by befriended employees from different firms during non-office 
hours, for example while enjoying the pleasures of the local nightlife. Table 7.1 
provides a summary of the above.  
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Table 7.1 Knowledge formation by multi-office advanced producer services (APS) firms in the 
Randstad, the Netherlands: a summary of the findings 

 
Knowledge 
categories 

Market-related 
knowledge 

Product-related 
knowledge 

Knowledge 
related to the 

regulatory con-
text 

Knowledge 
related to other 

contexts 

Operational Formed mainly 
through myriad 

networks of 
mainly (but not 

exclusively) 
locally defined 
relationships 

Formed mainly 
through myriad 

networks of 
mainly (but not 
exclusively) lo-
cally defined 
relationships 

(clients), com-
plemented with 
varied inputs 

from the corpo-
rate network 

 
Strategic Formed by 

dedicated input 
from the cor-

porate network 
combined with 

in-house 
knowledge of 
local condi-

tions 

Formed by in-
house knowl-
edge of local 

conditions com-
bined with dedi-
cated input from 

the corporate 
network 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Formed mainly 
through a small 
number of lo-
cally defined 
relationships 
and comple-
mented by 

dedicated input 
from the corpo-

rate network 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Formed mainly 
through myriad 

networks of 
quite strictly 

locally defined 
relationships 

 
 
7.6 Conclusions and implications for regional policy  
 
The above analysis of knowledge-acquiring practices in multi-office advanced 
producer services (APS) firms in the Randstad, the Netherlands, puts flesh on 
the idea of global or mega-city regions (MCRs) qualifying as nexus of intra- and 
extra-regional knowledge relationships. The analysis shows that it is not possible 
to speak of the geography of knowledge production in APS in the Randstad, but 
that there are, in line with some recent additions to the literature on the spatiality 
of knowledge formation (e.g. Amin and Cohendet, 2004; Coe and Bunnell, 
2003), many such geographies indeed. The analysis has first of all revealed that in 
order to get a feel for the variety of geographies present, it is helpful to connect 
to the different knowledge domains that are central to APS operations. Introduc-
ing a distinction between market-related knowledge, product-related knowledge, 
knowledge related to the regulatory environment, and knowledge related to other 
contexts proved to be very useful. Closer analysis of how and from where the 
firms tended to acquire such knowledges produced a composite picture in which 
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highly localized knowledge relationships alternated and co-existed with relation-
ships spanning larger distances. Locally defined circuits were found to be espe-
cially instrumental to the acquisition of operational market-related knowledge 
and a selection of more ‘secondary’ knowledge types (i.e. knowledge related to 
local labour market characteristics or the knowledge required to maintain an of-
fice efficiently in a particular place). It is the requirement of physically ‘being 
there’ in order to acquire operational market-related knowledge combined with 
the fact that the sources from which such knowledge should be acquired are 
scattered across the polycentric Randstad that forces many APS firms to main-
tain various offices in the area. For the other knowledge categories the picture 
appeared to be much more mixed with the ‘stretched’ knowledge relationships 
available within the firms’ office networks complementing locally defined ones. 
Nearby and stretched knowledge relationships appeared to complement each 
other especially well in the formation of operational product-related knowledge 
and it is probably this category where the benefits of APS firms’ ‘external knowl-
edge relationships’ for the regional economy at large are most substantial. After 
all, it is through the actual delivery of services that APS firms let their knowledge 
spill into a regional economy and if this knowledge is kept at a ‘state-of-the-art’ 
level by knowledge inputs from other advanced economies the regional economy 
should eventually notice the difference.  

It should be noted, of course, that the present sample of interviewed 
firms was biased in the sense that all firms concerned (transnational) multi-office 
firms and that stretched knowledge relationships within such firms are more 
likely to occur than in other firms. Without doubt, the interviews as such have 
produced richer information on long-distance knowledge relationships than they 
would have done if the majority of the firms interviewed were single-office firms. 
However, since (transnational) multi-office firms do constitute a crucial part of 
the economies of MCRs and since they are, as observed, for example, by Coe 
and Bunnell (2003, p. 450), among ‘the main “connectors” between regional in-
novation systems in different national territories’, the findings are of conse-
quence in a discussion on regions’ external relationships.  
 
Fostering external knowledge relationships  
These results should be of interest to regional policymakers not only in the 
Randstad, but also beyond. If Malmberg’s (2003, p. 159) suggestion is followed 
that the quality of the local knowledge structure is to some extent ‘a function of 
the quality of the global connections that the individual actors in the local milieu 
have collectively managed to develop’, and if Foss and Pedersen (2002, p. 95) are 
right in claiming that in dynamic, well-functioning transnational corporations one 
of the power-wielding assets is ‘the dynamic capability to produce and transfer 
new knowledge’ and that, hence, ‘influence is likely to flow to a subsidiary that is 
able to continuously transfer knowledge to other subsidiaries’, a powerful, poten-
tially self-reinforcing mechanism has been identified that certainly deserves the 
attention of policy-makers. Three areas of special interest can be distinguished.  
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The first is the level of external connectivity itself. External, knowledge-
enhancing connections have to be initiated and maintained. Multi-office and 
transnational firms almost by definition maintain such relations, but the (large) 
majority of firms do not posses the means or do not aspire to become a (transna-
tional) multi-locational firm. A compromise is to become a member of a larger 
alliance or to initialize one. As there seems to be no upper limit to the benefits of 
‘being connected’ for the region at large (Bathelt et al., 2004; but note that this is 
different for the individual firm, which is likely to reach a point where the costs 
of maintaining multiple connections start to outdo the benefits accruing from 
them), there might be a case for regional policy-makers in encouraging individual 
firms to engage in knowledge-enhancing relations to actors operating in other 
‘centres of excellence’. Local or regional governments, possible together with 
professional associations, could, for example, think of promoting and facilitating 
international events for small- and medium-sized business in particular (as the 
larger firms have abundant possibilities and resources themselves) in the hope 
that these will yield new international (as well as intra-regional) connections.  

Next to this, policy-makers should also ask whether and how they can 
be of help to local offices that wish to defend and possibly strengthen their posi-
tion in their respective firm networks. In the loosely structured, partly coopera-
tive, partly competitive network forms that characterize most service 
transnationals (Coe, 2003), many factors determine the relative position or cen-
trality of a particular branch office. The firm’s history frequently plays an impor-
tant role, with essential power (and thus centrality) often remaining concentrated 
in one or more home country offices (e.g. headquarters). However, local offices 
may gain influence within the network if they stand out in some respect. Sales 
and profit margins are obvious power-wielding assets (with the larger and more 
profitable offices having a bigger say in the firm’s concerns), but so is the capa-
bility of an office to produce and transmit new and valuable knowledge products 
to the firm at large (Foss and Pedersen, 2002). An office that is able over time to 
build a reputation as an active ‘knowledge provider’ in some cases might even 
become (one of) the firm’s ‘knowledge centre(s)’ in a particular field. In all cases, 
however, it is likely that the office’s knowledge production results in more fre-
quent and more intensive interactions with other offices. And while it is true that 
such interactions principally serve to ‘export’ the locally produced knowledge to 
the network, they will also bring benefits in return (e.g. useful feedback, status 
and more). Since a local office’s knowledge-generating capacity depends at least 
partly on the quality of the local knowledge environment (the local ‘buzz’, in the 
words of Bathelt et al., 2004), it is here that policy support might be helpful. For 
policy interventions into the local knowledge environment to be effective, it is 
crucial to identify which local knowledge sources are most productive to which 
type of industry (or segments thereof). For APS it has been argued that much of 
the most valuable product-related knowledge is created in producer–client rela-
tionships. The quality of the demand for services largely determines the extent to 
which service firms are challenged and stimulated to innovate (cf. Porter, 1990; 
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Moore and Birkinshaw, 1998). Policy-makers could consider to complement 
their traditional supply-side orientation with a demand-oriented approach and at 
least examine the opportunities they have to support the production of sophisti-
cated demand for services. Such an approach could start with the identification 
of the actual producers of sophisticated demand for each and every relevant ser-
vices subsector (as these may differ), and continue with addressing the question 
whether anything should and could be done to sustain (some of) them. An inves-
tigation like that is likely to find that larger companies and multinational corpora-
tions (notably their headquarters) are typical producers of sophisticated demand 
for producer services, but it may well be the case that particular categories of 
small- and medium-sized businesses appear on the radar screen as well (e.g. those 
operating in the vanguard of their fields where uncertainties are many and the 
need for specialized services possibly high). And whereas the former (i.e. the lar-
ger companies and multinationals) often already enjoy substantial policy atten-
tion, policy-makers may find it opportune to develop an interest in the ins and 
outs and the particular needs of the latter as well. Finally, governments should 
not forget that they are themselves (key) producers of demand for business ser-
vices as well and in some fields (e.g. architecture and engineering) capable of 
rendering ‘regular’ into ‘sophisticated’ demand.  

The third and final area of interest for policy-makers is – of course – the 
infrastructure that such firms require for the transmission and sharing of knowl-
edge. The region’s infrastructure should be able adequately to receive, accommo-
date, move around and send off the carriers of tacit knowledge disguised as 
travelling executives, project teams, specialists and the like. Frequent and direct 
flights to the world’s major business/knowledge centres are an asset in this re-
spect and the same goes for high-speed train connections. Essential as well is the 
region’s infrastructure for virtual communications. Here the difference is not so 
much made by the infrastructure that facilitates normal telephone and email traf-
fic (large parts of the world pretty much constitute a level playing field in this 
respect), but rather by the facilities and capacities that are required to support the 
most advanced information-sharing systems and – in terms of bits and bytes – 
the most sizeable transmissions.  

It is, to conclude, not the global or mega-city regions’ ‘regional knowl-
edge base’ alone that deserves the attention of policy-makers but also the region’s 
external knowledge relations and their constituting factors. Sensitivity to sectoral 
peculiarities is essential: enhancing the knowledge-creating capacities of manufac-
turing industries requires partly different tricks than the ones that might prove 
successful for APS.  
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Notes 
1 Advanced producer services firms are defined here as to include activities such as legal 
services, accountancy, financial services, insurance, information and communication 
technology/management consultancy, advertising, design consultancy, and logistics ser-
vices. 
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Appendix Overview of advanced producer services (APS) firms interviewed 

 Firm name  Sector Location 
1 ABN-AMRO Financial services Amsterdam 
2 Admix-Zaken zijn Zaken Advertising Rotterdam 
3 AEGON Insurance Den Haag 
4 AIG Europe Insurance Rotterdam 
5 AKD Prinsen van Wijmen Accountancy Amsterdam 
6 Allen & Overy Legal services Amsterdam 
7 Allianz Insurance Rotterdam 
8 ARA Groep Advertising Rotterdam 
9 Arcadis Design Consultancy Arnhem 

10 ARUP Design Consultancy Amsterdam 
11 ATOS Consulting ICT/Management Consultancy Utrecht 
12 AXA Insurance Utrecht 
13 Bank Insinger de Beaufort Financial services Amsterdam 
14 BAX Global Logistics  Logistics services Ridderkerk 
15 Berenschot ICT/Management Consultancy Utrecht 
16 Berk Accountants Accountancy Gouda 
17 BKR Kooij+Partners Accountancy Utrecht 
18 Cap Gemini ICT/Management Consultancy Utrecht 
19 Chubb Insurance Hoofddorp 
20 Clifford Chance Legal services Amsterdam 
21 CMG Advertising Amsterdam 
22 CMS Derks Star Busmann Legal services Utrecht 
23 DDB Advertising Amstelveen 
24 Deerns Design Consultancy Rijswijk 
25 Deloitte & Touche Accountancy Rotterdam 
26 DHL Solutions Logistics services Rotterdam 
27 DHV Design Consultancy Amersfoort 
28 EEA Architecten Design Consultancy Rotterdam 
29 Eiffel ICT/Management Consultancy Arnhem 
30 Ernst & Young Accountancy Rotterdam 
31 Eureko/Achmea Insurance Zeist 
32 FCB Advertising Amstelveen 
33 FHV/BBDO Advertising Amstelveen 
34 Fortis Financial services Amsterdam 
35 Grontmij Design Consultancy Houten 
36 HLB Schippers Accountancy Amersfoort 
37 Holland van Gijzen Accountancy Rotterdam 
38 Horlings Brouwer Horlings Accountancy Amsterdam 
39 Interpolis Insurance Utrecht 
40 Kempen & Co Financial services Amsterdam 
41 KPMG Accountancy Amstelveen 
42 LogicaCMG ICT/Management Consultancy Amstelveen 
43 Lost Boys ICT/Management Consultancy Amsterdam 
44 Lovells Legal services Amsterdam 
45 Lowe Advertising Amsterdam 
46 Loyens & Loeff Legal services Amsterdam 
47 NIB Capitalbank Financial services Den Haag 
48 OMA Design Consultancy Rotterdam 
49 Ordina ICT/Management Consultancy Nieuwegein 
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Appendix Overview of advanced producer services (APS) firms interviewed (continued) 
 Firm name  Sector Location 

50 Perotsystems ICT/Management Consultancy Amersfoort 
51 Publicis Advertising Amstelveen 
52 Rabobank Financial services Utrecht 
53 Royal VOPAK Logistics services Rotterdam 
54 Simmons Simmons Trinité Legal services Rotterdam 
55 Solectron Logistics services Rosmalen 
56 TBWA Advertising Amsterdam 
57 TMI Integrated Logistics Logistics services Etten-Leur 
58 Twijnstra Gudde ICT/Management Consultancy Amersfoort 
59 UBS Investment Bank Financial services Amsterdam 
60 UPS SCS Logistics services Tilburg 
61 Van Doorne Legal services Amsterdam 
62 Wieden + Kennedy Advertising Amsterdam 
63 Zwitserleven / SwissLife Insurance Amstelveen 
64 Anonymous Insurance - 
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