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4. Cities, spatial scales and styles in the rise of the Dutch architectural 
design cluster(s) of the twentieth century 
 
4.1. Introduction  
 
Dutch architecture has produced several world-renowned styles over the course of 
the twentieth century, including De Stijl, the Amsterdam School and Structuralism. 
In recent decades, Rem Koolhaas’ Office of Metropolitan Architecture (OMA) and 
other so-called ‘Superdutch’ architectural firms have proven very successful at 
gaining international recognition and winning commissions the world over, 
creating a great financial spur for the Dutch architectural design industry (Lootsma, 
2000; Kloosterman and Stegmeijer, 2005; Kloosterman, 2008, 2010). Interestingly, 
the most innovative and economically successful center of Dutch architecture in 
recent years has been Rotterdam, not the Netherlands’ capital city Amsterdam in 
which the famous twentieth-century styles of Structuralism and of the eponymous 
Amsterdam School emerged, and which at presents dominates most post-industrial 
economic sectors (such as advanced producer services and cultural industries) in 
the Netherlands (Kloosterman, 2004).   
 Architectural designs are cultural products, and for this reason the 
architectural design industry can be considered a cultural industry. Architects, like 
most other cultural industries producers, tend to concentrate in specific cities, 
thereby forming clusters in which aesthetic ideas, different professional practices, 
fresh approaches to the industry, technical knowledge and market knowledge are 
bundled, exchanged, evaluated, reproduced, combined and improved in myriad 
ways (Scott, 2000; Power, 2003; Kloosterman, 2004). Cultural-industries cluster, 
which are also often referred to as localized creative fields, are characterized by an 
often slow, long-term evolution, and a concurrent long-term preservation of 
particular local competences and practices (Scott, 2000). Clusters often depend on 
long-term specialization, making producers in a particular cluster competitive in 
specific markets or market segments, but far less so in others, and restricting the 
overall versatility of their practices. In their particular area of specialization, the 
competitiveness of producers in a well-developed cultural-industries cluster is 
often hard to match for outsiders.    
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 In view of the general longevity and relative stability of competitive 
cultural-industries clusters and their specializations, the apparent shift of 
momentum in the Dutch architectural design industry from Amsterdam (the 
country’s largest city) to Rotterdam (the second largest city) over the course of the 
twentieth century, raises the questions why and how the former cluster declined 
and the latter rose up. Furthermore, the third largest Dutch city, The Hague, has 
throughout the twentieth century housed national government agencies concerned 
with urban and spatial planning, which employ large numbers of architects. This 
complicates still further the picture of the geographical development of the 
architectural profession in the Netherlands.      

The economic, artistic and institutional factors and processes underlying 
the Netherlands’ relatively prominent role in international modern architecture 
since 1900, and the seemingly atypical geographical evolution of the Dutch 
architectural design industry will be analyzed here. Relevant developments on the 
national level will be explored alongside, and in relation to, those on the local level 
in Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague. Several striking aspects of the 
architectural design industry, and its general relation to places, should be kept in 
mind here. First of all, the end products of this particular cultural industry, i.e. 
buildings, are immobile and become defining, visible aspects of the places where 
they are realized, interacting with their relatively fixed context. A second important 
aspect of architecture, related to the place-boundedness of architectural works, is 
its symbolic and functional role for local and (sometimes) national communities, 
and the attendant public and political interest that it often arouses. Architectural 
plans and designs regularly give rise to public resistance, as they affect the 
character of public space (Jones, 2006, 2009). The architectural profession in 
Western countries is known to be relatively homogeneous socially and ethnically, 
and closed to societal minorities, as compared to other cultural industries 
(Brandellero, 2007). This reflects the relatively high formal entry barriers of the 
profession, but also architecture’s close relations to symbolic, cultural and political 
power and legitimacy. The spatial fixity and effects of realized architectural 
products, and the politicization of architecture, imply a mutually constitutive 
relationship between the evolution of a specialized architectural field, the built 
environment, and public norms and interests, on both the local and the national 
level.     
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 This chapter offers a multi-scalar analysis of more than a century of 
evolution of the architectural design industry in the Netherlands, distinguishing 
national-level trends and characteristics from those particular to one of the 
country’s three largest cities. Of particular interest here is the formation and 
reproduction of city-specific, localized selection environments that have affected 
and continue to affect the architectural practices and outputs of the cities studied. A 
relational approach is adopted that considers the formation and evolution of these 
local architectural selection environments in relation to one another and to the 
Dutch architectural field as a whole. On the basis of longitudinal employment data, 
the absolute and relative economic fortunes of the architectural design industry in 
the different cities will be traced for the period extending from 1889 to 2005.  

Besides focusing on the economic competitive performance of different 
Dutch architectural clusters, this chapter also considers their artistic performance 
and innovativeness. The development of key architectural styles in the Netherlands 
is therefore also traced and related to the geography of the Dutch architectural 
design industry. Architectural styles are in many ways similar to fashions in other 
cultural industries. Unlike what is sometimes claimed, fashions, and consequently 
styles as well, are not completely ephemeral, random and contingent on the 
creative whims of influential tastemakers, but are generally embedded in wider 
socio-cultural contexts (Kopnina, 2007). The links between the key Dutch 
architectural styles of the twentieth century and the different Dutch cities are 
explored, as are the relations between the different styles themselves. The career 
paths of hundreds of notable architects active in the Netherlands during this period, 
as well as the histories of important architectural institutions, are analyzed to 
determine the specific geographical embeddedness of the most notable artistic 
achievements in Dutch twentieth-century architecture.  

To the extent that the artistic or theoretical innovations at the basis of new 
styles, are found to fit into larger local or national architectural patterns, instead of 
representing sharp discontinuities with earlier trends, such patterns point to a ‘soft’ 
form of path-dependent evolution. This would be in line with recent developments 
in path dependency theory, which propose that the successive paths followed by a 
local or national professional field are intimately linked, rather than effectively 
unrelated and mutually exclusive in time, as standard conceptualizations of path 
dependency presuppose (Martin and Sunley, 2006).  
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4.2. Origins and reproduction of localized creative fields 
 
In recent decades, many economic geographical studies have found that cultural 
industries, like other knowledge-intensive industries, consist of complex myriads 
of interrelated activities that tend to concentrate in particular cities, forming 
specialized clusters or localized creative fields (Scott, 2000, 2005; Pratt, 2004, 
2008a, 2008b; Kloosterman and Stegmeijer, 2005; Currid, 2006, 2007). Such 
clusters or localized creative fields are generally thought to be characterized by 
tight networks of co-located producers, localized learning processes and knowledge 
spillovers which stimulate innovation, a thick local web of supportive institutions, 
low entry and exit costs as well as low transaction costs for producer interactions 
(Amin and Thrift, 1995; Porter, 2000; Scott, 2000; Simmie, 2004).   
 Industry-specific clusters, including creative clusters or fields, take time to 
develop, as learning and agglomeration effects cumulatively build up a specialized 
environment in a specific place (Martin and Sunley, 2006). Repeated traded and 
untraded face-to-face interactions may lead to tacit knowledge exchanges between 
the different actors in a cluster, and collaborations provide an incentive for mutual 
adaptations. Such interactions and adaptations, as well a shared context and shared 
supporting institutions, tend to produce localized communities of practice in which 
co-located collaborators and competitors increasingly adopt a similar approach to 
their industry (Rantisi, 2004; Scott, 2005; Kloosterman, 2008, 2010). In the case of 
a cultural industry such as architectural design services, this means that specific 
stylistic paradigms, as well as a particular market orientation, may become 
dominant within a cluster. Consequently, localized concentrations of architects 
(especially those with intense levels of localized interactions and many supportive 
institutions) may come to constitute a localized selection environment which acts 
as a filter mechanism, nourishing some forms of architectural practice and design 
while discouraging others. For these reasons a creative field or cluster may 
stimulate the increasing sophistication of the particular types of cultural production 
in which it is specialized, increasing competitiveness (Scott, 2001, 2005; 
Kloosterman and Stegmeijer, 2005). But the flipside is that such a specialized 
selection environment, as a cultural field which (to a large extent) produces its own 
internal rules, may also hold back innovations by excluding particular practices 
(Bourdieu, 1993; Maskell and Malmberg, 2007).  
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The evolution of (increasingly specialized) localized selection 
environments within the architectural design industry, can be conceptualized as 
both the result and the hallmarks of regional path-dependent development. 
Economic geographers widely assume that regional paths of specialization are 
entered when - as a result of the locational decisions of innovative entrepreneurs, or 
another set of contingent events - the first ties are forged between a promising 
(product or process) innovation and a particular region of production. When 
successful, such initial ties are strengthened by localized feedback mechanisms 
which further encourage producer expertise and competitiveness, turning the region 
in question into a ‘place-to-be’ for the type of production (in the case of 
architecture: a particular style or mode of practice) pioneered there at the outset of 
the path (Saxenian, 1994; Scott, 2005).   

One way to approach the formation of architectural selection environments 
and the initial embedding of innovative architectural practices in a particular 
region, is to make use of the Window of Locational Opportunity (WLO) concept, 
well-developed as an evolutionary notion in the economic geographical literature. 
The WLO concept stresses that, in their embryonic phase, innovative forms of 
production are relatively footloose as the specialized routines, divisions of labor, 
and supportive institutions that make for their efficient, mature and sophisticated 
execution have not yet been developed anywhere. In this phase, multiple regions 
are feasible candidates, hypothetically, to develop a future cluster on the basis of 
the footloose innovation. This locational window of opportunity only closes when 
one region gains enough of a head start in the development of a specialized 
supportive environment, to outcompete the other candidate regions, outpace their 
expansion and wrest away their market share (Boschma and Van der Knaap, 1997).  

One weakness of the WLO concept is that it mainly applies to radical 
innovations, as incremental innovations are generally produced within, and more 
easily appropriated by, existing networks of production. Furthermore, it is difficult 
to determine a priori how radical new innovations are, i.e. how difficult they will 
prove to incorporate within pre-existing specialized production systems. General 
economic conditions in a region and the presence of pre-existing related industries 
are often accorded a role in evolutionary explanations of the rise of clusters (Hall, 
1998; Bresnahan et al., 2001; Boschma and Lambooy, 1999; Boschma and 
Wenting, 2007). Nevertheless, in such analyses, innovations remain the analytical 
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starting point and are conceptualized essentially as black-box entities which are 
initially a-spatial. In this chapter, a more dynamic view of localized selection 
environments is adopted for the geographical analysis of the emergence and 
evolution of Dutch architectural styles and practices. This allows for an exploration 
of the ways in which architectural selection environments in the Netherlands 
(individually and in interaction with the extra-local environment) have shaped and 
continue to shape the direction of processes of innovation, instead of focusing 
solely on how they are shaped by innovations.  
 
4.3. Competitiveness and innovation - the commercial and the avant-garde 
 
The development of specialized clusters is inextricably linked with the 
competitiveness of clustered producers within particular markets or market 
segments. However, within architecture, and cultural industries more generally, the 
most commercially successful practitioners are not necessarily those considered 
most innovative, creative or refined by their own professional community and other 
experts. The aggregate of consumers of cultural goods (collectively constituting the 
market), professional peers and expert critics generally utilize different criteria to 
evaluate a cultural product such as an architectural design (Wijnberg, 2011). 
Earlier studies of the architectural profession and architectural services industry 
have noted that architects need not attain or even merit artistic acclaim to be 
successful and play an important role in architectural development (Prak, 1984). 
Emphasizing the different types of qualities that architectural firms compete on, 
Gutman (1988) has made a threefold distinction between strong-delivery firms, 
strong-service firms, and strong-idea firms. Each category satisfies different types 
of demand. While the latter are considered the most artistically innovative or 
avant-garde, the former two categories of architectural practices are often equally 
if not more commercially successful. The largest architectural practices in the 
world are generally not the ones that produce the so-called ‘starchitects’ who 
achieve world-wide fame (Knox and Taylor, 2005; Sklair, 2005).  

It may be hypothesized, however, that architectural service clusters that 
stimulate artistic innovativeness have two distinct advantages over clusters in 
which an economic rationale prevails over artistic experimentation. One is that 
experimental clusters are potentially more resilient in the long term and responsive 
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to market changes. The other is that artistically innovative and inspiring 
architecture may act as a greater magnet for extra-regional talent (although the 
promise of higher wages may act as a powerful magnet for talented architects as 
well). Analysis of the long-term dynamism of localized selection environments in 
architecture should therefore take into account the type of markets that architects 
serve, how their market orientation affects their stylistic approaches and vice versa, 
and whether product or process innovation is prioritized. As the architectural 
profession constitutes a ‘highly-reflexive’ field of cultural production, the 
assessments of experts within this field can be used to determine the stylistic (and 
to a lesser extent the process-based) innovativeness and impact of specific 
architects (Kloosterman and Stegmeijer, 2005; Kloosterman, 2008).  
 
4.4. The national and the local level 
 
The spatial boundaries of clusters are often fuzzy (Simmie, 2004; Martin and 
Sunley, 2006). Face-to-face interactions and serendipitous encounters between 
architects may be more common within a single city, but institutions which shape 
market conditions and professional cultures, or stimulate professional interactions, 
learning and competitive rivalries on a national level are bound to affect the 
performance, innovativeness and stylistic approaches of architects as well. 
Especially within a small, polycentric country such as the Netherlands, the 
geographical boundaries of the creative fields or selection environments within 
which architects are immersed may be expected to be porous.  

The question then becomes to what extent local communities of practice 
are autonomous, and to what extent they are shaped or constrained by ‘higher-
level’ demand trends, supply-side constellations, knowledge dynamics, policies 
and institutional development on a national scale, i.e. by the national architectural 
field. Much cluster and agglomeration literature has primarily focused on local or 
regional professional networks and structures. Accepting the argument that in the 
age of globalization, nation states are losing their influence in many fields, and 
their position as the natural framework of socio-cultural and economic processes is 
declining, much of this literature has explicitly posited that the regional or local 
scale level provides the appropriate frame for the economic-geographical analysis 
of post-industrial production processes (Storper, 1997; Scott, 1998). This 
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prioritization of the subnational level rightfully opposes methodological 
nationalism, the uncritical adoption of the national level as the appropriate spatial 
unit of economic and societal analyses. However, more recently, some economic 
geographers have argued that, while local and regional dynamics are clearly 
important and gaining in significance, the role of national-level institutions in 
shaping industrial competitiveness, professional practices and innovative 
capacities, should not be forgotten or underestimated (Gertler, 2003; Wolfe and 
Gertler, 2004). Furthermore, while it has mostly been appropriated to refer to 
regional or local phenomena, Michael Porter’s industrial cluster concept was 
originally designed to describe national-level constellations (Porter, 1990). 

While most of the cluster literature makes avid use of heterodox economic 
theories with a focus on institutions, the most influential strands of institutional 
economic research have tended to focus more on the national scale-level. 
Especially the ‘varieties of capitalism’ literature has stressed the enduring power of 
national institutional frameworks to determine the shape of economic practices 
(Hall and Soskice, 2001). Economic sociologist Mauro Guillén (2006) has applied 
a national-level, neo-institutionalist analysis to the field of architecture. In his 
wide-ranging and sophisticated analysis of the rise of modernist architecture, he 
explains the diverging architectural paths of different Western and Latin American 
countries without referring to local or regional clusters, instead considering how 
processes such as architectural professionalization, its developing links to 
engineering, and demand-side shifts, play out on the national level. Because this 
chapter deals, like Guillén study, for a very significant part with the historical 
period in which nation states exercised, without doubt, a defining influence on 
social, cultural and economic life (i.e. from the nineteenth century until 
approximately 1980), it seems appropriate to systematically consider the role of 
national-level institutions, culture, policies and demand conditions on the evolution 
of the Dutch architecture industry. 

An interactive perspective is therefore adopted in this chapter that does not 
juxtapose ‘the national’ with ‘the local’, and does not seek to demonstrate the 
primacy of one spatial scale over the other. Rather, the long-term empirical 
analysis of the architectural design industry in the Netherlands employed here, 
incorporates a non-dogmatic, inductive approach to the boundaries of Dutch 
architectural communities of practice and cluster-like processes. These may be 
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expected to be fairly fluid and dynamic in practice, especially in the long term. 
What is explored here empirically is precisely the extent to which spatial 
concentrations of Dutch architects have proven stable or dynamic. This, as well as 
the architects’ spatial mobility, is consequently analyzed in relation to the spatial 
reach of different institutions. The tensions and concurrences between local and 
national institutions are considered, as well as their relative influence and the ways 
in which they are mutually constitutive. Furthermore, the scale at which 
professional rivalries and a highly competitive climate – key stimulating elements 
of cluster competitiveness – appear to be at their most salient, will be examined.    

The present analysis combines a national-level account à la Guillén with 
local creative field analysis. Central herein are the questions of the boundedness of 
different local architectural communities of practice and selection environments in 
the Netherlands, how these have developed over time, and the dynamic of the 
relations between them. What follows is thus a multi-scalar and relational analysis 
of the evolution of the clusters and selection environments that make up the 
architectural design industry in the Netherlands, in which the spatial reach of 
important architecture-related institutions, and the evolving spatialities of demand, 
networks and producer interactions will be addressed.        
 
4.5. Data and methods 
 
As a first step towards clarifying the long-term geographical evolution of the 
architectural design industry in the Netherlands, employment trends in this industry 
have been traced for the period 1889-2005. This longitudinal analysis is based on 
employment data derived from the national censuses held in the Netherlands in 
1889, 1899, 1920, 1930, 1947 and 1960, supplemented with data provided by the 
Dutch Central Bureau of Statistics for the period between 1993 (when in the 
Netherlands the official industrial classification system was overhauled and the one 
currently used by the national statistical agency was introduced) and 2005. Besides 
national level data on the quantitative growth of the architectural design industry, 
employment data on the municipal level and the location quotients of the three 
largest cities in the Netherlands – Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague – are 
analyzed in order to ascertain the degree of Dutch architects’ concentration in these 
cities and the long-term development thereof.  
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City-level employment data and location quotients allow for the initial 
identification of localized agglomerations, and provide strong indications of the 
degree of economic strength and competitiveness of localized architectural clusters 
in these cities. However, in order to assess the level of innovativeness and artistic 
acclaim associated with the architectural designs such clusters produce, these 
employment data are triangulated with the professional assessments of specific 
styles and ‘schools’ of design provided by architectural historians and practitioners 
in this ‘hyper-reflexive’ professional field (Kloosterman, 2008). Different stylistic 
schools are hereby identified and their significance for the stylistic development of 
Dutch and international architecture analyzed.  

The longitudinal spatial analysis of anonymous employment data is 
furthermore supplemented with an analysis of the educational background and 
working addresses of hundreds of notable Dutch architects. The starting point for 
this latter analysis is a database of 661 Dutch architects (covering the period from 
1800 onwards) provided by Stichting BONAS, a foundation affiliated to the 
Netherlands Architecture institute (NAi) and dedicated to bibliographical and 
oeuvre-based research on Dutch architects and urbanists. This database includes 
(although not for all the architects in equal degree) information on their place and 
date of birth (and, where appropriate, death), the localities of any known working 
addresses, their educational background and training, any relevant supplementary 
activities they engaged in, and the prizes they won throughout their career. This 
database has been cross-referenced and supplemented with two additional sources 
of information: a recent overview of 150 key Dutch individual architects and 
architectural design agencies (covering over two centuries) by leading Dutch 
architectural historian Hans Ibeling (2005); and the information about hundreds of 
influential architects found on the online Archipedia, a specialized open reference 
resource hosted and monitored by the Netherlands’ largest professional architecture 
website Architectenweb (last consulted December 2010). From these three sources, 
I have constructed a database containing references to 770 architects, who have 
been divided into ten-year cohorts according to date of birth in order to track 
evolving trends in educational background, locational choices, geographical labor 
mobility, and institutional and professional affiliations over time.  

The analysis of this database provides unique insights into important 
aspects of the development of the architectural design industry, such the degree of 
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producers’ local embeddedness, their ties to particular institutions, and spin-off 
mechanisms. It also serves as a useful supplement to the anonymous locational 
employment data described above. As they have merited bibliographical research 
by the BONAS Foundation or by architectural historians, the architects in this 
database may be considered disproportionally influential (either artistically or in 
terms of productivity or business strategies) compared to the overall population of 
Dutch architects active since 1800. Analyzing the geographical distributions and 
embeddedness of this particular group of architects may therefore contribute to a 
clearer picture on the long-term evolution of the influential geographical centers of 
the architectural design industry, than an analysis that makes use of anonymous 
employment data only.  

 Finally, two main types of qualitative information have been gathered. 
The first of these relate to the origins, long-term development and effects of key 
stylistic currents as described by architectural historians. The second type relates to 
policies and institutions related to the field of architectural production, on the local 
as well as on the national level, and formal as well as informal in character. These 
include national and local policies regarding the built environment and professional 
regulations as well as architecture-related institutions such as training academies, 
professional associations and institutionalized forums for professional networking, 
knowledge exchange or the expression of (artistic and professional) views on 
architectural norms and practices. Insight into the evolution and role of these 
policies and institutions will clarify how architectural communities of practice have 
been formed and reproduced in the Netherlands. They will also clarify at which 
spatial scale level these processes of knowledge and cluster formation and 
reproduction have mainly operated. 
 
4.6. The rise of the modern architectural profession in the Netherlands 
 
As can be seen in figure 4.1, which charts the number of persons employed within 
the field of architecture, engineering and similar technical design on the basis of 
national census and Dutch Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) data, the architectural 
profession in the Netherlands has expanded strongly during the twentieth century. 
Over this period, growth has been so sharp that in 2005 the number of persons 
employed in this industry was almost a hundred times greater than was the case in 
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1889. This sharp growth was achieved, however, from a virtually negligible base, 
as in 1889 no more than 872 persons in the Netherlands were registered as active in 
this economic field. These findings are consistent with earlier studies of Dutch 
architecture that have argued that the Netherlands lacked a vibrant architectural 
design industry during the nineteenth century (Van der Woud, 1987; Ibelings, 
2005).  

While Dutch architecture flourished during the Golden Age of the Dutch 
Republic in the seventeenth century, a period characterized by strong economic 
growth and a flowering of Dutch culture, this later architectural dearth can be 
traced back to the eighteenth century, when economic and demographic growth as 
well as building activity in the Republic came to a virtual standstill. At least until 
1800, carpenters dominated the Dutch building industry and professional architects 
were a very rare commodity (Prak, 2010). The census data of 1889 indicate that 
any significant ‘lift off’ of the architectural profession, at least in numerical terms, 
had failed to materialize some 90 years later. During the last decade of the 
nineteenth century, however, such a lift off did occur and the numbers of registered 
architects and engineers had more than tripled by 1899. This rapid growth 
continued throughout the twentieth century and particularly during the period of 
postwar reconstruction, and was accompanied by the growing dominance of 
modernist forms of architecture and urban planning. In his study of the rise of 
modernist architecture in ten major countries in Europe and the Western 
hemisphere, Guillén (2006) has demonstrated that a combination of socio-
economic and institutional factors determined when and to what extent modernist 
architecture boomed in each country. While the Netherlands was excluded from 
Guillén’s study, a similar argument will be made here to explain the rise and 
character of Dutch architecture in the twentieth century.  
 



133 
 

Figure 4.1. Employment growth in architecture, engineering and similar technical 
design, 1889-2005 (logarithmic scale).  

Source: National censuses and Dutch Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) 
 
4.6.1. Economic growth and demand for housing 
Compared to other Western European countries, the Netherlands was relatively late 
to industrialize and faced economic hardship and urban population losses during 
the first half of the nineteenth century (Van der Cammen and De Klerk, 2003). 
During the 1860s and 1870s, however, the first significant impulses towards 
industrialization set in. Improved economic opportunities led to the recovery of 
population growth in the country’s major cities over the following decades. Growth 
was especially marked in Rotterdam, which benefited from its strategic position at 
the mouth of the Maas river (controlling the main waterways to and from the 
German Rhein-Ruhr area) to become a thriving center of shipping and heavy 
industry. But Amsterdam and The Hague, the country’s two other largest cities at 
the time had also realized massive expansions by the 1930s (Overy, 1969).     
 National-level policies and regulations played an important role in 
stimulating and guiding this construction boom and urban expansion. Low-quality 
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housing proliferated in the second half of the nineteenth-century as a result of the 
profit-maximizing priorities of private contractors and the limited resources of 
philanthropic housing corporations. In response, the national government 
implemented a revolutionary Housing Bill in 1901. This law introduced strict 
building standards and made provisions for the transfer of public funds to housing 
corporations. It increased demand for high-quality construction and strengthened 
the hand of large housing corporations which were increasingly able to fund large-
scale projects and employ professionally-trained architects and urban designers. By 
demanding that municipal authorities draw up urban expansion plans and regularly 
update them, the Housing Bill also laid the foundations for what was to become, in 
the course of the twentieth century, a uniquely comprehensive and sophisticated 
spatial planning system in the Netherlands. Key executive authorities were 
delegated to municipal governments, but the implementation of the Housing Bill’s 
provisions was ultimately funded by the central government, assuring that local 
freedom of action was carefully balanced with centralized coordination policies 
(Alexander, 1988; Faludi, 1991; Van der Cammen and De Klerk, 2003).   
 Figure 4.2, which charts the long-term development of the three main 
cities’ location quotients, shows that for most of the twentieth century Amsterdam, 
The Hague and Rotterdam were significantly overrepresented as bases of 
operations for Dutch architects. These location quotients have been controlled for 
the decline of the (almost by definition rural) primary sector (agriculture, forestry 
and fishing), which accounted for approximately 30 percent of the Dutch national 
labor force in 1899 and for less than five percent in 2005. The enduring 
metropolitan advantage in this industry throughout the twentieth century is 
therefore clearly demonstrated, but so is the declining role of the major cities 
around the turn of the millennium, with the striking exception of Rotterdam.    
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Figure 4.2. Development of employment concentrations in architecture, 
engineering and similar technical design in the three main Dutch cities, 1889-2005. 

 Source: National censuses and Dutch Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) 

Amsterdam began losing ground after 1960 when the national government 
started to pursue a policy of controlled population dispersal away from major 
cities, known as ‘bundled deconcentration’, supporting the rise of designated 
growth centers in order to avoid runaway urban sprawl (Faludi, 1991). In many 
ways, therefore, the architectural profession grew and declined in concert with 
local demand for construction, which is hardly surprising considering the fact that 
the products of an architect (when realized) consist of immobile, site-bound 
buildings, in stark contrast to the easily transported cultural products of media 
industries such as publishing.  

Figure 4.2, however, also makes clear that the spatial distribution of 
architects is not fully determined by that of the demand-side, or else Rotterdam 
(out of the three cities) should have exhibited the strongest concentration of 
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architects, and The Hague a far weaker concentration, for most of the twentieth 
century. While their final products are immobile, architects themselves are not. If 
they are sufficiently competitive or supported by organizations with an extra-local 
orientation and network, they can supply extra-local markets. For example, the 
many architects, engineers, urban designers and planners employed by the National 
Building Agency (Rijksgebouwendienst) – which is headed by the National 
Architect (Rijksbouwmeester) – operate on a national scale. However, they are 
based in The Hague, which is the seat of the Dutch government and central 
government agencies. Localized supply-side conditions, such as a supportive 
institutional infrastructure in a specific city and other institutional factors, may 
therefore explain spatial mismatches between the supply-side and the demand-side 
in the architectural services industry, and play an important role in determining the 
industry’s development.    
 
4.6.2. Professionalization and the creation of trade-related institutions 
Key institutional factors in the rise of the architectural profession in the 
Netherlands include the development of professional associations and societies, of 
regulated professional standards, and of academies and other centers or forums 
dedicated to the exchange and reproduction of architecture-related knowledge. At 
the start of the nineteenth century such an institutional infrastructure hardly existed 
at all in the Netherlands. Prior to 1800, the greatest Dutch architects had been 
trained as visual artists, the rest as carpenters and stonemasons (Prak, 2010; 
Krabbe, 1998).  
 The first Dutch arts academy that taught classes in architecture on a regular 
basis was founded in 1812 in Den Bosch, in the Catholic south of the country, 
under the aegis of the French occupiers of the Netherlands. During the 1820s, 
academies for the visual arts were established in Amsterdam and The Hague, and 
in 1851 the Rotterdam Academy for Visual Arts and Technical Sciences opened its 
doors, all under the patronage of the Dutch monarchy (Bruggeman, 1993). Each of 
these academies had their origins in older drawing schools and arts societies. The 
Hague’s academy immediately incorporated the newly founded School for Civic 
Architecture there, and the Rotterdam academy was the result of a merger between 
the city’s drawing society and its crafts’ school. Such drawing societies and crafts’ 
schools, the latter of which mainly taught its pupils carpentry and stonemasonry, 
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were among the most common sources of education for aspiring Dutch architects 
during most of the eighteenth century. Such schools prioritized the teaching of 
practical skills over theory, and drawing courses were often provided in the 
evening, as an aside to pupils’ daytime jobs. Where official arts academies arose, 
the curricula were formalized and intensified, and art theory and art history gained 
a prominent place therein. These arts academies, however, devoted relatively little 
time to teaching architecture specifically, and the technical and practical aspects of 
architectural design were largely ignored.  

Not all nineteenth-century architects who received higher formal training 
in the Netherlands had an artistic background. Military and civil engineering 
academies were also set-up during the first half of the nineteenth century, notably 
in Delft, a relatively small town close to both Rotterdam and The Hague. Since the 
eighteenth century, Delft was one of three places in the Netherlands (together with 
The Hague and Utrecht) that housed a well-funded philanthropic school for 
orphans which trained them in engineering and other technical professions (Wendt, 
Van ‘t Klooster and Winters, 2008). Building on this basis, the military Artillery 
and Engineering School was founded in Delft in 1814, but subsequently transferred 
to the southern city of Breda to become the Royal Military Academy in 1828. In its 
place, the Royal Academy for Civil Engineering was established in 1842 and this 
institution would evolve over the next century to become the primary training 
facility for prospective Dutch architects, engineers, and urban designers, partly due 
to Delft’s strategic location in between two of the country’s major cities (Baudet, 
1993). 

  In 1864 the academy in Delft was upgraded to a Polytechnical College 
and attracted Eugen Gugel from Germany to become the Netherlands’ first, and 
arguably most influential, professor of architecture. Delft remained the only place 
in the country that offered a formal and specialized academic training program in 
architecture until 1908 when the National Academy of Visual Arts in Amsterdam 
began to offer its own formal and comprehensive architecture program. During the 
nineteenth century, therefore, ambitious Dutch architects often went abroad, 
usually to Paris, Rome, Zurich, Brussels or Antwerp, to receive formal professional 
training. Consequently, foreign expertise was imported not only directly by the 
commissioning of foreign architects to work and teach in the Netherlands, but also 
indirectly when talented native architects studied abroad. They could only afford to 
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do so if they were wealthy or financed through (royal) patronage, making them all 
the more influential. Not surprisingly, architecture in the Netherlands and the 
architectural aesthetics taught at Dutch academies drew most of its inspiration from 
other European countries during this period. Internationally-current neo-styles such 
as Neoclassicism and neogothic architecture, and especially an avid eclecticism in 
which elements of both these styles and others were enthusiastically combined, 
dominated nineteenth-century architectural sensibilities in the Netherlands.   

A meaningful Dutch debate on architecture did develop from the 1840s 
onwards, however, as well as a patchwork of professional associations, societies, 
and journals to sustain such discourse. Many of these arose in Amsterdam. In 1819 
several architects based in Amsterdam established the Maatschappij tot 
Aanmoediging van Bouwkunst (Association for the Encouragement of 
Architecture), the first Dutch professional organization of sorts for architects and 
other professionals associated with the construction industry. The association’s 
activities were discontinued in 1830, but its main founder Johannes van Straaten 
and its secretary Daniël Büchler set up a successor organization in Amsterdam 
twelve years later. Unlike its predecessor, this association, the Maatschappij tot 
Bevordering der Bouwkunst (Association for the Promotion of Architecture) would 
stand the test of time. Having changed its statutes in 1915 to exclusively allow 
architects as members, it merged with the BNA, the Bond voor Nederlandse 
Architecten (Union of Dutch Architects), in 1919 and evolved into the leading 
national association for architects, retaining its headquarters in Amsterdam (BNA, 
2010).  

Two other important professional societies that arose were Architectura et 
Amicitia, founded in Amsterdam in 1855, and Bouwkunst en Vriendschap (a literal 
Dutch translation of Architectura et Amicitia, meaning ‘Architecture and 
Friendship’), founded in Rotterdam in 1886. These, and similar organizations in 
other cities, set up exhibitions, organized architectural competitions and lecture 
series, often published their own dedicated journals and magazines, and sometimes 
provided full evening courses for aspiring architects. This way, these societies 
formed a focal point for local emerging architectural communities, as they 
provided the means for face-to-face socialization, mutual monitoring, formal and 
informal knowledge exchanges, and stimulated a lively discourse on architecture 
among its members and readership. In contrast to the BNA and its predecessors 
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which explicitly aspired to the status of nationally representative organizations, 
these societies were more local in character, even though membership was usually 
not officially restricted to architects based in the same city. However, these local 
societies (and especially Architectura et Amicitia) often had a national-level impact 
through their publications and competitions, and through members who moved to 
other cities. This sometimes led to rivalries between societies in different cities. 
New overlapping professional and discursive networks emerged that linked the 
increasingly thriving local communities of architects to those in other cities. These 
re-enforced the development of a larger national architectural field and discourse, 
for which royal patronage, the country’s main architectural training institutions, 
and the Maatschappij tot Bevordering der Bouwkunst had laid the foundations 
(Von der Dunk, 2007). A multi-scalar organization of the Dutch architectural 
community – in which different, fairly coherent, local professional groups were 
configured (sometimes in opposition to each other) within a national institutional 
constellation and network – thus began to take shape during the second half of the 
nineteenth century. 

One important result of the proliferation of professional publications and 
institutional forums for architectural discourse on a local and national scale was an 
explicit, long-winded and controversy-filled search for a distinctive national style. 
Throughout the nineteenth-century, most of the sources of inspiration for Dutch 
architects were firmly foreign in origin, a fact which was considered deeply 
dissatisfactory during this era marked by growing nationalism in Europe.16 In 
general, a consensus existed in the preference for the use of bricks in buildings, and 
for relatively small-scale or ‘domestic’, as opposed to monumentalist, architecture. 
These were widely considered Dutch building traditions and valued and applied as 
such (Van der Woud, 2001; Searing, 2004, Brouwer, 2004, 2005). For many 
architects from the traditionally-Protestant and politically dominant north and west 
of the country, a clear aesthetic starting point for the national style was also 

                                                           
16 For a general discussion of the rise of nationalism in Europe during the nineteenth 
century see Andersen (1991). Hobsbawm and Ranger (1992) address the role of the search 
for national cultural reference point in nineteenth-century European nation-building, similar 
to the quest for a Dutch national architectural style. For a discussion of Dutch nationalism 
see Bossenbroek (1996). 
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available, and came in the form of the Dutch Renaissance architecture which had 
marked Dutch urbanization during its seventeenth-century ‘Golden Age’. 
 The seventeenth-century Dutch Renaissance style might have provided the 
basis for a clear aesthetic continuity in Dutch architecture that spanned the 
centuries, had it not been for the fact that the Catholic south of the Netherlands had 
a different architectural heritage altogether. Despite the fact that the Netherlands is 
a relatively small country, the proponents of a national architectural style (and 
Dutch nation builders in general) were confronted with a starting point of clear 
cultural diversity, or even an oppositional dichotomy between Protestant and 
Catholic culture and aesthetics. And because the long-oppressed Dutch Catholics 
were quickly gaining ground in economic, political and cultural terms during the 
nineteenth century, this diversity of heritage could no longer be ignored by those 
seeking to give shape to a genuinely national Dutch culture (Te Velde and 
Verhage, 1996; Luykx, 2007). Within the quickly-tightening national field of 
Dutch architecture, this Catholic emancipation and the sharp reactions it evoked, 
became one of the major early sources of discord that produced the raging 
polemics which would characterize the modern history of architecture in the 
Netherlands. The old Protestant-Catholic rivalry was thus translated partly into 
strong disagreements and debates over architectural aesthetics and symbolism. This 
controversy partly overlapped a new and growing conflict between the beaux-art 
and engineering approaches to architecture, propagated respectively by the visual 
arts academies and the civic engineering schools. Mutual revilement and conflict 
was produced by increased interactivity on the local and national scales, but also 
spurred on further mutual engagement and innovation.  

It was, however, not until the beginning of the twentieth century that one 
architect, Hendrik P. Berlage, became widely recognized as truly innovative and 
(fairly unanimously) considered a beacon for the further development of Dutch 
architecture. Together with Karel de Bazel and Mathieu Lauweriks, Berlage was 
the first Dutch architect to move decisively towards a modern style. He quickly 
became recognized as the ‘doyen’ of Dutch architecture (Searing, 2004; Benevolo, 
1977), but his influence reached far beyond the borders of the Netherlands as he 
designed innovative buildings in several European capitals such a London and 
Prague (Misa, 2008). Trained in the beaux-arts traditions at Amsterdam’s visual 
arts’ academy, and in the engineering aspects of architecture at Zürich’s 
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polytechnical college, Berlage’s professional education made him well-placed to 
synthesize the competing perspectives on architecture produced by Dutch visual 
arts academies on the one hand, and the engineering school in Delft (and later also 
in Eindhoven) on the other. The works of architecture which made him famous, 
such as the Amsterdam stock exchange, consisted of fairly sober structures drawn 
up out of the traditional Dutch building material of choice (brick) according to 
clearly rationalist designs which nonetheless incorporated a great deal of artistry. 
While picking up inspiration from different traditions, Berlage’s architecture 
surpassed the neoclassical-neogothic dichotomy in a far more progressive and 
coherent fashion than eclectic contemporaries did.   

Berlage had created a novel synthesis of opposing Dutch stylistic trends 
which was unmistakably modern, and elaborately theorized as well. He avidly 
proselytized his vision of the Gesamtkunstwerk, an organic synthesis of the applied 
and visual arts. But while Berlage provided a point of aesthetic and theoretical 
orientation for his colleagues and contemporaries throughout the Netherlands, and 
became an important reference point for an entire subsequent generation of Dutch 
architects, his work did not lead to a unification or pacification of the Dutch 
architectural scene. His legacy was by no means uniformly adopted and interpreted 
across the country’s main cities, as old polemics and oppositional practices and 
perspectives would be reinvigorated, and new ones created, by Berlage’s 
stimulating new insights and aesthetic approach.  

In fact, Berlage can be considered one of two key actors who played a 
decisive role in the divergent architectural orientations of Dutch cities, of 
Amsterdam and Rotterdam in particular, during the twentieth century. Berlage, a 
native of Amsterdam, started off at the office of Amsterdam architect J.J. Stadler, 
worked in the capital city for most of his career, and most of his buildings were 
realized there (Ibelings, 2005). His master plan Plan Zuid (Plan South) guided most 
of Amsterdam’s expansions in the 1910s and ’20s so here his impact was greatest 
and fairly coherent. And coherence was the hallmark of the rationalist synthesizer 
Berlage. While not ‘dictatorial’ in any way, and open to the exciting playfulness 
and innovative impulses provided by the emerging Amsterdam School architects in 
particular (see below), Berlage’s architecture would provide a clear framework 
within which Amsterdam architecture would have to fit. In Rotterdam, by contrast, 
an open, adaptive, experimentalist and explicitly non-cohesive tone had been set by 
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the engineer Willem Nicolaas Rose between 1839 and 1855. Considered the 
founder of modern Dutch urbanism, the restless pioneer Rose developed a host of 
new methods of construction and architectural theories, using Rotterdam as his 
laboratory. Rotterdam, which in this period just entered its impressive nineteenth-
century growth-phase and transformation from a relatively provincial town into a 
large industrial port and metropolis, had few restrictive structures in place 
beforehand and would continue along the seemingly disorderly but highly flexible 
and experimental path that Rose had set out for it (Vanstiphout, 2005; Buiter, 
2008). 
 
4.7. Notable styles and schools 
 
With major urban expansion plans in the pipelines, an extensive infrastructure of 
training institutions finally in place, and spurred on and inspired by Berlage’s work 
and ideas, Dutch architects started to turn out innovative modernist styles by the 
1910s, assuming a lead over other Western countries in terms of their aesthetic and 
intellectual dynamism in architecture. While countries such as Germany and 
France quickly caught up and overtook the Netherlands as main centers for the 
conception and production of new forms of avant-garde architecture, Dutch 
architects proved capable of remaining at or near the forefront of international 
developments in architectural theory and practice, and continued to develop 
innovative styles during the second half of the twentieth century. This section 
offers brief accounts of the origins and development of the stylistic ‘schools’ that 
came to dominate Dutch architecture from the 1910s onwards and contributed most 
to the international acclaim of uniquely-Dutch and innovative modern-day 
architecture. 

The following discussion of twentieth-century styles and stylistic schools 
in Dutch architecture is based in first instance on secondary literature and on the 
comprehensive descriptions of Dutch twentieth-century architectural styles offered 
on the website www.architectuur.org. This website was launched in 1998 by 
architect Bart van Hoek, hosts the foremost Dutch online architecture guide and 
newsletter, and is supported by 010 Publishers and NAi Publishers (the two leading 
publishers of books on architecture in the Netherlands), several national and 
municipal architecture-related institutions, and over 40 Dutch architectural firms 
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including leading design agencies such as MVRDV, Mecanoo, UN Studio and 
Rem Koolhaas’ Office of Metropolitan Architecture (OMA).17 The stylistic 
categorization of individual Dutch architects on this website and in the secondary 
literature, has been cross-referenced with the database of architects constructed for 
this chapter in order to asses the geographical embeddedness of each of these 
‘schools’ of architecture. 
 
4.7.1. De Stijl 
One of the most influential twentieth-century movements in the visual arts and 
architecture, De Stijl (meaning ‘the style’) emerged in the Netherlands during the 
First World War. It brought together visual arts, industrial and graphic design, 
poetry and architecture, and its most famous Dutch exponents included the painter 
Piet Mondriaan, the multidisciplinary artist Theo van Doesburg, the furniture 
designer and architect Gerrit Rietveld, the architects Robert van ‘t Hoff, Jan Wils, 
Bart van der Leck, Jacobus J.P. Oud, and the urban designer Cornelis van Eesteren. 
Inspired by Cubism, the prairie houses of  American architect Frank Lloyd Wright, 
and by Berlage’s call for the integration of art forms, the members of De Stijl 
strove towards a total ‘artification’ of the human environment. This required, first 
of all, the breakdown of perceived reality into ‘pure’ elements which could 
subsequently be rearranged. Geometrical abstraction and rationalism thus became 
the hallmarks of De Stijl. As in the visual artworks produced by Mondriaan, this 
entailed in the applied arts and architecture the intensive use of monochrome 
planes and primary colors in design. Also, as in Rietveld’s Schröder House, which 
was built in the Dutch city of Utrecht and figures on the UNESCO World Heritage 
list, the architects associated with De Stijl strove to manufacture spaces which 
could be flexibly used and would artificially improve and redesign, rather than 
simply fit in with, the human living environment.   

This stylistic movement was initiated in 1917 when the visual artist, 
architect and poet Theo van Doesburg launched, together with several likeminded 
associates, the magazine entitled De Stijl in which, the following year, a manifesto 
was published outlining the artistic principles that united its founders. Apart from 
the Dutch De Stijl architects mentioned above, the founders of this magazine also 

                                                           
17 See http://www.architectuur.org/colofon.php (consulted December 2010).   
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included foreigners such as the Hungarian painter and designer Vilmos Huszár, and 
the Belgian designer and architect Georges Vantongerloo. Although influenced by 
Berlage, De Stijl was not a movement which grew naturally out of the existing 
Dutch architectural scene. Part of its core group had their roots in Utrecht. Van 
Doesburg, Rietveld and Van der Leck were born there, and the latter two (together 
with Van ‘t Hoff) had received training from the Utrecht-based designer-architect 
Piet Klaarhamer, one of Berlage’s students. Yet the other members had a very 
diverse background and, when active as artists and architects, they did not 
concentrate in one place. This includes the core Utrecht group.  

In many ways, De Stijl was drawn together from fragments of international 
art and architecture movements, and only temporarily achieved a spatial 
crystallization point in the Netherlands, when during the First World War, Dutch 
architects and artists returned from abroad to neutral the Netherlands. In the city of 
Leiden, Van Doesburg and his magazine (published in several languages) provided 
an anchor point, but only temporarily so. Very quickly, many of the original 
participants dissociated themselves from De Stijl, although they remained 
influenced by it and often loosely retained contact with other (former) members. 
Afterwards, Van Doesburg set about to re-internationalize the movement, thereby 
spatially disembedding the movement from 1920 onwards, only three years after 
the magazine had been founded. During the 1920s, De Stijl interacted with and 
influenced German Bauhaus, Russian Constructivism and Suprematism, and Swiss 
Dadaism. While the magazine was published until 1932, Van Doesburg mostly 
attracted non-Dutch artists and architects to De Stijl during this period, with 
Cornelis van Eesteren as the only important new Dutch member. Another 
indication of the dissociation between De Stijl and the Dutch architectural 
community after 1920, is the fact that at the 1925 Art Décoratif exhibition in Paris 
(from which the term Art Deco originated), Van Doesburg and De Stijl were not 
represented at the Dutch, but at the Austrian pavilion.  

In the meantime, however, active and former Dutch proponents of De Stijl 
had (re-)adopted some elements of Dutch traditional architecture, such as the focus 
on architecture with a domestic rather than a monumentalist character. Also, De 
Stijl had entered the fray of Dutch debates on architecture with polemical force, 
reviling the emerging Amsterdam School, for example. This particular rivalry was 
the result of strong differences in stylistic approach which partly reflected the old 
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Calvinist-Catholic divide, as the leading Dutch members of De Stijl came from 
strictly Calvinist families whereas Amsterdam School architects were 
predominantly Catholic (Overy 1969). Furthermore, certain offshoots of the De 
Stijl movement took root in different ways within the landscape of the Dutch 
architectural design industry and left a mark that was inerasable, especially in 
Rotterdam where Jacobus J.P. Oud became Municipal Housing Architect in 1918 
and put rationalistic functionalism there on a strong footing. Another former De 
Stijl architect, Jan Wils, became a leading exponent of the so-called The Hague 
School which aimed to synthesize elements of the Amsterdam School and De Stijl. 
Even after the Second World War, this time in Amsterdam, several architects tried 
to revive De Stijl’s principles and set up the international journal Structure which 
was published from 1958 and 1964. Only two Dutch architects, founder Joost 
Baljeu and Dick van Woerkom, however, were actively and regularly involved 
with this new De Stijl group. Most other members and contributors were from 
other countries in Europe and North America. Their activities, however, did again 
spark off an extended round of fierce polemics in the Netherlands, with the journal 
repeatedly attacked publicly from Rotterdam by Oud who believed Baljeu cum suis 
misunderstood and misrepresented De Stijl’s central message (Jobse, 2005).     
 De Stijl’s roots were partly Dutch, partly international. The same goes for 
its legacy, or rather legacies. Most modernist architects were influenced by De Stijl 
one way or the other, but several of the stylistic groups that figured among its most 
direct descendants in the Netherlands, concentrating in different cities, took this 
legacy in different directions and opposed each other vehemently. Many Stijl-
inspired architects in the Netherlands and across Europe contributed to the 
‘International Style’, mostly functionalist in nature, which evolved throughout 
Europe during the 1920s and 1930s. Van Eesteren chaired the international 
association of modernist architects, CIAM, which was established during this 
period, and Dutch architects played a central role in this organization (and its 
successor, Team X) throughout its existence (Mallgrave, 2005). Overall, the impact 
of De Stijl on the history of modern architecture could hardly be overstated. This 
was already clear in 1924, when the editor of the French architectural magazine 
L’Architecture Vivante wrote that ‘Today, Holland seems to be the country richest 
in architectural activity, the one which must be named as exercising the 
predominant influence’ (Jean Badovici quoted in Overy, 1969: 60). 
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4.7.2. The Amsterdam School 
The great Dutch nemesis of De Stijl in the 1920s was the Amsterdam School. This 
stylistic group’s name was coined in a review of a 1916 exhibition organized by 
Architectura et Amicitia, in an issue of its monthly publication, the magazine 
Wendingen, which was edited by Hendrik Wijdeveld, an adherent of this emerging 
group’s style (Searing, 2004: 89). As the group’s name suggests, most of the 
architects considered to belong to this school were based in Amsterdam and 
received the majority of their commissions there. Nearly all had also received in-
house architectural training in Amsterdam at the same architectural firm, run by 
Eduard Cuypers, of which they can be considered spin-offs. As such they knew 
each other well before starting their own independent offices, and were pupils of 
the nephew of Pierre Cuypers, the most prominent Catholic architect in the country 
and perhaps the most controversial Dutch architect of the nineteenth century due to 
his ‘Catholic’ (neogothic) designs for key nation-building monuments (such as the 
Rijksmuseum) in the capital Amsterdam.  
 Because of their playful expressionist style, their avid use of historicizing 
symbolism, and their stress on structural decorativeness, the Amsterdam School 
opposed reductive abstractionism, and was considered by De Stijl architects as ‘the 
enemy on the doorstep’ (Overy, 1969: 56). The Amsterdam School architects, of 
which Michel de Klerk was the most prominent, took advantage of the most up-to-
date construction techniques of the era to design unprecedented, imaginatively-
shaped façades and structures which were erected out of traditional Dutch building 
materials such as brick and tiles (Searing, 2004). Their inspiration came partly 
from Art Nouveau architecture18 and (Catholic) German expressionism and but 
they were heavily influenced by Berlage’s calls for a comprehensive art form 
which integrated sculpture and woodwork (among other arts and crafts) organically 

                                                           
18 Art Nouveau architecture, which is also known as Jugenstil architecture, had originated 
in Belgium in the 1890s with the architects Victor Horta and Henry van de Velde. In the 
Netherlands its direct impact was relatively limited. In Amsterdam, however, Art Nouveau 
did gain some ground. Architect Gerrit van Arkel produced several outstanding buildings in 
this style, including the building ‘Helios’ which won third prize at the architectural 
competition of the 1900 Paris World Expo. Eduard Cuypers, in whose office the main 
Amsterdam School architects were trained, was heavily influenced by Art Nouveau. The 
same goes for Herman Hendrik Baanders, a collaborator of Van Arkel’s, whose son 
Herman Baanders jr. would become chairman of Architectura et Amicitia and an important 
member of the Amsterdam School.   
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into architecture. Trained in the neogothic approach of the Cuypers’, Amsterdam 
School architects were, however, anti-rationalist, and during the 1910s De Klerk 
publicly opposed Berlage’s architecture on these grounds. While Berlage and the 
Amsterdam School reconciled during the 1920s and fruitfully collaborated in the 
realization of Amsterdam’s urban expansion on the basis of Berlage’s Plan South, 
the school’s conflict with De Stijl and its functionalist successors would not be 
resolved. This conflict over styles and architectural theory partly reflected an 
underlying opposition between Amsterdam and Rotterdam. The famous German 
architect Erich Mendelsohn, who had visited Amsterdam at the behest of 
Wijdeveld and Rotterdam on the invitation of former Stijl-member Jacobus Oud, 
noted in 1923:          
 

‘Oud is functional so as to talk with Gropius. Amsterdam is dynamic… 
The first sets ratio before everything: perception through analysis. The 
second sets perception through vision. Analytical Rotterdam refuses 
vision; visionary Amsterdam does not understand cold objectivity…If 
Amsterdam goes a step further towards reason and Rotterdam’s blood does 
not freeze, then they may unite. Otherwise Rotterdam will pursue the way 
of mere construction with deadly chill in its veins and Amsterdam will be 
destroyed by the fire of its own dynamism’ (Overy, 1969: 56). 

 
The dynamism Mendelsohn attributed to Amsterdam was that of the Amsterdam 
School. Mendelsohn’s comment reflects both the inspiring quality of the school’s 
architecture and its intimate connection to the City of Amsterdam. Because 
Functionalism, as represented by Oud, became dominant in national and 
international architecture in subsequent decades, the Amsterdam School was 
‘written out of history’ and ignored until its rediscovery and rehabilitation as a 
progressive style during the 1970s. Since then, it has achieved international 
acclaim for the aesthetic and technical innovations it produced and is considered 
one of the true avant-garde styles of the early twentieth century (Misa, 2008).  

Despite the fact that the artistic merits of the Amsterdam School have been 
recognized far beyond the city’s borders, its architecture never had much direct 
influence outside of Amsterdam. This is because the school and its architecture 
were tied to the specific Amsterdam context in many ways. Most of the architects 
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belonging to the school worked exclusively in Amsterdam. For eleven out of the 
thirteen architects identified as belonging to this school on the architectuur.org 
website, a working address has been found. Nine out of these eleven had a known 
working address in Amsterdam, and for only one of these latter nine (Wijdeveld, 
the long-time editor of Wendingen) could additional working addresses outside of 
Amsterdam be identified (he spent part of his career in France and the United 
States).  

In terms of their education and early socialization into the architectural 
profession, the Amsterdam School architects were very much linked to Amsterdam 
as well. Some were autodidact, and none had studied in Delft, the Netherlands’ 
main architectural training institute (Searing, 2004: 89). Instead, as mentioned 
before, most had received in-house training in Amsterdam and knew each other 
well, forming a tight localized network. The seven Amsterdam School architects 
whose institutional vocational education is known, all received this education at an 
academy or technical college in Amsterdam. Furthermore, their inspiration also 
came to a significant extent from Amsterdam sources. Originally, their architecture 
was both a continuation of and reaction to Berlage’s style, exemplified in the 
Amsterdam stock exchange. Their historicizing symbolism built on a particular 
local repertoire of historical reference points, as was the case with the 
Scheepvaarthuis (recognized as the first Amsterdam School style building) by De 
Klerk, Van der Mey and Kramer, which showcased Amsterdam’s great maritime 
history in its shape and façade decorations (Casciato, 2003).  

Lastly, the Amsterdam School was also institutionally-embedded in its 
eponymous city. The school’s architects depended on the local professional society 
Architectura et Amicitia to promote their architecture, partly through the magazine 
Wendingen which functioned as the movement’s most important publication outlet 
(Benevolo, 1977: 458-460; Searing, 2004: 88). But most importantly, they 
depended on the specific organization of the local demand-side, and the priorities 
and tastes of key policymakers and institutional clients in Amsterdam. Amsterdam 
School architects achieved a position of considerable power in Amsterdam, 
because important local administrators and local civil servants who decided on 
important commissions for public housing and new public buildings (such as Arie 
Keppler, director of housing in Amsterdam) strongly favored this style. The 
Amsterdam Schoonheidscommissie (Commission for Aesthetic Advice), a 
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peculiarly Dutch institution with an important say on architectural matters 
throughout the city, was largely populated by Amsterdam School enthusiasts 
(Casciato, 2003: 37; Searing, 2004: 88). The Social Democrats who dominated the 
Amsterdam city council, and particularly their leader Floor Wibaut, also supported 
the Amsterdam School. This political support was particularly important because 
this style of architecture was as expensive as it was progressive. The Amsterdam 
socialist party shared the conviction of Amsterdam School architects that the 
working-classes deserved to live in houses and neighborhoods which were not only 
structurally safe but also beautiful. Their local political clout provided the lavish 
resources required to realize this goal which, for the standards of the time, was 
exceptionally lofty and extravagant. These favorable conditions coincided with a 
great round of urban expansion in Amsterdam, Berlage’s Plan South and his design 
plans for other new areas of Amsterdam such as the Transvaal neighborhood, the 
realization of which was entrusted almost entirely to the Amsterdam School. This 
provided its architects with their great, and ultimately only, opportunity to 
coherently develop and carry out their aesthetic and political program. 
 
4.7.3. The New Hague School 
Outside of the struggle between De Stijl and the Amsterdam School, and outside of 
Amsterdam and Rotterdam, a style emerged which in many ways was a synthesis 
of, or compromise between, these two opposing architectural camps. By 1920, 
Amsterdam School architect Cornelis Blaauw had noted and denounced, in an 
article in Wendingen, the emergence of a movement which sought to realize 
cubistic brick buildings. Noting furthermore that architects from The Hague, and 
the Haagse Kunstkring (the Hague Art Circle), had a central role in this movement, 
he coined for this style the term ‘the New Hague School’, to distinguish it from the 
nineteenth-century The Hague School in painting (Blaauw, 1920).   
 During the 1920s and 1930s, the New Hague School became fairly 
influential and garnered international praise. Particularly the architects Willem 
Dudok and Jan Wils, a former member of De Stijl, were praised for their efforts to 
overcome the perceived shortcomings of both De Stijl and the Amsterdam School, 
and create a successful synthesis. While Dudok worked mostly in Hilversum, a 
Dutch town not far from Amsterdam, Wils was based in and around The Hague. 
His most celebrated work, however, the stadium for the 1928 Olympic Games, was 
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realized in Amsterdam (Benevolo, 1977; Bergeijk, 2007). Nevertheless, the style 
was mainly followed in The Hague during the interbellum. Furthermore, the New 
Hague School architect Co Brandes became the main supervisor of the city’s 
postwar reconstruction program.  

The New Hague School architects drew their inspiration not only from De 
Stijl and the Amsterdam School, but also from Frank Lloyd Wright and from 
Berlage, for whom both Wils and Hendrik Wouda (another notable adherent to this 
style) had worked early on in their careers. These different sources of inspiration 
led them to seek a style which answered the perceived call of modernity without 
losing sight of valued building traditions and visual coherence with pre-existing 
urban built environments. As a result, the New Hague School developed a style of 
architecture which was, at the time, considered to be a moderate, sensible 
modernism which was generally regarded, in The Hague at least, as more 
aesthetically pleasing and even more civilized than De Stijl, Bauhaus and the 
International Style. Their moderation allowed them to avoid becoming embroiled 
in the ongoing polemics between Dutch architects, and few attacks on them 
followed Blaauw’s initial denouncement of their approach. The New Hague 
School’s moderation and compromise position reflected the political culture of The 
Hague, the seat of the Netherlands’ national government and royal court, the 
institutions primarily responsible for maintaining national unity (Freijser and 
Teunissen, 2008).  
 
4.7.4. Functionalism  
Internationally, De Stijl was one of the main direct precursors to the rise of a fairly 
ubiquitous and modernist International Style. This modernist architecture, known 
in the Netherlands as Nieuwe Bouwen (New Construction), was largely 
characterized by architectural Functionalism, an uncompromising design paradigm 
which rejected structural forms and decorative elements that did not directly 
contribute to the (abstractly imagined) social functionality of buildings and city 
districts. As the direct heir of De Stijl, Functionalism attracted several former De 
Stijl members, such as Oud and Van Eesteren who assured this style’s dominance 
in the Netherlands from approximately 1930 until the 1960s. The terms 
Functionalism, modernist architecture, International Style and Nieuwe Bouwen can 
largely be considered synonyms, and their interchangeability indicates that this 
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style of architecture was not culturally distinctive or particular to the Netherlands. 
Nevertheless, within this widely-shared international design paradigm, Dutch 
architects continued to play important roles. Within the international organization 
of modernist architects, CIAM, Dutch architects were counted among the main 
founders and occupied some of the most influential positions.  

Within the Netherlands, Rotterdam architects proved most innovative in 
terms of designing single buildings and other relatively small-scale projects within 
the parameters of Functionalism. Most of the widely-acclaimed Dutch works of 
this type and style were produced in Rotterdam, with the Van Nelle factory of 1927 
designed by Brinkman and Van der Vlugt, and the postwar Lijnbaan (the world’s 
first modern shopping street, completed in 1953 and designed by Van der Broek 
and Bakema, former junior partners and new directors of the former Brinkman-Van 
der Vlugt architectural firm) standing out as iconic examples of Dutch 
Functionalism (Benevolo, 1977: 602). While Rotterdam architects built on Rose’s 
and Oud’s legacy to produce iconic single buildings and innovative, though 
disjunctive, projects of limited scale, functionalists in Amsterdam, led and inspired 
by Cornelis van Eesteren, excelled in large-scale urban expansion projects 
governed by comprehensive master plans. In the era dominated by Functionalism, 
Amsterdam managed to attain international notability through its urban designers, 
instead of its architects, because urban planning in Amsterdam was tightly 
institutionalized in unique ways by Van Eesteren and could build on Berlage’s Plan 
Zuid legacy. This led to two consecutive prestigious and innovative large-scale 
urban expansion programs, the 1934 Algemeen Uitbreidingplan (General 
Expansion Plan) and the 1966 Bijlmermeer plan. The Hague’s architects received 
little to no recognition as exemplars of Functionalism, and neither did its urban 
designers. Of 25 functionalist architects with working addresses listed in the 
database used in this research, only one had worked in The Hague for some period 
during his career, nine in Amsterdam, and twelve in Rotterdam. Even though 
Amsterdam played a significant role in Dutch Functionalism, Rotterdam thus 
clearly had a lead in the Nieuwe Bouwen style.  
  
4.7.5. Structuralism 
Rotterdam, however, displayed little affinity with architectural Structuralism, 
which presented a fresh and direct challenge to Functionalism from 1960 onwards. 



152 
 

This new modernist style and theory emerged in the Netherlands and within the 
institutional organs of international modernist architecture (CIAM, and its less 
formal successor Team X).  It was inspired by theoretical developments in the 
social sciences, in particular the anthropological theories of Claude Lévi-Strauss. In 
this new style, Amsterdam architects took and held the lead. Of the eight notable 
structuralist architects included in the database, five had known working addresses 
in Amsterdam, none were based in Rotterdam during their careers, and only one in 
The Hague.  

Dutch (together with Japanese) architects were the first to translate the 
anthropological concept of structuralism into architectural theory (Mallgrave, 
2005). During the 1960s several Dutch architects, including Aldo van Eyck, N. 
John Habraken, Herman Hertzberger and Piet Blom developed this new form of 
modernist architecture to replace the anonymity and rigidity of Functionalism with 
architectural designs which offered a flexible and complex spatial order on the 
basis of a limited number of standard forms and elements. While functionalists 
used architecture and urban planning as social engineering tools and strove to 
realize a new and potentially immutable spatial order which conformed to their 
social ideals, structuralists aimed to accommodate continual social evolution and to 
improve, rather than replace, existing social and cultural structures. They criticized 
functionalist tendencies to impose their ideals of spatial and social order on a mass 
scale and irrespective of existing social contexts. Viewing societies as complex 
arrangements of key interactional building blocks, like complex organisms made 
up of cells, structuralist architects sought to create buildings which configured such 
‘cells’ in such a way that the buildings were multifunctional, could easily be 
expanded or adapted when needed, and encouraged face-to-face interactions of 
users.  
 Architectural Structuralism aimed to be attentive to the social effects of the 
built environment, and its anthropological approach implied a greater sensitivity to 
existing social patterns and contexts than functionalist architects had shown. The 
openness and functional indeterminacy of structuralist buildings had a slightly 
anarchist bent. The multifunctionality and the compact concentration of social 
interactions they were meant to encourage, suited dense inner-city life and local 
autonomy. The structuralists thus displayed sensitivity to existing social and urban 
fabrics, and dissatisfaction with top-down planning. These attitudes were in line 



153 
 

with sentiments which became fairly widely-held in Dutch society during the 
1960s and 1970s, but which were most prominently present in Amsterdam, with its 
well-preserved historical center and liberal traditions. While Piet Blom built 
several of his famous structuralist cube houses in Rotterdam, and the Rotterdam 
(former) functionalist Jaap Bakema played a supporting role in the rise of this 
architectural movement, Amsterdam clearly occupied a dominant position in Dutch 
architectural Structuralism. The style’s main pioneer, Aldo van Eyck, was linked to 
and inspired by the Amsterdam-based visual arts movement CoBrA and the 
situationist Constant Nieuwenhuys, whose New Babylon Project constituted a plan 
for a city designed to be flexible and to encourage spontaneity (Sadler, 1999: 27-
32). Furthermore, the editorial board of the magazine Forum, published in 
Amsterdam by Architectura et Amicitia and BNA from 1947 onwards, was 
dominated by structuralist architects during the 1960s and 1970s. This magazine 
became an internationally influential mouthpiece for the style. It also provided 
Dutch structuralist architects with an institutionalized focal point to meet and 
exchange ideas. The intensive contacts between structuralist architects in 
Amsterdam, their various links with Amsterdam-based societies and artistic 
initiatives, and Structuralism’s close overall ‘fit’ with Amsterdam’s particular built 
environment and political atmosphere at the time, all contributed to the fact that 
architectural Structuralism (while it also had some influence in Japan, Germany, 
France and Denmark) was ‘nowhere as versatilely and logically developed as in the 
Netherlands’ (Van Heuvel, 1992: 38). 
 
4.7.6. Traditionalism and Neotraditionalism   
While modernism in its various forms was very influential in the Netherlands, 
twentieth-century Dutch architecture was at no point characterized by modernism 
alone. The different modernist schools quarreled heavily among themselves, but 
faced a common challenge in so-called ‘traditionalism’. Most of the Amsterdam 
School architects were born during the 1880s and so were De Stijl pioneers Van 
Doesburg and Rietveld. But this generation of Dutch architects, with its famous 
avant gardes, produced eloquent advocates of traditionalist architecture as well. 
Born in 1881 and 1883 respectively, Alexander Kropholler and Marinus Granpré 
Molière were prime exponents of an influential traditionalist movement in Dutch 
architecture. Especially Granpré Molière, a convert to Catholicism, gathered a 
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devout following as architecture professor in Delft and during the 1920s, teaching 
his theories in the classrooms as well as accepting Delft students as interns in his 
own architectural practice. His teachings had such an impact that traditionalist 
architecture in the Netherlands came to be identified with a ‘Delft School’ centered 
around Granpré Molière and the Catholic architectural magazine Bouwblad which 
he had helped to found. While clearly anti-modernist, Delft School advocates 
generally avoided emotionally-charged confrontations and Granpré Molière was 
widely respected even among his modernist colleagues. Like the Amsterdam 
School, Delft School architects made use of brick as a traditional Dutch building 
material, but then in order to produce slightly somber and conservative, rather than 
expressionist, buildings (Ibelings et al., 2005). Another difference with the 
Amsterdam School was that the architects of Delft School were not generally based 
in its namesake city (even Granpré Molière’s own architectural office was never 
based in Delft), with the name referring to the place where the school’s principles 
were taught rather than necessarily practiced or realized. Members of the Delft 
School were spread out fairly evenly over The Hague, Rotterdam, Amsterdam, 
Utrecht and other Dutch towns and cities, designing residential areas, city halls, 
museums and churches throughout the country.  

The Delft School gained nation-wide influence during the first two decades 
of postwar reconstruction when two of Granpré Molière’s former students were 
successively appointed National Architect (Gijsbert Friedhoff and Jo Vegter). But 
after Granpré Molière retired as architecture professor in Delft during the 1950s, 
the Delft School lost much of its coherence and its traditionalist legacy was partly 
inherited by an emerging ‘Bossche School’. This school centered around Dom 
Hans van der Laan, who was another student of Granpré Molière, and a Catholic 
monk. As a monk, Van der Laan focused mostly on the building of churches, and 
the Bossche School would play an important in the postwar restoration and 
construction of Catholic churches throughout the Netherlands. His main 
contribution to architectural theory came in the form of his work on the ‘plastic 
number’, the three-dimensional equivalent of the age-old Golden Ratio, which 
reflected Van der Laan’s (and traditionalism’s) search for an eternal essence in 
architecture. Between 1946 and 1973 he and his brother Nico taught extensive 
courses in church architecture in the city of Den Bosch, from which this school 
derived its name. Despite Van der Laan’s theoretical sophistication and ability to 
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attract a following, the Bossche School’s influence dissipated in the tide of 
secularization which swept the Netherlands during the 1960s and 1970s. Its 
architects would be the last church-building specialists in the Netherlands 
(Ferlenga et al., 2001).   
  No coherent traditionalist group has succeeded the Bossche School in the 
Netherlands. However, a strong traditionalist current was revived in Dutch 
architecture during the 1990s by a generation of architects born after the Second 
World War. Traditionalist aesthetic elements were revamped in a postmodern 
mode, losing their connection to church-building. Leading postmodernist 
architects, such as Sjoerd Soeters, who eclectically mixed styles, in time developed 
a more specifically ‘neotraditionalist’ aesthetic. Neotraditionalism has proven 
commercially very successful and responsive to the demands of conservative-
minded upper-classes and (upwardly mobile) suburban upper-middle classes, who 
value nostalgic and readily familiar aesthetic elements. As the commercial private 
housing market in the Netherlands gained importance vis-à-vis social housing 
projects after the 1980s, so did neotraditionalist architecture, which is now widely 
practiced (Ibelings, 2004; Ibelings and Van Rossum, 2009). 

Some of the designs produced by Dutch neotraditionalists are recognizable 
as postmodern pastiches, but most display clear historical references and could be 
considered contemporary renderings of traditionalist buildings. While these are in 
some cases very imaginative and distinctive (e.g. the new castle complexes at 
Haverleij, and the city hall in Zaandam) they are, at present, generally not 
considered avant-garde, or presented as such by the architects involved. The 
architectural offices that specialize in neotraditionalist designs can instead be 
regarded as strong-service firms which are experts at marketing and able to flexibly 
and elegantly adapt their designs to the desires of their customers. This flexibility, 
adaptiveness and market-orientation is matched by a relative indifference of the 
neotraditionalist movement to specific geographical bases of operation. Architects 
working in the neotraditionalist style are not particularly drawn to the Netherlands’ 
major cities and only seem to display a slight preference for Amsterdam in their 
locational choices. Of the fourteen notable Dutch architectural firms described as 
neotraditionalist on the architectuur.org website, half are exclusively based outside 
the three largest cities, five have (one of their) offices in Amsterdam, two in The 
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Hague, two in Rotterdam, three in Delft, two in Eindhoven, and five in other Dutch 
towns.   
 
4.7.7. Superdutch  
During the 1990s, another style of architecture came to the fore in the Netherlands 
that managed to combine avant-garde credentials with commercial success. This 
style, referred to alternately as Supermodernism, Second Modernity, or OMA-
style, is carried by a group of architects who have collectively become known as 
the ‘Superdutch’ generation (Ibelings, 1998; Lootsma, 2000; c.f. Wissink, 2004). 
Many of the Superdutch architectural firms such as MVRDV are spin-offs of OMA 
(Office for Metropolitan Architecture), were trained by OMA’s founder Rem 
Koolhaas, the winner of the prestigious international Pritzker Prize for architecture 
in 2000, and are (like OMA itself) based in Rotterdam. Here they have formed a 
vibrant, successful and fairly tight-knit cluster since the 1980s (Kloosterman and 
Stegmeijer, 2005; Kloosterman, 2008, 2010). 
 The ‘Supermodernism’ which has been ascribed to Koolhaas, his former 
apprentices, and other like-minded Dutch architects, embraces the global economy, 
and the globalization of architecture and of culture in general. As such it explicitly 
seeks to produce a deterritorialized and cosmopolitan architecture which transcends 
the spatial, historical and socio-cultural contexts of specific places, and is focused 
disproportionally on the design of so-called ‘non-places’, such as airports, harbors 
and other transport hubs, embassies, and buildings for transnational organizations 
and multinational companies (Ibelings, 1998).  

This style found its first programmatic expressions in the writings (in 
English) and designs of the cosmopolitan Koolhaas, who received much of his 
architectural training in London, and has become one of the world’s most 
influential architects. But despite its explicitly global credentials and pretentions, 
this style has been awarded the label Superdutch, not just because most of 
Koolhaas’ spin-offs are Dutch, but because the style’s main theoretical and 
aesthetic tenets are in line with the abstract sophistication which dominated much 
of Dutch architecture, especially in Rotterdam, during the entire twentieth century. 
Unlike the functionalist modernism which preceded it, the Superdutch ‘second 
modernity’ shies away from uniform mass-production and large-scale building 
projects, instead catering to the pluriformity of preferences in increasingly 
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individualistic societies (Lootsma, 2000). Like functionalist architecture, 
Superdutch architecture aims to produce emancipation from restrictive community 
structures and material contexts, but it does not aim to supplant these with new 
social structures imposed by a completely altered built environment. Local 
community and (non-global) society are in a sense rejected, even as each unique 
and aesthetically delicate supermodern building becomes a clear (and often iconic) 
local marker. 

Unlike the neotraditionalists, the Superdutch architects have a clear 
metropolitan preference in their locational choices and specifically concentrate in 
Amsterdam and Rotterdam, the two largest Dutch cities. All of the sixteen 
architects in the database used, who were identified as belonging to this group, 
work or have worked either in Rotterdam or Amsterdam (both cities host or have 
hosted eight of them). So this explicitly global architecture requires a very specific 
local environment to support its designers. 
 
4.8. The local architectural selection environments and their evolution: 
Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague 
 
The previous section has provided an indication of the geographical distribution of 
notable Dutch architects who are easily categorized within a particular important 
architectural style. Figures 4.3 and 4.4 specifically track the importance of 
Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague as bases of operation for all Dutch 
architects who were notable enough to be included in the database and of whom 
working addresses are known, from generation to generation. These figures paint a 
different picture of the geographical development of the Dutch architectural design 
industry than the national census employment data do (see figures 4.1 and 4.2). 
According to the database entries, Amsterdam was the prime cluster of Dutch 
architecture throughout the twentieth century, which lends Amsterdam more 
importance than the employment figures would suggest. This difference becomes 
especially marked for the most recent generations of architects. The sharp decline 
of Amsterdam as a prime Dutch center of architectural employment since 1960, is 
not reflected in the working address entries in the compiled database of architects. 
However, figures 4.3 and 4.4 do reaffirm the rising importance of Rotterdam 
during the last decades of the twentieth century and the beginning of the 21st 
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century. They also reaffirm the decline of The Hague as an architectural center, but 
suggest that this decline set in far earlier than the employment data do. Whereas 
The Hague had more employees in the architectural sector than any other Dutch 
city in 1993, figure 4.3 shows that the generation of notable architects who 
preferred The Hague above the other large Dutch cities in their locational choices 
were born between 1840 and 1849, and that a virtually continuous decline of The 
Hague’s popularity in this respect followed the passing of this generation.  
 
Figure 4.3. Number of architects with known working addresses in three largest 
Dutch cities, per date-of-birth cohort. 
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Figure 4.4. Percentages of all architects in database with known working addresses, 
per city and per date-of-birth cohort. 

N=522: 547 architects with known working addresses minus 25 architects whose 
year of birth is unknown. 
 

As argued by Guillén (2006) in his comparative study on the rise and 
strength of the modern architectural profession in ten different countries, 
geographical differences in the success and growth of the architectural industry can 
be explained by a combination of two major factors: general socio-economic 
factors (which include the demand structure for the building sector) and specific 
supply-side factors (such as institutionalized frameworks which favor particular 
stylistic practices and market orientations).  

With regards to the first of these factors, the structure of the demand-side, 
several major changes have occurred over the past few decades that have 
influenced the evolution of the Dutch architectural services industry. Due to the 
dual processes of liberalization and globalization, demand for Dutch architectural 
services has become dominated since the 1990s by the private housing market to an 
extent comparable to the period prior to 1901 when the Housing Bill was 
introduced, and by the global market. Conversely, social housing and large urban 
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expansion projects within the Netherlands have become less important. The same 
goes for the building of new public and other collective amenities (such as new city 
halls, railway stations, or churches) throughout the country. Lagging demographic 
and economic growth on the national level, a retreating central government and the 
concurrent decline of a national planning paradigm that encouraged the centrally-
directed development of new growth centers throughout the Netherlands, go a long 
way towards explaining the decline of The Hague (where the Dutch government 
and ministries are based) as the country’s prime center of employment in 
architectural services. However, the rise of Rotterdam’s architectural scene is not 
explained by shifting demand structures in such a clear-cut manner. 

There is a direct link between the varying numbers of architects in a 
particular place on the one hand, and localized demand surges and shrinkages for 
architectural services on the other. Shifts in geographical patterns of demand for 
building activity act as shifting bedrocks or tectonic plates for the architectural 
industry. Yet architects are not completely anchored to these geographical demand 
shifts, as they themselves are mobile and may supply markets other than their local 
home market. Therefore, supply-side characteristics help to determine which local 
architectural communities in the Netherlands are most capable of taking advantage 
of particular demand-side trends. As argued above, a stylistic orientation towards 
Neotraditionalism is well-suited to the increased market-driven demand on the 
national level, while one towards Supermodernism facilitates access to the 
international market for architectural designs. In turn, the styles that architects 
specialize in are linked to the local architectural environment in which they are 
based.  
 These local architectural environments have evolved within the context of 
a similarly evolving national-level architectural field. This Dutch architectural field 
has increasingly relied on the Technical University of Delft (which clearly fulfils a 
primarily national, rather than local function) after the Second World War, pointing 
to a decrease in the importance of local educational differences within the Dutch 
architectural scene (see figure 4.5). Such an erasure of local differences, however, 
may not be the case in post-education practice, as Dutch architects’ mobility 
between different local bases of operation seems not to have significantly increased 
during the same period of time. This is illustrated by figure 4.6 which shown the 
percentages of architects in the database who had two, and those who had three or 
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more, known working addresses across the generational cohorts.19 And while new 
national-level institutes have been created over the past few decades, such as the 
NAi (the Netherlands Architecture institute), the local institutional infrastructure 
related to architecture has furthermore expanded over the past few decades as well, 
with specialized local architectural centers having emerged in countless Dutch 
cities and towns (Van der Leun, 2008). 
 The organization of the architectural profession in the Netherlands has thus 
retained certain distinct local dimensions, and it is comprised of different local 
communities of practice. These, in turn, co-evolve with distinct local architectural 
selection environments in the different Dutch cities, as a result of mutual learning 
and taste-formation processes occurring at the interface between local architects 
and key local actors and institutions on the local demand side. Local producers and 
consumers may thus arrive at particular ‘rapports’ or mutual ‘fits’, which are 
subsequently reproduced over time in a path-dependent manner, through mutual 
interdependence between the local architectural industry and demand-side, as well 
as through supply-side relations of apprenticeship and collaboration.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
19 A distinction is made between architects who have moved, during their career, to 
different places within the Netherlands (so exchanging one Dutch local environment for 
another) and those whose locational changes also involved being based abroad. It must be 
noted here that the later cohorts (the architects who were born during the 1950s and 1960s, 
and some of those born during the 1940s) have not yet completed their careers and may still 
exchange their bases of professional operation for another.  
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Figure 4.5. Percentage of architects who are known to have received specialized 
architectural training at an educational facility, per local training center and per 
date-of-birth cohort. 

N=347 
 
Figure 4.6. Architects known to have moved their practice from one locality to 
another (once, or multiple times) as a percentage of all architects with known 
addresses, per date-of-birth cohort. 
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4.8.1. Amsterdam 
The effects and operation of a particular local selection environment are clearly 
apparent in the case of Amsterdam. The growing importance of international 
markets for Dutch architects, effected by globalization, would appear to favor 
Amsterdam, the largest and most cosmopolitan Dutch city which increasingly 
dominates most cultural industries in the Netherlands. Yet Amsterdam’s 
importance within the Dutch architectural design industry, in employment terms, 
has only declined since 1993. In fact, at hardly any time during the twentieth 
century has the economic success of the Amsterdam’s architects matched their 
primacy in terms of artistic achievement.  
 As illustrated by the widely-renowned Berlage, Amsterdam School, and 
Amsterdam structuralists, architecture developed in twentieth-century Amsterdam 
has proven innovative and avant-garde, theoretically and technically sophisticated, 
and of high artistic standards. However, what the styles of the Amsterdam School 
and Structuralism, as well as Berlage’s later works have in common, is a strong 
local idiosyncrasy. While they have attracted international attention and praise 
from architectural critics, the notable styles developed by Amsterdam architects 
were designed to suit particularly well within the Amsterdam social context and 
built environment, and far less within contexts outside the city’s confines. One 
result hereof is an attractive built environment in Amsterdam, replete with unique 
forms of modern architecture which strengthen the city’s appeal as a tourist 
destination. Another is that architectural styles developed in Amsterdam have 
proven hard to export, making Amsterdam architects economically dependent on 
local demand and restricting the local architectural industry’s growth potential. 
 The twentieth-century architectural styles in which Amsterdam architects 
played a major role, responded to political sentiments and perceived social needs 
current in Amsterdam at the time of their development. These styles were, 
furthermore, and unlike Functionalism or Supermodernism, not conceived of with 
an attitude of indifference towards, or even contempt of, pre-existing architectural 
contexts. Rather, Amsterdam School architecture and Structuralism encouraged, 
respectively, the creation of coherent neighborhoods integrated into a pre-existing 
urban fabric, and of new adaptable buildings designed to blend functionally (if not 
always aesthetically) into city streets and neighborhoods in a natural way. Many 
Amsterdam School designs also included references to Amsterdam’s history.  
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 Architecture emerging from Amsterdam is apparently bound to a particular 
local demand-side culture and structure, which has been reproduced for at least a 
century, and may help to explain the failure of Amsterdam architects to capitalize 
on the city’s recently increasing centrality within Dutch cultural commodity 
production. Amsterdam architecture is marked by a flexible coherence and 
Amsterdam architects tend to produce architecture which is context-dependent. 
They produce architectural variations and innovations which are often considered 
remarkable and admired. Yet these are clearly bounded variations and innovations, 
guided and conditioned by, and sensitive to, Amsterdam’s historical architectural 
legacies and built environment (including the city’s UNESCO-protected canal 
belt). Amsterdam architecture is designed to operate within set and coherent 
frames, as evinced by the groundbreaking institutional build-up of the Amsterdam 
urban planning department under Van Eesteren, and by the fact that the Amsterdam 
School style, however dynamic, was only really able to evolve and mature through 
working within a singular demand framework (which encouraged the building of 
beautiful working class neighborhoods and was epitomized in the Plan Zuid master 
plan). 
 The existing built environment of Amsterdam has tended to provide the 
inspiration for Amsterdam architects. Local demand-side preferences, often 
institutionalized (e.g. in the case of the local Commissions of Aesthetic Advice), 
have tended to determine the parameters of Amsterdam architects’ aesthetic 
experiments. Together, these have acted as conditioning factors in the evolution of 
the Amsterdam architectural selection environment. But local architectural 
institutions and local processes on the architectural supply-side have functioned as 
collaborating selection mechanisms, tending to significantly reinforce and 
reproduce the particularities of the Amsterdam architectural scene over time. The 
significant infusions of Catholic aesthetics into nineteenth-century Amsterdam 
architecture were expanded and reproduced through collaborations between 
prominent Catholic architects such as Pierre Cuypers and other Amsterdam 
architects, and spin-offs from their architectural practices. The Art Nouveau 
architecture in fin-de-siècle Amsterdam and the emergence of the Amsterdam 
School are both inextricably linked with Cuypers heritage.  

Institutions such as the Amsterdam architectural society Architectura et 
Amicitia have proven equally influential. Architectura et Amicitia’s magazines 
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Wendingen and Forum played key roles in the maturing and success of the 
Amsterdam School and Structuralism respectively. The society discouraged 
functionalist modernism to the extent that members attracted to Nieuwe Bouwen 
broke away from Architectura et Amicitia during the 1930s to form the short-lived 
Group ’32. The society joined the political struggle during the 1970s over the 
reconstruction of parts of Amsterdam’s historic city center along functionalist 
lines, opposing these plans. By contrast, Architectura et Amicitia strongly 
encouraged adherence to Berlage’s aim to integrate architecture, sculpture and the 
visual arts well into the postwar period. It was followed herein by likeminded local 
organizations such as the Liga Nieuwe Beelden (League of New Plastic Creation) 
and the Vereniging voor de Beoefening van Monumentale Kunsten (Association for 
the Practice of Monumental Arts). Together these organizations promoted and 
inspired the self-appointed postwar Stijl group in Amsterdam, centered around 
Baljeu and Van Woerkom and their magazine Structure, which interpreted De 
Stijl’s legacies in a more structuralist mode (Jobse, 2005).  

The paths initiated by key events in Amsterdam’s architectural history 
since 1800, such as the controversial allotment of important public building 
commissions to Pierre Cuypers, and the commissioning of Berlage to produce a 
master plan for Amsterdam’s expansion in the 1920s, resulted from long-lasting 
demand conditions. But they became rooted in Amsterdam’s architectural 
community through the city’s architectural organizations and the apprenticeship 
relations between consecutive generations of Amsterdam architects. This supply-
side embedding of particular architectural traditions, in turn, reinforced a specific 
local demand-side culture which is open to aesthetic innovation, but relatively 
adverse to inflexible and context-insensitive Functionalism and Supermodernism.  
 
4.8.2. Rotterdam 
The local architectural field in Rotterdam has followed a very different path. 
Throughout the twentieth century, Rotterdam architects have often polemically 
distanced themselves from Amsterdam architecture, repeatedly defining their 
architectural approach in opposition to that current among Amsterdam architects. 
Koolhaas strongly opposed the Dutch architectural status quo in the 1980s, in 
which Structuralism had an important role. He and his Rotterdam spin-offs later 
opposed postmodern (and neotraditionalist) architecture, of which Amsterdam-



166 
 

based Sjoerd Soeters is the main Dutch figurehead. From the 1920s until the 1960s, 
Rotterdam’s architectural figurehead, Jacobus Oud, loudly opposed the Amsterdam 
School, and later Baljeu’s attempts to rebuild De Stijl in an Amsterdam version. 
The Dutch functionalist movement, in which Rotterdam held the lead, in general 
was dead set against the situationist and structuralist theories and practices 
emerging in Amsterdam. Even though one icon of the Rotterdam architectural 
community, Jaap Bakema, throughout his career acted as a bridge-builder between 
different strands of Dutch architecture, the opposition between Rotterdam and 
Amsterdam architecture has remained apparent. Even when Rotterdam-based and 
Amsterdam-based architectural groupings were not oppositional, they were still 
separate, as was the case with the functionalist group Opbouw from Rotterdam, and 
De 8 from Amsterdam. These collaborated on a functionalist magazine but 
continued to form two separate Dutch delegations to international CIAM 
conferences.20 
 What has characterized Rotterdam architecture throughout the period 
studied here is an explicit, experimentalist disregard for historical building 
traditions, for the aesthetic coherence of the built environment and for local socio-
cultural continuity. Specific architectural practices and styles have been cultivated 
here that endorse cosmopolitan, abstract designs which are portable from place to 
place, because they are intentionally unrelated to any particular context. Such 
designs lead to the remaking of areas, to buildings that stand out from, rather than 
fit in and embellish, an existing spatial context. These designs can, in short, be 
realized anywhere in principle. They are explicitly international, and Rotterdam-
based architects have been particularly successful in winning commissions 
worldwide, in cities ranging from New York, Paris and Berlin to Beijing. The 
functionalist ‘Rotterdam School’ of Oud cum suis, for example, became fully 
absorbed into the International Style during the 1920s (Overy, 1969: 56).  
 The explicit cosmopolitanism of Rotterdam architects, however, is based 
on and embedded in a very specific local environment. At present, Rotterdam-
                                                           
20 Functionalism did manage, like Supermodernism has, to gain a significant foothold in 
Amsterdam. Van Eesteren can be considered a representative of Nieuwe Bouwen, and Mart 
Stam, an important and orthodox functionalist, was based mostly in Amsterdam. 
Nevertheless, Functionalism in Amsterdam never became as dominant as in Rotterdam, was 
always more reigned in (operating in the confining context of coherent urban expansion or 
redevelopment plans only), and always remained starkly controversial.     
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based architects tend to be clearly aware and appreciative of an experimental 
atmosphere which is specific to Rotterdam, and of the strong sense that this city 
itself offers the opportunities for continual architectural renewal (Vrouwe, 2009). 
When Koolhaas relocated from London to Rotterdam in 1981, he also praised the 
‘openness’ of the city, citing that as one of his main reasons to establish OMA 
there. This openness referred both to a relative physical emptiness in Rotterdam, 
and to a lack of local cultural restraints on architectural experimentation 
(Vanstiphout, 2005; Buiter, 2008; Kloosterman, 2008). The physical openness was 
the result of the German bombing raids on the city in 1940, which left the historic 
city center of Rotterdam in complete ruins. The cultural openness, however, had 
older origins. Koolhaas and his Rotterdam colleagues neatly fit within a local 
architectural lineage going back to the mid-nineteenth century. This lineage 
connects Koolhaas to (retrospectively) Van der Broek and Bakema (whose design 
for a modern pedestrian shopping district was endlessly copied throughout the 
world), Jacobus Oud, and finally Willem N. Rose. 
 Amsterdam, overall, is a more internationally-oriented city than Rotterdam, 
making Rotterdam’s architectural internationalism all the more remarkable. An 
important aspect of Rotterdam’s present architectural scene is its propensity to 
draw in international talent, and a strong absorptive capacity for externally-
generated ideas. This tendency is apparent in the case of the Superdutch generation, 
with Superdutch architectural firms avidly recruiting young architects from all over 
the world, and opening additional offices abroad (Kloosterman, 2008, 2010). Their 
propensity for international networking is comparable to the organization and 
operations of so-called ‘fourth wave’ advertisement firms in Amsterdam (those 
established since the 1980s), which in their field have proven equally innovative 
and successful globally (Röling, 2010). But in the case of Rotterdam architecture, 
the tendency to draw in ideas and experts from abroad is older and can, again, be 
traced back to Oud and even Rose (Buiter, 2008).  

Around 1980, Rotterdam’s local authorities and the architectural section of 
the Rotterdam Art Foundation sponsored an extensive program of international 
competitions, expert workshops and lectures in order to break out of a perceived 
phase of stagnation in Rotterdam’s postwar reconstruction program. As a reward 
for these efforts, the national government established the new Netherlands 
Architecture Institute (NAi) in Rotterdam in 1989 (Lootsma, 2000: 12-15). The 
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Berlage Institute relocated from Amsterdam to Rotterdam in 2000. These 
institutions further promote the infusion of international knowledge inputs into the 
Rotterdam (and wider Dutch) architectural scene, and encourage the inclusion of 
Dutch architects into international architectural debates. They sponsor international 
postgraduate courses, symposia and lectures, act as research institutes, museums 
and libraries, and the NAi also acts as an internationally-oriented specialized 
publisher. In such ways, these institutions strengthen the ties between Rotterdam-
based architects (who have the easiest access to the services offered by these 
institutions), and expand their networks and knowledge base, contributing 
significantly to the vitality and innovativeness of the Rotterdam cluster 
(Kloosterman and Stegmeijer, 2005; Vrouwe, 2009).    
 
4.8.3. The Hague 
In Rotterdam, a specific set of institutions has proven beneficial to the innovative 
capacities of local architects. But in The Hague, the effects of architecture-related 
institutions have been different. Whereas the architectural institutions in Rotterdam 
are mainly independent research-based institutions which encourage promotional 
activities, those in The Hague consist mainly of bureaucratic government 
organizations functioning as command and coordination centers of national spatial 
policies. The Hague functions as a key national node within the Dutch architectural 
field, and has fulfilled extensive command and coordination functions therein since 
the introduction of the Housing Bill in 1901. This has proven not to be the best 
environment for innovative architecture, just as global command and coordination 
centers do not seem to produce the most innovative and acclaimed starchitects 
(Knox and Taylor, 2005; Sklair, 2005).    
 None of the National Architects, who have singlehandedly headed the 
National Building Agency since 1924, are mentioned on the website 
architectuur.org as associated specifically to any of the notable styles discussed 
above. These Rijksbouwmeesters have generally not belonged to the architectural 
avant garde. The reason for this may be that the command and coordination 
functions of the National Building Agency require political prudence and the 
ability to build consensus, rather than polarize the Dutch architectural community. 
Political prudence most likely played a similar role in the system of royal 
patronage bestowed, from The Hague, on Dutch architects during the nineteenth 
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century. Architecture in general makes for a sensitive political issue due to the 
importance of architectural design in public space (Jones, 2006, 2009). For this 
reason, civil servants are generally inclined to avoid controversy and to mediate 
between the extremes of the spectrum of opinions produced within the Dutch 
architectural field. This is particularly true for civil servants operating on the 
national level, but even the polemical Oud refused to sign De Stijl’s manifesto in 
1918 out of ‘professional caution’ when he was just appointed City Architect of 
Rotterdam and had not yet firmly established his influence in that city (Overy, 
1969: 83).  
 The tendency to avoid polemics and controversial architectural statements 
had already been internalized by The Hague’s wider architectural community 
around 1920 when the New Hague School emerged. As described above, the 
members of this school aimed towards a satisfactory compromise between the 
mutually hostile Amsterdam School and De Stijl, and they intentionally avoided 
the stylistic polemics raging among Dutch architects (Freijser and Teunissen, 
2008). A conservative selection environment has been reproduced ever since which 
discourages aesthetic and other product-related innovations among the city’s 
architects. Few of The Hague’s architects are able to compete on international 
markets, and many tend to specialize in urban renewal and historic preservation. 
However, architectural offices in this city are in the national forefront of 
implementing process innovations, such as software programs that allow easy 
processing of customer feedback or multi-party involvement in the creation of their 
3D designs (Koffeman, 2010: 42-43). Such process innovations, focused on 
improved data processing and the incorporation of multiple interests and aesthetic 
perspectives into designs, are fully in line with the legacies of a command and 
coordination orientation. Process innovations, however, have not yet buttressed 
The Hague’s fading competitiveness in an increasingly market-oriented 
architectural field. As the activities of state agencies focusing on architecture and 
planning have been rolled back since the 1990s, the number of architects working 
in The Hague has decreased significantly. 
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4.9. Conclusions and discussion 
 
The analysis in this chapter has shown that the rise of the architectural profession 
in the Netherlands was the result of a slow process of institutional build-up 
covering the entire nineteenth century. The coexistence of different cultural and 
aesthetic traditions, notably those related to Calvinism on the one hand, and 
Catholicism on the other, turned the direction of Dutch architectural development 
into a contentious political issue towards the end of the nineteenth century. In the 
Netherlands, a relatively small country, this condition of compact diversity 
increased the dynamism of Dutch architecture, as the resulting conflicts within the 
Dutch architectural community inspired innovation and intensified architectural 
discourse on a national level. The architectural magazines and professional 
societies created to sustain and channel this discourse, reproduced the central role 
of polemics within the Dutch architectural field throughout the twentieth century 
and beyond. 
 Within the national-level field, Amsterdam and Rotterdam had come to 
occupy fairly specific and mutually-opposing positions by the 1920s. The 
divergence of the architectural cultures in these two cities had their roots in several 
local factors in which they differed, already prior to 1900. It was the result of a 
combination of different built environments and histories of urban development, 
and the specific interventions of key nineteenth-century architects in both cities. 
The Amsterdam architectural selection environment came to favor an artistically 
playful architecture which retained a visual or functional coherence and sensitivity 
to pre-existing social and physical contexts. In Rotterdam, on the other hand, a 
selection environment emerged which favored an experimentalist, abstract 
architectural aesthetic, in which the qualities of the isolated design, regardless of its 
contextual ‘fit’, determined its evaluation. These dominant characteristics 
distinguishing the general architectural atmospheres of Amsterdam and Rotterdam, 
influenced the styles that architects in either city specialized in, as well as their 
competitive potential in specific market segments. Architectural designs emerging 
from Amsterdam, often innovative and critically-acclaimed, were and are generally 
too idiosyncratic and dependent on the Amsterdam context to be copied and in 
demand elsewhere. Rotterdam architecture on the other hand, which is equally 
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innovative, had and has a deterritorialized quality which makes it ideally suited for 
export to global markets.              
 The distinguishing qualities of Amsterdam and Rotterdam architecture 
have been reproduced over time partly by means of standard supply-side processes 
which serve to perpetuate local specialized practices, such as local spin-off 
mechanisms and the reproduction of knowledge and practices through local 
professional institutions. The local demand-side, however, was shown to play a 
decisive role as well in determining the architectural selection environments of 
these cities. These supply- and demand-side mechanisms co-evolved, embedding 
particular local aesthetics through the built environment and in local discourse, 
creating mutually reinforcing relationships between them.  
 Importantly, the local selection environments in Rotterdam and Amsterdam 
were not only shaped by local processes, but they shaped and reinforced each other 
as well, as they were and remain positioned within a shared context of the larger 
national (as well as international) architectural field. The deterritorialized 
architecture of Rotterdam and Amsterdam’s context-specific architecture, represent 
mutually opposed inclinations. Because the Dutch architectural field connects the 
two cities’ architectural communities and discourses, this opposition of inclinations 
has turned into intense intercity polemics which have, over time, reinforced the 
polarization of these inclinations.  

The national and local scales are thus intimately connected, but there are 
also important differences between them. Whereas many of the processes active on 
the local level occur tacitly, continuously and informally, those on the national 
level are more often codified and take place within formal institutions. The 
Technical University of Delft is presently, and historically, the prime architectural 
training center of the Netherlands, and therefore an important example of a formal 
institution with a national role. Another prime example is the National Building 
Agency, based in The Hague, which has strongly affected The Hague’s position 
within the Dutch architectural field and, concurrently, this city’s own local 
architectural selection environment.  
 The Hague functions as the key node of the national architectural system, 
as its command and coordination center. It forms another connection between the 
Netherlands’ different architectural communities and some of their relations are 
mediated through The Hague. This position has engendered within The Hague’s 
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architectural community a habit of seeking compromise between conflicting 
approaches, a habit which restricts the outspokenness and product innovativeness 
of this city’s architects. This in turn restricts their competitiveness and their 
potential to merit artistic acclaim.  
 In general terms, the analysis of this case has produced several 
observations of wider theoretical significance. First of all, contrary to what is 
sometimes claimed in economic geographical literature, a command and control 
center, at least one that operates on a national scale, does not necessarily produce 
cutting edge cultural products (c.f. Currid, 2006, 2007). Secondly, competitiveness 
on international markets appears to be based, in architecture, to a significant extent 
on the ability and propensity to produce deterritorialized designs. Markets for these 
cultural products, and possibly also for others, seem to operate differently at 
different scale levels, and require different forms of specialization. This implies 
further that competitiveness in general is not simply a function of innovativeness or 
sophistication in design or production, but requires a matching of norms between 
producers and particular sets of consumers. The data analyzed in this chapter have 
also shown directly that the vibrant centers of innovative and artistically notable 
architectural production, are not always the most successful economically. The 
relation between innovations and the paths of specialization followed in different 
clusters has also proven to be more complex than it is often represented to be in 
economic geographical literature. Supply-side innovations affect the fate of local 
clusters, and play important roles in closing windows of locational opportunity. But 
previous innovations in a particular cluster affect and shape future ones, in a long-
lasting interrelated chain of creative, but rarely entirely new, ideas. The 
relationship between place and innovations is thus recursive along the lines of 
Martin and Sunley’s (2006) model of linked successive paths.      
  
 
 
 
 
 
 




