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Abstract

The Netherlands is increasingly experiencing cross-sector collaborations between the cultural and
creative sectors and industries (CCSI) and the business community. Cross-sector partnerships ‘create
more value together for both businesses and non-profits in the arts and cultural sector, than they could
have done separately’ (Wang and Holznagel, 2021, p. 95). However, the opportunities for such
partnerships in The Netherlands are not yet fully exploited.

Cross-sector partnerships can have advantages for both CCSI and businesses. The CCSI is highly
dependent on subsidies and very much focused on this money stream. Partnerships with businesses
can create new opportunities and spaces for arts and culture and thereby mitigate this dependency on
subsidies. Businesses can also benefit from a cross-sector partnership. ESG (Environmental, Social
and Governance) reporting guidelines stimulate the business community to drive sustainable and
responsible business practices. However, the business community is often still looking for ways to
give shape to the ‘S’ of Social. Artists and cultural organizations are often perfectly outfitted to help
businesses create social value in the places where they are active, e.g. by making buildings and
neighborhoods more lively, easy to navigate or safe, by building communities and strengthening
social cohesion or by giving meaning and identity to the past, present and future of certain place.

A good partnership concerns a transformative collaboration, in which both parties work together
towards a shared goal. As a result of the current hybridization movement, organizations from different
sectors are moving towards the ‘social center’. In addition to financial value, businesses increasingly
pursue soft values such as diversity and inclusion, employee wellbeing and social impact on local
communities. In the CCSI, ‘hybridisation debates point to the presence of social, economic, political
and creative and artistic logics/goals, with different mixes’ (Ferreira et al., 2023, p 929).
Consequently, CCSI and the business community increasingly use a mix of orientations with shared
interests: this offers a good starting point for transformative cross-sector partnerships.

This research therefore focuses on the question: in what ways can the CCSI and businesses jointly
make a social impact? By studying different projects that were carried out by the Get Lost Foundation
in the Netherlands, we analyze how cross-sector partnerships can be successfully formed and built.
We thereby pay attention to the important ‘translator’ role of intermediaries.
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1. Introduction

Society has changed enormously over the past decades. Attention to social and sustainability-related
issues has increased, both within the Cultural and Creative Sectors and Industries (CCSI) (Vermeulen
and Maas, 2021) and in the business world (Sadiq et al., 2022). To illustrate the latter, fifty years ago,
in 1975, the market value of publicly listed companies was determined 83% by tangible assets—think
buildings, inventories, or machines. Only 17% of market value was based on intangible assets such as
goodwill, reputation, know-how, and consumer trust. A tipping point became visible in the 1990s: by
1995, 68% of the market value of publicly listed companies was already determined by intangible
assets. This trend has continued: by 2020, as much as 90% of their market value was determined by
intangible assets, and only 10% by tangible assets (Ocean Tomo, 2020). ‘Soft’ values, therefore,
appear to be no less important in today’s society than the ‘hard’, financial values traditionally pursued
by the business world. In fact, they seem more important than ever.

This shift from ‘hard’ to ‘soft’ values in business is also evident in organizations’ mission
statements. To illustrate, the mission of a well-known Dutch electronics company is to improve the
lives of three billion people. A well-known Dutch bank aims to contribute to prosperity and
well-being in the Netherlands and to solving the global food problem. Looking at these missions, it is
hardly possible to tell whether these are for-profit or non-profit organizations (Impact Centre
Erasmus, 2025). On the other hand, organizations in the CCSI are also showing a shift. Although
societal values have always been fundamental to the CCSI, these values are now increasingly made
explicit. There is growing interest in researching how this works, and their mission statements often
include a social component. Consider a renowned Dutch knowledge institute for cultural education
that is focused on equal opportunity and resilience. Moreover, think of a cinema chain that wants to
create sustainable value for customers, employees, shareholders, partners, and the community.

In other words, the values of organizations in both business and CCSI are becoming
increasingly intertwined. As a result, the Netherlands is increasingly experiencing cross-sector
collaborations between the CCSI and the business community. However, the opportunities for such
partnerships in the Netherlands are not yet fully exploited, and little is known about these cross-sector
partnerships. This research paper therefore focuses on the question: In what ways can the CCSI and
businesses jointly make a social impact? By studying various examples from the Netherlands, we
analyze how cross-sector partnerships can be successfully initiated and developed. Particular attention
is paid to the crucial 'translator' role of intermediaries.

2. Literature

2.1 The Societal Middle Ground

The shift from ‘hard’ to ‘soft’ values in business does not stand alone. Social attention to
sustainability has increased in recent decades, and society is increasingly holding the business world
accountable for the social, environmental, and economic impact it has. As a result, traditional business
models—‘for-profit’ and ‘non-profit’—are becoming obsolete. Fewer and fewer organizations fit
neatly into these boxes, and more and more hybrid organizations are emerging. Battilana et al. (2012)
refer to this as the ‘hybridization movement’, in which organizations integrate elements of both
non-profit and for-profit structures. Many non-profits are becoming more businesslike and are
increasingly embracing entrepreneurship to increase their impact and ensure their survival. At the
same time, many for-profits are becoming more socially oriented, for example through impact
investing or by integrating corporate social responsibility (CSR) practices. As a result, many societal
organizations and businesses are striving for both social and financial value creation (Sadiq et al.,
2022). In other words, more and more organizations are moving toward the societal middle. Battilana
et al. (2012) are clear that this does not apply to all organizations: “We are not suggesting that all
nonprofits should seek profits. Some critical solutions to social problems will never be commercially
viable, and it is important that we continue supporting these through grants and subsidies. Nor do we
believe that all corporations are likely to become fully integrated hybrids. But for many entrepreneurs,
integrated hybrid models offer a promising vehicle for the creation of both social and economic value”

(p. 55).



Hybrid organizations come in many forms and sizes: from governments and social
organizations to commercial enterprises (Sadiq et al., 2022). While literature on the Hybridization
Movement primarily focuses on traditional profit-driven companies, social enterprises, and non-profit
organizations (Battilana and Dorado, 2010; Battilana et al., 2012; Billis, 2010; Doherty et al., 2014;
Sadiq et al., 2022), the movement is also visible in the CCSI. Traditionally, organizations in the arts
sector were classified as either non-profit or for-profit (Rushton, 2014). But especially non-profit
organizations in the CCSI have been increasingly compelled in recent decades to move toward
cultural entrepreneurship, understood as “engaging in entrepreneurial activities such as combining
resources, mobilizing networks, building legitimacy, and introducing novelty in the cultural sector”
(Bergamini et al., 2018, cited by Memetti and Van Bommel, 2021, p. 136). Due to financial pressures,
more and more organizations in the CCSI are integrating cultural and artistic elements with market
thinking and commercial interests.

But that’s not the whole story. The CCSI are no longer solely about creating artistic value. In
addition to blending cultural, artistic, and profit-oriented activities, the CCSI are increasingly striving
for social impact (Vermeulen and Maas, 2021). Changing funding structures and societal expectations,
as well as intrinsic social ambitions, are leading many organizations in the CCSI to become not only
more businesslike but also increasingly focused on strengthening their societal relevance (Vermeulen
and Maas, 2021; Loots and Van Andel, 2025; Simon, 2016). Ferreira et al. (2023, p. 929) also note
that within the CCSI, "hybridisation debates point to the presence of social, economic, political, and
creative and artistic logics/goals, with different mixes."

The rise of increasingly hybrid organizational forms, both within and outside the CCSI, in
which financial and social values are becoming more intertwined, is also reflected in European
regulations on sustainability and social impact. Organizations are being increasingly steered towards
sustainability and social responsibility by regulatory frameworks. This is especially true for the
business sector, where such regulations have intensified in recent years. Consider, for example, the
United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the global sustainability agenda with 17
goals for 2030; the Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) criteria, a framework for measuring
corporate sustainability and ethics; and the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), a
directive requiring EU companies to report on their sustainability performance. Although this
directive will apply in 2025 to companies with more than 250 full-time employees and revenues
above €40 million, it will also become relevant to the cultural sector: by 2027, it will be mandatory for
Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs), including those in the CCSI.

2.2 The Use and Necessity of Cross-Sector Partnerships

While both the business world and the CCSI are actively engaged with social impact, the CCSI often
looks primarily to the public sector for funding. The business sector is frequently viewed critically and
primarily approached as a financial backer. In turn, businesses don’t always see the potential role that
art and culture can play in addressing their social challenges. This is despite the fact that the goals of
the CCSI and businesses often overlap significantly, offering opportunities for mutually beneficial
cross-sector collaboration. Cross-sector partnerships are defined as “collaborations between
organizations from at least two different societal sectors (i.e., business, government, and non-profit)
that work together in pursuit of economic, social, and environmental welfare” (Vogel et al., 2020, p.
394).

The CCSI is highly dependent on subsidies and is very focused on that stream of income.
Partnerships with businesses can strengthen their capacity (Puebla Fortier and Coulter, 2021), open up
new opportunities for arts and culture, and help reduce this subsidy dependence. Collaborations with
businesses can also provide artists with inspiration, confidence, resources, and larger networks (Loots
and Van Andel, 2025). Businesses benefit too. As described earlier, ESG frameworks and the new
CSRD directive encourage businesses to embed sustainable and socially responsible practices. Yet
many businesses are still seeking concrete ways to address the ‘S’ (Social) component. Artists and
cultural organizations are often ideally suited to help businesses create social value in the places they
operate—whether by making spaces more vibrant, navigable, or safe, building communities and social
cohesion, or giving meaning to the past, present, and future of a location (Brand, 2024). Additionally,



cultural collaborations can drive innovation, improve brand image, and have a positive impact on
employees.

Cross-sector partnerships are therefore increasingly seen as a way to tackle social issues. This
is clearly reflected in the development of SDG 17: ‘Partnerships for the Goals’ (Stadter et al., 2024),
which emphasizes that partnerships can achieve objectives that individual organizations cannot
(Schmid and Almog-Bar, 2020). Wang and Holznagel (2021, p. 95) argue that “cross-sector
partnerships create more value together for both businesses and non-profits in the arts and cultural
sector than they could have done separately”. Vestergaard et al. (2021) argue that “cross-sectoral
partnerships may develop into the preferred form of collaboration in the 21st century and are expected
to sharply accelerate in prevalence and practice” (p. 2). Because they are capable of addressing major
societal challenges, cross-sector partnerships can indeed be considered development actors within the
SDG discourse.

In management literature, much has already been written about cross-sector partnerships. For
instance, Stadtler et al. (2024) introduce the idea of such partnerships as ‘Societal Grand Challenges
(SGC) interventions’, and distinguish between two types: transformative interventions and mitigative
interventions. Transformative interventions aim for profound, structural change. These interventions
focus on, among other things, addressing factors underlying a societal challenge, or on monitoring
regulatory activities. Stakeholders and beneficiaries are often involved in this process (Stadtler et al.,
2024). Mitigative interventions are less focused on structural changes such as fundamentally changing
underlying systems. However, these interventions aim to alleviate the symptoms of societal
challenges, or aim at learning to deal with these symptoms, without addressing the root causes.

While much of the knowledge about cross-sector partnerships stems from management and
organizational studies, cultural scholarship is increasingly exploring this area as well (e.g. Klein and
Spychalska-Wojtkiewicz, 2020; Klimas et al., 2025; Puebla Fortier and Coulter, 2021; Wang and
Holznagel, 2020). Loots and Van Andel (2025) argue that collaborations between artists and partners
from other sectors are not new. However, they emphasize: “How creativity is organized, and change is
achieved in such cross-sector partnerships that involve artists as change agents are far from
understood, as are the intended and real outcomes of such practices” (Loots and Van Andel, 2025, p.
2). Therefore, the research of Loots and Van Andel explores how artists can act as change agents in
these partnerships. The central concept here is ‘change agency’—the capacity of individuals to initiate
social change. They developed a typology to classify and better understand these partnerships between
cultural creators in the CCSI and actors from other domains.

3.3 Typology of Cross-Sector Partnerships

While both Stadtler et al. (2024) and Loots and Van Andel (2025) focus on societal impact and
cross-sectoral collaboration and cooperation, and both typologies can serve as a tool to understand and
structure different forms of collaboration, their approaches differ significantly. Stadtler et al. (2024)
see partnerships primarily as SGC interventions, emphasizing a management-oriented, cross-sector
perspective. In contrast, Loots and Van Andel (2025) focus on change agency as core concept and
build a typology of four types of cross-sectoral partnerships within the CCSI. Although Stadtler et
al.’s (2024) typology is cross-sectoral as well, it has a strong emphasis on management studies and
aims to “provide guidance for management scholars to make more informed analytical choices and,
ultimately, help structure the literature for future integrative studies”(Stadtler et al., 2024, p. 3328).
Loots and Van Andel (2025) focus on the cultural sector, and see the typology as an instrument that
can help to discuss, analyze and organize the role of artists in tackling societal challenges. They want
to stimulate change by positioning artists as central actors that generate societal change through
creative processes. The typology of Loots and Van Andel (2025) can therefore be better used to reflect
on the type of cross-sectoral partnerships in the CCSI. Their research ultimately identifies four ideal
types of how collaborations with artists as change agents in cross-sector partnerships can manifest:

Transactional commissions
Coordinated public (co-)production
Goal directed collaboration
Transformational co-creation

el



The typology developed by Loots and Van Andel (2025) is characterized by two main variables:
meso-level (private) benefits vs. macro-level (public) benefits, and receptive engagement vs. joint
engagement. Below is a deeper dive into the four typologies.

Transactional Commissions refer to a classic principal-agent relationship, where a clear
distinction exists between the company as the client and the artist as the contractor. The partnership
focuses on direct value exchange, targeting ‘direct and private benefits to the partners’: the client
receives an artwork, and the artist is paid. The client does not actively engage in the artistic process
and is a receptive participant. Societal value is not the main goal. This type of relationship demands
entrepreneurial and negotiation skills from the artist (Loots and Van Andel, 2025).

Where transactional commissions focus on private benefits for the artist and the partner, this
is different in coordinated public (co-)production. For many artists, generating income is not the sole
motivation for entering a partnership. “Instead, much of their behaviour is governed by care for their
local communities and for mutuality in their professional networks,” argue Loots and Van Andel
(2025, p. 12). This type of collaboration involves artistic activities with a public purpose, centered
around a shared societal goal. The artist retains their autonomy but works within a coordinated
structure, engaging in close dialogue and negotiation with partners. These negotiations ensure that the
resulting artwork aligns with the partners’ expectations. Although partners are involved in
coordinating the project, the artist maintains creative autonomy, and the partners’ involvement in the
creation process remains receptive. An example of an activity in this type of partnerships is an artist
creating a public artwork to spark social debate. Other examples are local governments
commissioning public space artworks, community art projects, creative placemaking, or local
grassroots initiatives.

In goal-directed collaboration, the partner is not a passive or receptive audience, but rather
engages in joint engagement, actively participating in the artistic process. Artists and partners
collaborate around a shared goal, integrating their missions and activities. Although the artist and
partner share a goal, this goal is not focused on creating societal value. Instead, the shared goal relates
to private objectives, often aimed at developing innovative solutions for all involved parties and their
beneficiaries. Partners—such as companies, scientists, and innovators—benefit from the artist’s
innovative, creative, and artistic perspectives, which can help improve their products and processes.
Artists, in turn, benefit from the knowledge and skills they acquire, and gain access to resources and
networks they previously did not have (Loots and Van Andel, 2025). Artists who demonstrate a strong
capacity for critical reflection tend to thrive in goal-directed collaborations.

Finally, transformational co-creation also involves collaborative processes in which artists
and partners—as citizens and organizations—participate as active participants in the artistic process.
However, while the joint creative process in goal-directed collaboration focuses mainly on shared
private outcomes, such as innovative products or processes, the collaboration in transformational
co-creation is aimed at achieving societal outcomes. Within this form of collaboration, transformative
processes are pursued that aim to deliver solutions to broader societal challenges. This form of
co-creation has “transformative intentions, meaning that the partnership aspires a shift in the beliefs,
needs, and values of those involved or affected, such that value is not only created but also generated
and transformed” (Loots and Van Andel, 2025, p. 10). As with the typology by Stadtler et al. (2024),
this concerns deep, structural change. Due to its societal character, transformational co-creation is
often subsidized by governments and frequently carried out by cross-sector consortia.

3. Research Method

The article by Loots and Van Andel (2025) offers an initial insight into how cultural creators and
organizations, alongside businesses and institutions from other sectors, collaborate to generate societal
impact. They show that such partnerships can take various forms and be organized in different ways.
Their article also highlights the crucial role of facilitators. These facilitators are essential in
transactional commissions, where they manage matchmaking and coordinate collaboration between
artists and private clients. In more complex collaborations—such as coordinated public
(co-)production and transformational co-creation—intermediaries are needed to navigate the differing
interests and success criteria of the involved stakeholders. Loots and Van Andel argue that further



research into how change processes can be facilitated and structured through art could enhance the
societal impact of cross-sector partnerships.

This paper aims to contribute to this. We explore a specific case in depth to better understand
how societal impact emerges from cross-sector collaboration between the business sector and the
CCSI, and to examine the specific role that intermediaries play. In doing so, we address the central
research question: In what ways can the CCSI and the business sector jointly create societal impact?
We approach this question through a case study of the Dutch organization Get Lost. Get Lost is an
agency that fosters collaboration between the real estate sector and the cultural and creative sectors
and industries, particularly in the context of urban area development or the (re)development of
buildings—an activity that typically involves government actors as well. Get Lost works both on
commission and through self-initiated projects, and in both cases, it acts as an intermediary between
the collaborating parties.

The practice of Get Lost serves as a case study in this article, analyzed by following the
principle of reflective practice as developed by Donald Schon (1983). Schon argues that professionals
hold a wealth of embedded knowledge within their work and are capable of reflecting both after the
fact and in action. He defines reflection as the ability of professionals to examine their actions and
decisions in order to better understand and apply them more effectively. We applied this structured
reflection to Get Lost’s evolving practice by analyzing several key projects in light of the theoretical
framework discussed earlier. Initially, we adopted a deductive approach by checking which
characteristics from the typology applied to these projects. Subsequently, our inductive analysis
provided deeper insights into how a specific form of cross-sector collaboration—between the real
estate sector and the cultural/creative industries—functions in practice. This allowed us to further
enrich the typology.

The foundation of our research lies in the knowledge and experience of two of this article’s
co-authors: the founder of Get Lost and the researcher who evaluated the impact of one of its projects.
Through a series of interview sessions and by studying reports, presentations, articles, and catalogs,
we analyzed the course and impact of these projects using the key variables defined in Loots and Van
Andel’s (2025) typology: meso-level (private) benefits vs. macro-level (public) benefits, and receptive
engagement vs. joint engagement. We also gave careful attention to the concepts of transaction and
transformation, which are central to this typology. Our analysis revealed that the typological
categories of coordinated public co-production and transformational co-creation are applicable to Get
Lost’s practice. Most importantly, we gained new insights into how these two types of cross-sector
collaboration between the CCSI and the business sector can be effectively organized.

3.1 The Practice of Get Lost

Cecile Wentges founded the Get Lost Foundation in 2014 in Amsterdam and expanded it in 2023 with
the establishment of Get Lost Cultural Agency BV. The foundation’s first project took place in 2015
in Amsterdam’s Zuidas district: a publicly accessible art route titled Where the Sidewalk Ends. The
project organization was supported by the City of Amsterdam, but the realization of the artworks was
entirely dependent on the companies located in the area. The project catalog (Get Lost, 2015)
describes the process as follows:

“Artists at the start of their career presented design sketches to the participating
companies. The companies selected an artist and financed the creation of the artwork.
The encounter between both parties gained depth at the moment when the young artists
were presenting their designs in the upper floors of high-rise office buildings. And what
had been hoped for came true: Art goes deeper than the expected commercial
expectations.”

With her background in the corporate world and her knowledge and experience in the visual
arts sector, Wentges, who studied economics at the University of Amsterdam and later attended the
Gerrit Rietveld art academy, proved capable of bridging the goals of these two worlds. As a result, she
was repeatedly approached in the following years to work on art and culture projects in various areas
of the city undergoing (re)development. The Zuidas art route received a second, larger edition in



2018, titled Code of Conduct. This initiative was further expanded in the Sloterdijk station area with a
longer-running art manifestation called Play Station Sloterdijk (2019).

Figure 1: Andrea Canepa & Ben Weir, Detour Structure (2019), funded by Holland Casino — part of

PLAY STATION SLOTERDIJK.

Since 2021, Get Lost has taken on new projects in development areas such as Amsterdam
Zuidoost and Amsterdam Nieuw West. In Zuidoost, it initiated RARe (Roef Art Residency). In
collaboration with various real estate and housing corporations, art and cultural projects were realized
on rooftops under the title Dis/Connect. In Nieuw West, Get Lost developed and implemented a
social-cultural concept for the temporary use of a wing of the former Slotervaart Hospital. In 2025,
Get Lost is involved in the cultural programming for the redevelopment of the World Trade Center on
Amsterdam’s Zuidas, and in establishing a public-private social-cultural real estate fund®.

4. Analysis

We analyze the evolution of Get Lost's practice using the typology by Loots and Van Andel. We argue
that the early projects of Get Lost are examples of coordinated public (co-)production, while later
projects explicitly attempt to move towards transformational co-creation.

4.1 Art Routes with Companies: An Example of Coordinated Public (Co-)Production?

In its early projects on the Zuidas, companies in the area commissioned (usually temporary) public
artworks. Together, these artworks formed a public art route to be experienced receptively by anyone.
The process began with one or more curators researching the identity, accessibility, safety, and usage
of the area. They developed a curatorial concept and matched suitable companies. The curators then
selected artists aligned with both the concept and the company. Get Lost played a crucial intermediary

2 An overview can be found at: https://getlost.agency/nl-projecten and https://cecilewentges.com.
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role among companies, artists, curators, and the City of Amsterdam, which supported the initiative as
part of urban development on the Zuidas. Bringing together business and CCSI was and remains, a
complex process. Most companies do not include art and culture in their strategy. Often, such projects
stem from the passion of individual employees. Get Lost, frequently working with such internal
champions, looked for strategic ‘hooks’— goals that art and culture might help fulfill, such as making
buildings more attractive to work in, increasing the appeal of the area for tenants and visitors, or
generating content and value for marketing/communications (Elffers, 2020)

To achieve these goals, Get Lost emphasized not only financial but also content-related
commissioning: companies were directly involved with artists early on, allowing co-development of
the work. This excludes these projects from being transactional commissions, the first type in Loots
and Van Andel’s model. The Zuidas art route was developed in co-creation, although each company
commissioned a single artwork and the final artistic responsibility lay with the artist. Thus, the early
Get Lost projects better fit the coordinated public (co-)production model. A key difference between
transactional commissions and coordinated public (co-)production is the focus on macro-level (public)
benefits. One can argue that a commissioned artwork in a public art route serves a broader societal
goal, since the works are realized in public space and thereby make the area more attractive for
everyone. Moreover, each route was curated around a thematic concept. Where the Sidewalk Ends
dealt with the line between public and private space. Code of Conduct explored behavioral codes in a
globalized world and navigating moral boundaries (Get Lost, 2018). On top of this, projects always
involved some level of collaboration among participating companies and with the City of Amsterdam.

It was interesting to see that the city’s involvement turned out to be crucial in the decision of
companies to participate, as found in Elffers’ (2020) research on Play Station Sloterdijk. Companies
hoped their engagement would persuade the city to accommodate their wishes, e.g. regarding public
space design—showing their care for and investment in the area. Wentges confirms this motivation
almost always plays a role. However, one could question whether such motives qualify as ‘looking
beyond economic self-interest’. This is seen by Wentges as a condition for the collaboration to be
more than a transactional commission. She sees many collaborations between businesses and CCSI
where transactional relationships dominate, with art used to attract people and market an area
creatively to drive sales or rental value.

Get Lost believes that art and culture can generate not only economic but also social (or
societal) value, and aims to distinguish itself from art projects that are purely commercially driven. In
the art routes on the Zuidas and in Sloterdijk, the focus was placed on bringing people together and
offering new perspectives on their surroundings—by, for instance, telling alternative stories about
those places. A compelling example from the second Get Lost art route in 2018 is the work Slinky by
Simon Wald-Lasowski & Sajosha Talirz, funded by the real estate developer and owner of the Tripolis
building. Simon and Sajosha installed a giant Slinky on the roof of the entrance to one of the towers
built in the 1980s by Aldo van Eyck. During the art route, performances took place inside the
building, which eventually led to the temporary establishment of a cultural club there in the years
following 2018.
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Figure 2. Simon Wald-Lasowski & Sajosha Talirz, Slinky 2018 a part of Get Lost - art route 2018.

It can certainly be concluded that social impact was achieved that went beyond the
self-interest of the involved companies. The real estate developer was inspired to use the tower for
several years as a venue for nightlife and cultural programming, which contributed to Amsterdam’s
cultural landscape. Still, the question remains whether the early art routes organized by Get Lost were
truly valuable to the local communities in which they took place. Wentges increasingly realized that
art is not automatically accessible or meaningful to everyone, even when placed in public space and
developed by artists who genuinely engage with the area. She became more critical of the lack of
diversity and real connection between the art world, the corporate sector, and broader society. She also
became increasingly aware of the harmful effects of gentrification. The previously used model of
coordinated public (co-)production, which mainly involved receptive engagement, seemed ready to be
replaced by a model that allows more room for joint engagement—namely, transformational
co-creation.

4.2 Toward Transformational Co-Creation Through Greater Attention to Diversity, Inclusion, and
Equity

Since 2021, Get Lost has carried out projects in Amsterdam Nieuw-West and Zuidoost,
neighborhoods that—much more than the business districts Zuidas and Sloterdijk—are home to
residents of diverse cultural backgrounds. These are areas marked by relatively high levels of poverty,
unemployment, and school dropout rates, but also host rich and vibrant cultural lives that look quite
different from the visual art rooted in the Western tradition. In both areas, public and private actors are
working together on “a better future for residents” (open.research 2023). For Wentges, it was
immediately clear that—more than in the past—she wanted to use art and culture to create value for
the community already present in the area being developed. And in both cases, this was not what her
clients had initially envisioned when they approached her.

One project in Nieuw-West involved the redevelopment of a former hospital. The client, a real
estate developer, was looking for a temporary use for one of the wings of the hospital and considered
the possibility of art and culture. The developer and owner of the property had explicitly been asked
by the municipality to ‘do something for the neighborhood’ during the development process. Wentges



believed it was essential not to simply invite artists to move into the empty space, but to first explore
the existing cultural initiatives in the area and identify what local residents needed. She took several
months to ‘get lost’ in the neighborhood and truly understand its diversity—a step she notes real estate
developers rarely take. “For them, an environmental analysis consists of numbers on paper. But they
don’t go out into the community to meet people,” Wentges argues. And yet, it is precisely this kind of
direct engagement that yields valuable insights. For example, Get Lost connected with the founder of
Casa Sofia, who had to vacate his previous location just a few streets away. Casa Sofia is a hybrid
community space—part café, part neighborhood center, library, and cultural venue. It became a key
partner in the concept developed by Get Lost, ultimately leading to a new branch of Casa Sofia being
established in the wing of the Slotervaart hospital.

Figure 3. Opening of Casa Sofia in Het Slotervaart in 2021.

The project in Zuidoost originated from an earlier initiative to open up the rooftops of
Amsterdam for cultural activities and the realization of artworks by the rooftop festival ROEF.
Because this initiative was based on a democratic idea—you take public space from the city landscape
by building over it, but return it by opening up rooftops for the residents—Get Lost was immediately
inspired to make the existing concept more democratic. Until that point, the festival had taken place in
the city center and required an entrance fee. Get Lost proposed taking the program into the
neighborhoods and making the rooftop programming freely accessible. The result was RARe (Roef
Art Residency), which was eventually carried out in Zuidoost. Thanks to its extensive experience, Get
Lost quickly succeeded in engaging six real estate companies and housing corporations active in
Zuidoost. Valuable conversations were held with local artists and communities about how, through
collaboration with companies, cultural projects can be used to open up the conversation on
gentrification. Just like in the Zuidas district, a concept was developed by a team of local curators,
with this theme as its leading focus. Some quotes from the concept (Get Lost, 2021):

“It is important to trouble the neutrality of art as a public good by teasing out the power
structures and tensions that exist as a part of these works and spaces.”

“Artists in residence are asked to respond to the violence of gentrification by going into
the community and being in dialogue with local residents.”



At five locations, during the summer of 2022, art projects were realized—funded by real
estate developers and housing corporations—created by artists from various disciplines who were
either rooted in the neighborhood and/or worked in collaboration with residents. For instance, the
artist/designer Jamahl Richters designed a mobile play sculpture, The Center, for the redeveloping
Amsterdamse Poort shopping center, a place where he himself spent a lot of time as a youth. It
became a temporary attraction for networking, gathering, and enjoyment. Another example is
mixed-media artist Wes Mapes who spent two months living and working in a greenhouse on the roof
of the aging Reigersbos parking garage—a location considered an eyesore by many locals, but which
also offered potential as a unique gathering space. Mapes created and exhibited his work there, and
hosted two fellow artists from Barcelona and Gothenburg, along with local artists, neighborhood
youth, ambassadors in training, residents, and enthusiastic amateur artists (roefamsterdam.nl/rare).

=

Figure 4. Wes Mapes, THE NEO KEMETIC ASSEMBLAGE, 2022 part of RARe.

Get Lost aims to contribute to a more equitable society. In both projects, early signs of this
social transformation are already visible. As such, these projects could potentially be characterized as
examples of transformational co-creation, as described by Loots and Van Andel (2025). In the project
at the former hospital, Get Lost succeeded in convincing the property owner not just to offer
temporary studio space to artists, but to create a cultural and social space for Nieuw-West, a place that
residents could genuinely use. By broadly defining what counts as culture and starting with existing
local initiatives, a very different concept emerged for how art and culture can be integrated into a
redevelopment process. Wentges reflects: “The hospital had gone bankrupt, and with it, a place of
social significance for the neighborhood disappeared. It was important for the community that this
value would return. Diversity, inequality of opportunity, and equity therefore became key objectives
within the concept. That wasn’t the original assignment, but through long-term, content-driven
collaboration, these values became increasingly important for all parties involved.”

The Zuidoost project also succeeded in presenting a new idea of what can be achieved
through art and culture. The original idea was to “place cool things on rooftops.” But the resulting
projects focused much more on culture and social impact, making themes like equity and
gentrification part of the public conversation. Because Get Lost developed the project collaboratively,
it brought people into contact who normally operate in parallel worlds, and enabled businesses in the
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area to personally engage with these pressing themes. A dialogue emerged. Wentges notes:“We were
able to initiate a conversation about (emotional) ownership of a neighborhood. Local artists made
proposals that addressed this. That leads to an entirely different kind of project than when you ask
outsiders to just ‘create something beautiful.” This also created friction, but it’s precisely that friction
that can lead to change for all parties involved.”

5. Conclusion and discussion

In this paper, we have, following the principle of reflective practice, reflected directly from practice
on how Get Lost organizes and facilitates cross-sector collaboration between real estate companies
and creatives. We established that the art routes on the Zuidas, which Get Lost organized at the time
of its founding, are well aligned with the concept of coordinated public (co-)production, as described
by Loots and Van Andel (2025), while the later projects in Nieuw-West and Zuidoost display
characteristics of transformational co-creation (see Table 1). Both forms of collaboration focus on
jointly working toward the creation of social value, with a significant role for art and culture. In doing
so, the projects of Get Lost distinguish themselves from typical art projects that are used by real estate
developers merely to enhance the attractiveness of a developing area. These types of projects are
primarily developed from the self-interest of the companies involved and can therefore be
characterized as examples of transactional commissions.

Art routes Zuidas & Sloterdijk Hospital (Nieuw-West) &
Roef Art Residency (Zuidoost)

Focus of change Public benefits / societal Public benefits / societal
Engagement partner Receptive engagement Joint engagement
Type of partnership Coordinated public production Transformational co-creation

Tabel 1. Typology cross-sectoral partnerships in the case study of Get Lost.

The difference between the Zuidas art routes and the projects in Nieuw-West and Zuidoost
lies mainly in the type of cultural practices. In the art routes, visual artists working within the Western
art tradition produced artworks that were installed in the area and viewed by spectators—representing
a form of receptive engagement. Get Lost supported the companies in the area in fulfilling their social
responsibility by selecting curators and having them research the district. Based on their findings, a
curatorial framework was developed—funded by the City of Amsterdam—after which suitable artists
were approached and proposed. Companies were closely involved in commissioning the artworks and
financed pieces that were freely accessible to the public.

In Nieuw-West and Zuidoost, a similar approach was taken toward the real estate developers,
but a different kind of art and culture was chosen. This choice was directly informed by the character
of these neighborhoods and their residents, but also by Get Lost’s growing drive to more effectively
engage both the art world and the corporate sector with issues of diversity, inclusion, and equity. This
led to collaborations with curators and creators who were rooted in and connected to the
neighborhood, and who were culturally active beyond the Western-oriented visual arts tradition. Both
Casa Sofia in Nieuw-West and the temporary art projects of RARe in Zuidoost made use of more
advanced forms of co-creation than typical Western visual arts practice, and therefore naturally leaned
toward joint engagement.

The ideal types by Loots and Van Andel (2025) have thus proven useful for better
understanding the distinctions between various working methods, and for interpreting the intuitive
shift that occurred within Get Lost's practice. The case of Get Lost also shows that within the
cross-sector partnerships it facilitates, there are often divergent perspectives on what the collaboration
entails. The core of Get Lost’s work is bringing different partners on board by effectively bridging the
differing visions and needs of stakeholders. Because it understands both the language of the corporate
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world and the CCSI, Get Lost is able to use art and culture to generate value for multiple stakeholders
in a given area—even when some of those stakeholders do not yet have a clear picture of what that
might look like. The idea that art and culture are primarily tools for making a location more attractive
is still dominant. Companies often recognize that art and culture can attract visitors to a location,
which in turn helps them rent or sell square meters at a good price. But the role that art and culture can
play in collaborative efforts toward societal transformation remains relatively unfamiliar. This also
means that companies typically start out thinking in terms of transactional commissions. Get Lost has
become increasingly successful at pivoting such assignments toward at least coordinated public
(co-)production—and hopes, at times, to move even toward transformational co-creation.

Achieving this requires significant translation work and persuasive effort. That persuasive
effort must go beyond simply facilitating matchmaking—as may suffice in a transactional commission
(Loots and Van Andel, 2025). Effective cross-sectoral partnerships, such as coordinated public
(co-)production and transformational co-creation "require navigating different intentions, success
criteria, rules of engagement, and asymmetric relationships between the actors involved, as well as
policy frameworks to support beneficial engagements" (Loots and Van Andel, 2025, p. 12). This is
precisely what Get Lost specializes in. As a result, projects often have long lead times, and they
frequently change direction midstream. Flexibility in responding to changing conditions is therefore a
crucial characteristic of an intermediary like Get Lost. This approach produces meaningful outcomes,
but bringing together different worlds and values can be extremely challenging. For example, the
cultural gap between the culturally diverse creative communities in Zuidoost and the much less
diverse corporate world—including the original initiators of the rooftop festival—was significant, and
not always bridgeable.

The main challenge for Get Lost is to realize the desired transformative collaboration between
worlds that are sometimes very far apart. It may be too much to expect that employees in profit-driven
companies—whose daily focus is on maximizing returns—will, through their involvement in a
cultural project, suddenly shift their priorities and fully embrace societal impact. Get Lost often
succeeds in giving these partners a real and very direct experience, during the course of the projects
they’re involved in, of how investing in art and culture can support their social responsibility.
However, they often revert to business as usual once the project ends.

It is not surprising that governments often play a role in encouraging companies to take on
social responsibility. The examples from Get Lost demonstrate that this kind of stimulation can be
quite effective. Currently, this mostly happens on an ad hoc basis—for example, as part of specific
collaborations or planning processes for particular city districts—but with the rise of the previously
mentioned frameworks (such as ESG, SDGs, and CSRD) and in light of the hybridization movement,
this incentive for all companies is expected to become increasingly stronger. Get Lost anticipates that
this will make its work easier. At the same time, there is a danger that these types of frameworks
become mere checkboxes in corporate reporting, executed quantitatively and producing little actual
impact. This mindset reinforces the earlier-noted tendency of companies to conduct, for example,
environmental analyses—which will soon become mandatory—from behind a desk using statistics.

As we've seen, such an analysis can be shaped quite differently from the perspective of the
cultural and creative sector. Curators, artists, and creative intermediaries like Get Lost succeed in
engaging people and surfacing stories that often remain invisible in statistical data. This has the
potential to create far greater impact: because companies become genuinely engaged with other
stakeholders—from other companies to residents and artists—through art and culture projects, the
issues within a development area become more tangible to them. Get Lost hopes that this will increase
companies’ awareness of diversity, inclusion, and equity in the neighborhoods where they are active.

Recognizing that the projects executed by Get Lost always take the form of coordinated
public (co-)production and increasingly lean toward transformational co-creation may help realize the
transformation that Get Lost envisions —a world in which “cultural capital is valued equally to
economic capital, and the exchange between the two strengthens both” (Get Lost, 2025). Based on the
research by Loots and Van Andel (2025), one might conclude that joint engagement and co-creation
are necessary components to enable true transformation. However, the practice of Get Lost also shows
that receptive engagement, as seen in coordinated public (co-)production projects, can still generate
significant impact. What matters most is creating authentic connections between the worlds and
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values of the CCSI and the business sector. This reaffirms the critical importance of intermediaries in
facilitating impactful cross-sectoral partnerships.

6. Limitations and Future Research

Reflecting on several Get Lost projects from a practice-based perspective has yielded valuable
conclusions, especially about the importance of intermediaries in cross-sector partnerships between
the CCSI and business. However, this approach also comes with limitations. The situations in which
Get Lost operated during the projects discussed each had unique characteristics and are therefore not
easily generalizable. Furthermore, our analysis has been based primarily on the perspective of Cecile
Wentges, the founder of Get Lost. Only in the Play Station Sloterdijk project small-scale impact
research was conducted to assess what the project meant for the participating companies (and the
public). Future research could focus more extensively on how intermediaries operate within these
types of partnerships. It would be interesting to examine whether the experiences of Get Lost also
appear in other projects characterized by coordinated public (co-)production or transformational
co-creation. Additionally, it would be worthwhile to further investigate how different backgrounds
and working methods of curators and artists contribute to social impact, and what that impact
specifically looks like.
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