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Who's biggest monthly fixed expense is their housing cost?
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PROBLEM STATEMENT

~ 1

INCREASING NUMBER NEED FOR
OF SINGLE-PERSON ENVIRONMENTAL
HOUSEHOLDS SUSTAINABILITY

INCREASING
HOUSING PRICES

(CBS, 2018a; CBS, 2018b; Couzy & Damen, 2017; MIE & MIA, 2016; PBL, 2015; Taha, 2018) 4/57



THIS IS EMMA

Single-person household

2.9 mln in the Netherlands, 1/3 of all households, 45% of households
in big cities by 2040

24 years old

Average age of single-person households

Struggles with paying rent

Rents in the |arge cities have increased with 3% past year
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PROBLEM STATEMENT

CHALLENGES FOLLOWING FROM THE INCREASE OF SINGLE-PERSON HOUSEHOLDS

SOLE RESPONSIBILITY ENVIRONMENTAL SOCIAL
FOR THE RENT SUSTAINABILITY ISOLATION

(Banks et al., 2009; Fromm, 2012; Swader, 2018) 6/59



4

Jl WHY NOT SHARE?

Let’s see if collaborative housing could be a solution
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CONCEPTS
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ENVIRONMENTAL
SOCIAL

DRIVERS

COHOUSING ]
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LITERATURE STUDY

BARRIERS TO COLLABORATIVE HOUSING

N

PRE-CONSTRUCTION

e Business models do not match with
collaborative housing

e Local planning regulations might be unsuitable

. Communities strugg|e with self-organization

CONSTRUCTION OPERATION

(Fromm, 2012; Jarvis, 2015; Tummers, 2016; Tummers, 2017; Urban, 2018)
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HOW TO DEAL WITH TH

ES

E BARKI

SHARING ECONOMY

Similar drivers as cohousing: social, economic and environmental sustainability

ERS?

(Frenken & Schor, 2017; Hamari et al., 2016; Heinrichs, 2013; Puschmann & Alt, 2016) T] /57






WRAT IS SHARING ECONOMY?

@ Collaborative consumption of under-utilized goods, through access rather

than ownership, often through the use of community-based online services.
® © 0 © i i
17Y? L
slsis|s st

NOT A SHARING ECONOMY SHARING ECONOMY

S T

(Frenken & Schor, 2017; Hamari et al., 2016; Heinrichs, 2013; Puschmann & Alt, 2016) 13/57



WRAT IS SHARING ECONOMY?

@ Collaborative consumption of under-utilized goods, through access rather

than ownership, often through the use of community-based online services.
® © 0 o i i
17Y? L
sls|s|e st
NOT A SHARING ECONOMY SHARING ECONOMY
BENEFITS

Social: contact with other users

S T

Economic: less investments
Environmental: less resource use

(Frenken & Schor, 2017; Hamari et al., 2016; Heinrichs, 2013; Puschmann & Alt, 2016) 14/57



CONCEPTS

CITIZEN J
ECONOMIC

ENVIRONMENTAL
SOCIAL

SHARING ECONO/\/\Y}
DRIVERS

COHOUSING ]
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LITERATURE STUDY

WHY MATCH SHARING ECONOMY TO SELF-ORGANIZATION?

00 + g

COMMON MOTIVATION
& NOT FACILITATED BY
POLITICAL POWER

COMMUNITY-BASED
NETWORK OF CITIZENS
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CONCEPTS

CITIZEN
ECONOMIC
ENVIRONMENTAL SELF—ORGANIZATIONJ
SOCIAL SHARING ECONO/\/\Y}

DRIVERS

GOVERNMENT,
BUSINESS MODELS

BARRIERS/ENABLERS

COHOUSING
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HOW TO

EMPOW

ER COMMUNITI

SOCIAL CAPITAL

Bonding, bridging and linking social capital

(Hawkins & Maurer, 2010; Larsen et al., 2012; Muir, 2011; Putnam, 2000; Woolcock, 2001)
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MAIN RES

EARCH QU

ESTION

How can the concept of sharing economy support

empowerment of cohousing communities towards

self-organization to create aﬂ"ordable homes:

?
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METHODS

PREPARATION EMPIRICAL RESEARCH SYNTHESIS & DESIGN

PROBLEM STATEMENT DEVELOPMENT & TEST

’ ANALYSIS SYNTHESIS FINALTHESIS REPORT
LITERATURE STUDY & INTERVIEWS CREATIVE SESSION COMMUNICATION
METHODOLOGY INTERVIEW RESULTS INTERVIEW RESULTS TOOL CONCLUSIONS

VALIDATION VALIDATION

RESEARCH STEP
WITH CASE STUDY

INDIVIDUAL

RESEARCH STEP

e SUB-QUESTION
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STAD IN DE MAAK EERONDD 7S,

- Cohousing project in Rotterdam

';F & [ ) :E‘g
- Si/dM manages derelict buildings from Havensteder % 4 D2 m%ggd:ftm s, ,
- Renovated during temporary care O%%:,ela S
- Residents share common spaces, have own living quarters L %-‘%& : Ty, ote,
. Free commons downstairs for resident initiatives ' #w 7 z::jw,dstmtg 5N Zwaiha,s o
+ Drivers: economic, environmental & social sustainability 3 @@ﬁ:j %ﬂ}ﬁﬁ”t A
%ﬁf%%%*‘% % 4
INTERVIEWEES i it
Residents 2 R R L.
Resident 1 Pieter de Raadtstraat 3/B RTINS o e .Almonditraat 141-235 Eg P
Resident 2 Bloklandstraat 190 o N égj Egi:llmak office b % ég?;r?ients H %
Co-founders 2 e %g} = % Z
Housing corporation 2 = — P, Q&&M b
Housing corporation 1 Previous employee/ambassador @ oo Contral Stat,-::;m.,esuw A 4
Housing corporation 2 Current employee/ambassador wetfteere =

LOCATIONS STAD IN DE MAAK
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INTERVIEW RESULTS ()

SHARING ECONOMY SELF-ORGANIZATION SOCIAL CAPITAL
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INTERVIEW RESULTS ()

SHARING ECONOMY SELF-ORGANIZATION SOCIAL CAPITAL

. Characteristics
. Advantages
. Disadvantages

Residents & co-founders
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INTERVIEW RESULTS A Q R[>

SHARING ECONOMY SELF-ORGANIZATION SOCIAL CAPITAL

. Characteristics . Characteristics

. Advantages . Barriers

. Disadvantages . Enablers

Residents & co-founders Residents, co-founders &

housing corporation
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INTERVIEW RESULTS EE Q ¢ 2% >

SHARING ECONOMY SELF-ORGANIZATION SOCIAL CAPITAL

. Characteristics . Characteristics . Bonding social capital

. Advantages . Barriers . Bridging social capital

. Disadvantages . Enablers . Linking social capital

Residents & co-founders Residents, co-founders & Residents, co-founders &
housing corporation housing corporation
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SHARING ECONOMY

EE Q 2 28 [

CHARACTERISTICS

Consumer-to-consumer interaction
- Present, mainly face-to-face

Access rather than ownership
- Mainly sharing, some exchange/renting

Use of under-utilized assets

+ Buildings are under-utilized properties
. |dle commons are shared

. Goods/services are shared
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SHARING ECONOMY

DISADVANTAGES
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SHARING ECONOMY

ADVANTAGES
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SELF-ORGANIZATION EE Q ¢ 2% >

CHARACTERISTICS

(a common) Intrinsic motivation
- Fun project, not free choice for all residents

Organization through negotiation & soft leadership
- No hierarchy; co-founders are separate

Autonomy
- Not autonomous; dependent from Havensteder

Spontaneous emergence & creativity
- Available space, among other things, supports initiatives
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SELF-ORGANIZATION

BARRIERS
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SELF-ORGANIZATION

ENABLERS
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SOCIAL CAPITAL )

BONDING BRIDGING LINKING

. Partially present
+ Separation residents/co-founders
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SOCIAL CAPITAL

BONDING BRIDGING LINKING

H&

» Partially present - Residents: neighbors

+ Separation residents/co-founders . Co-founders: neighbors & other
collaborative housing communities
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SOCIAL CAPITAL

BONDING BRIDGING LINKING

¥

» Partially present . Residents: neighbors . Residents: zero
+ Separation residents/co-founders . Co-founders: neighbors & other . Co-founders: Havensteder
collaborative housing communities
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CONNECTING CONCEPTS )

BARRIERS CONDITIONS

SELF-ORGANIZATION SELF-ORGANIZATION

——> POSITIVE CONNECTION

——> NEGATIVE CONNECTION
40/57



CONNECTING CONCEPTS )

SHARING ECONOMY
CHARACTERISTICS &
ADVANTAGES

BARRIERS CONDITIONS
SELF-ORGANIZATION SELF-ORGANIZATION

——> POSITIVE CONNECTION

——> NEGATIVE CONNECTION
41157



CONNECTING CONCEPTS )

SHARING ECONOMY
CHARACTERISTICS & SOCIAL CAPITAL
ADVANTAGES

BARRIERS CONDITIONS
SELF-ORGANIZATION SELF-ORGANIZATION

——> POSITIVE CONNECTION

——> NEGATIVE CONNECTION
42157



WHAT DOES TH

E SYNTH

ESIS SHOW?

Sharing economy can positively affect self-organization

and bonding social capital of cohousing communities,

but sharing economy disadvantages limit this connection.
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FROM SYNTHESIS TO DESIGN
How to deal with the disadvantages

of Stad in de Maak’s sharing economy?
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COMMUNICATION TOOL

FUNCTION COMMUNICATION TOOL

CONDITIONS FOR

CHARACTERISTICS &
ADVANTAGES

BONDING
SOCIAL CAPITAL

SHARING ECONOMY COMMUNICATION

DISADVANTAGES TOOL

——> POSITIVE CONNECTION

——> NEGATIVE CONNECTION
45/57






EE Q ¢ R [

(IMJPERFECTION PUZILE ,

COMMUNICATION TOOL




COMMUNICATION TOoOL [EEHQ 9|~







DISCUSSI[ON 2 Q ¢ R[>

Selection of discussion points

+ Small sample (research fatigue)

- Ambiguity in results

. Communication tool (in)direct effects

- Cohousing was studied as a possible solution, but mainly problems were identified
+ Use of the concept ‘sharing economy’: collaborative consumption as an alternative
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MAIN RES

EARCH QU

ESTION

How can the concept of sharing economy support

empowerment of cohousing communities towards

self-organization to create aﬂ"ordable homes:

?
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Main concepts

- Stad in de Maak can be described as a sharing economy, which has both advantages
and disadvantages

+ Seven barriers to its self-organization were found

- Stad in de Maak’s bonding capital is strongest; residents have less bridging and
linking capital than the co-founders

- Stad in de Maak’s sharing economy can support its conditions for self-organization
and bonding capital, but communication issues affect the positive impact

Communication tool

- Practical output & confirmation of the findings
+ Brings all components of the research together
- Long term effects need to be studied



CONCLUSION 2 Q ¢ R[>

Affordability

+ Sharing economies within cohousing communities can support affordability, but
reducing its disadvantages s necessary
. Direct and indirect effects of this research cannot be measured short term

- Housing market is complex, empowerment of cohousing communities is one piece of
the puzzle
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Applicability in the real-life context (Stad in de Maak)

- Social Capita| improvements & overview of selF—organization barriers
. Communication tool

- Small brochure with overview of the findings

Future research

- Test with similar cases to improve generalizability and validity of the results
- Test communication tool with other cohousing initiatives

+ Study long term effects of the communication tool at Stad in de Maak

. How alternative research methods (e.g. communication tool design) can support
Cohousing research
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CONDITIONS SELF-ORGANIZATION APPENDIX 1

1.

2.
3.
4.
2.
0.

(a common) Intrinsic motivation
Mutual trust (within and beyond the organization)
Simple rules for collective use and decision-making

Definition of boundaries of the initiative (i.e. the cohousing project)
Room for initiatives

Financial feasibility

(Brandsen & Helderman, 2012; Czischke, 2018; Huygen et al., 2012) 58/57



CONDITIONS SELF-ORGANIZATION APPENDIX 1

DEPENDENCE
DIFFERING MOTIVATIONS B INVAN O3S INSTITUTIONAL

SHARING ENVIRONMENT
O o0 0000 o0 ®

COMPLEX LACK OF RULES FOR
COMMUNICATION DECISION-MAKING

. (ACOMMON) INTRINSIC MOTIVATION
. MUTUALTRUST WITHIN AND BEYOND THE ORGANIZATION
‘ RULES FOR COLLECTIVE USE AND DECISION-MAKING
. DEFINITION OF BOUNDARIES OF THE INITIATIVE
. ROOMFOR INITIATIVES

FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY

IMAGE STAD IN DE MAAK
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SHARING ECONOMY & SELF-ORGANIZATION APPENDIX T

CONSUMER-TO- ACCESS RATHER THAN
e CONSUMER INTERACTION OWNERSHIP

HAVING A STRONG
SN ITRE < SHOINI BY COMMUNITY & NETWORK

@ (ACOMMON) INTRINSIC MOTIVATION () DEFINITION OF BOUNDARIES OF THE INITIATIVE
" MUTUALTRUST WITHIN AND BEYOND THE ORGANIZATION | ROOM FOR INITIATIVES
 RULES FOR COLLECTIVE USE AND DECISION-MAKING FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY 60/57



SHARING ECONOMY & SELF-ORGANIZATION APPENDIX T

CONSUMER-TO- ACCESS RATHER THAN
e CONSUMER INTERACTION OWNERSHIP

HAVING A STRONG
SAVING TIME & MONEY COMMUNITY & NETWORK
COMPLEX LACK OF USAGE
DMTSNEIE (E LRIRRINSALIES COMMUNICATION EMPTY SPACES

@ (ACOMMON) INTRINSIC MOTIVATION () DEFINITION OF BOUNDARIES OF THE INITIATIVE
" MUTUALTRUST WITHIN AND BEYOND THE ORGANIZATION | ROOM FOR INITIATIVES
{ RULESFOR COLLECTIVE USE AND DECISION-MAKING FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY 61/57




SHARING ECONOMY & SOCIAL CAPITAL APPENDIX 1

CONSUMER-TO- ACCESS RATHER THAN
e CONSUMER INTERACTION OWNERSHIP

HAVING A STRONG
SN ITRE < SHOINI BY COMMUNITY & NETWORK

~ BONDINGCAPITAL
|| BONDING CAPITAL(WITH CO-FOUNDERS)
| BRIDGING CAPITAL

 LINKINGCAPITAL 62/57



SHARING ECONOMY & SOCIAL CAPITAL APPENDIX 1

CONSUMER-TO- ACCESS RATHER THAN
e CONSUMER INTERACTION OWNERSHIP

HAVING A STRONG
SAVING TIME & MONEY COMMUNITY & NETWORK
COMPLEX LACK OF USAGE
DMTSNEIE (E LRIRRINSALIES COMMUNICATION EMPTY SPACES

~ BONDINGCAPITAL
|| BONDING CAPITAL(WITH CO-FOUNDERS)
| BRIDGING CAPITAL

. LINKING CAPITAL 63/57/




- Single case study with a small sample (research fatigue)

- Not all single-person households (does not impact findings)

- Ambiguity in results complicates drawing clear conclusions

- Communication tool design & test

. Communication tool (in)direct effects

- Target group of the research

- Cohousing was studied as a possible solution, but mainly problems were identified

+ Use of the concept ‘sharing economy’: collaborative consumption as an alternative

- Academic contribution: hard to create generalizable outcomes

- Practical contribution: findings about Stad in de Maak, and communication tool which is

suitable for other projects as well

(Clark, 2008, Hardin, 1968)
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